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Trust Definitions 

The following table contains all analyzed definitions, sorted ascending by year and then descending by 
authors. 

Author & Year Definition 

(Hobbes 1750) Trust is a Passion proceeding from the Belief of him from whom we expect or hope 
for Good, so free from Doubt that upon the same we pursue no other Way to attain 
the same Good. 

(Deutsch 1958) An individual may be said to have trust in the occurrence of an event if he expects 
its occurrence and his expectation leads to behavior which he perceives to have 
greater negative motivational consequences if the expectation is not confirmed than 
positive motivational consequences if it is confirmed. 

(Blau 1964) Parties can gradually build trust in each other through social exchange 
demonstrating capacity to keep promises and showing commitment to the 
relationship. 

(Garfinkel 1967) The term "trust" is used there to refer to a person's compliance with the 
expectancies of the attitude of daily life as a morality. Acting in accordance with a 
rule of doubt directed to the correspondence between appearances and the objects 
that appearances are appearances of is only one way of specifying "distrust". 
Modifications of each of the other expectancies that make up the attitude of 
everyday life, as well as their various sub-sets, furnish variations on the central 
theme of treating a world that one is required to know in common and take for 
granted as a problematic matter. 

(Giffin 1967) Reliance upon the communication behavior of another person in order to achieve a 
desired but uncertain objective in a risky situation. 

(Rotter 1967) Interpersonal trust is defined here as an expectancy held by an individual or a group 
that the word, promise, verbal or written statement of another individual or group 
can be relied upon. 
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Author & Year Definition 

(Kee and Knox 
1970) 

In the simplest and perhaps the most common case, a trust situation involves two 
parties which are to a certain extent interdependent with respect to the outcomes 
defined by their joint choices, and one of the parties (P) is confronted with the 
choice between trusting or not trusting. However, P's choice not to manifest trust 
toward O will preclude betrayal, leaving O usually with no further option with 
respect to the particular situation. It is important to note that both P and O are 
cognizant of the risk to which P exposes himself in his decision to trust O. ("Risk" 
here refers to the possibility that O can-but not that he necessarily will-betray P's 
trust.) That is, P knows O can betray him and O knows that P has extended his (P's) 
trust even in the face of that risk. Therefore, even where the risk is perceived to be 
negligible, the situation still involves trust, as long as the possibility of betrayal by O 
exists. 

(Rotter 1971) Interpersonal trust is defined here as an expectancy held by an individual or a group 
that the word, promise, verbal or written statement of another individual or group 
can be relied on. 

(Zand 1972) Trusting behavior [...] is defined here as consisting of actions that (a) increase one's 
vulnerability, (b) to another whose behavior is not under one's control, (c) in a 
situation in which the penalty (disutility) one suffers if the other abuses that 
vulnerability is greater than the benefit (utility) one gains if the other does not 
abuse that vulnerability. 

(Kegan and 
Rubenstein 1973) 

Trust may be conceived as a preconscious condition or attitude permitting one to 
enter a situation with minimal defensiveness. Its behavioral manifestation involves 
opening oneself up to a situation, exposing oneself to its unpredictability. 

(Schlenker et al. 
1973) 

Combining these elements, interpersonal trust may be defined as a reliance upon 
information received from another person about uncertain environmental states 
and their accompanying outcomes in a risky situation. 

(Frost et al. 1978) For purposes of the present study we considered there to be three component 
conditions that contribute to the existence of trust: (a) There is an ambiguous 
situation which may lead to a positive or negative personal outcome. (b) The 
trusting individual is at least partially dependent on another person for the 
determination of that outcome. (c) There is a degree of confidence in the altruism of 
the trusted person. In summary, trust was conceptualizes as an expectancy held by 
an individual that the behavior (verbal or nonverbal) of another individual or group 
of individuals would be altruistic and personally beneficial to himself. 

(Larzelere and 
Huston 1980) 

Thus, the conceptualization of trust in the literature leads to the following 
definition: trust exists to the extent that a person believes another person (or 
persons) to be benevolent and honest. Dyadic trust can be distinguished from 
generalized trust in that the former refers specifically to the benevolence and 
honesty of a significant other toward the individual making the judgment. 
Generalized trust, in contrast, refers to a person's belief about the character of 
people in the aggregate [...]. 

(Pruitt 1982) Trust is defined, in this context, as a belief that the other party is also ready for 
coordination. Trust is necessary because coordinative behavior always lays one open 
(to a greater or lesser extent) to the possibility of being exploited. Such exploitation 
seems less likely to materialize if the other party also seems motivated to achieve 
coordination. 

(Barber 1983) The first of these two specific definitions is the meaning of trust as the expectation 
of technically competent role performance. [...] The second meaning of trust that I 
shall analyze concerns expectations of fiduciary obligation and responsibility, that 
is, the expectation that some others in our social relationships have moral 
obligations and responsibility to demonstrate a special concern for others' interests 
above their own. 

(Dore 1983) […] you have to depend on his benevolence. 
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Author & Year Definition 

(Bialaszewski and 
Giallourakis 1985) 

Trust has been defined as an attitude displayed in situations where the following 
characteristics may be evident: a person is relying on another person, a person is 
risking something of value, and/or a person is attempting to achieve a desired goal 
[...]. 

(Lewis and Weigert 
1985) 

Behaviorally, to trust is to act as if the uncertain future actions of others were 
indeed certain in circumstances wherein the violation of these expectations results 
in negative consequences for those involved. In other words, the behavioral content 
of trust is the undertaking of a risky course of action on the confident expectation 
that all persons involved in the action will act competently and dutifully. 

(Schurr and Ozanne 
1985) 

Trust has been defined as the belief that a party's word or promise is reliable and 
that a party will fulfill his/her obligations in an exchange relationship […]. 

(Swan et al. 1985) The customer believes that what the salesperson says or promises to do can be 
relied upon in a situation where the failure of the salesperson to be reliable will 
cause problems for the customer. 

(Baier 1986) Trust which is reliance on another's good will, perhaps minimal good will, contrasts 
with the forms of reliance on others' reactions and attitudes [...]Where one depends 
on another's good will, one is necessarily vulnerable to the limits of that good will. 
One leaves others an opportunity to harm one when one trusts, and also shows 
one's confidence that they will not take it. Reasonable trust will require good 
grounds for such confidence in another's good will, or at least the absence of good 
grounds for expecting their ill will or indifference. Trust then, on this first 
approximation, is accepted vulnerability to another's possible but not expected ill 
will (or lack of good will) toward one. 

(Zucker 1986) From a sociological perspective, trust is defined as a set of expectations shared by all 
those involved in an exchange. It includes both broad social rules, determining, for 
example, what a ‘fair’ rate of interest would be, and legitimately activated processes, 
such as who has the right to determine the rate of interest. This definition takes the 
background of any given transaction into account, rather than simply examining the 
proximate terms of exchange. 

(Anderson et al. 
1987) 

Mutual trust—the degree to which the channel member perceives that its 
relationship with the supplier is based on mutual trust and thus is willing to accept 
short-term dislocation because it is confident that such dislocations will balance out 
in the long run [...]. 

(Dasgupta 1988) [...] correct expectations about the actions of other people that have a bearing on 
one’s own choice of action when that action must be chosen before one can monitor 
the actions of those others. 

(Gambetta 1988) Trust (or, symmetrically, distrust) is a particular level of the subjective probability 
with which an agent assesses that another agent or group of agents will perform a 
particular action, both before he can monitor such action (or independently of his 
capacity ever to be able to monitor it) and in a context in which it affects his own 
action [...]. When we say we trust someone or that someone is trustworthy, we 
implicitly mean that the probability that he will perform an action that is beneficial 
or at least not detrimental to us is high enough for us to consider engaging in some 
form of cooperation with him. 

(Krackhardt and 
Stern 1988) 

In a trusting relationship, one imputes "honorable" motives to another. That is, if 
person A trusts person B, by implication A expects that B will not intentionally use 
information to engage in behavior at A's expense 

(Koller 1988) Trust is a person's expectation that an interaction partner is able and willing to 
behave promotively toward the person, even when the interaction partner is free to 
choose among alternative behaviors that could lead to negative consequences for 
the person. The degree of trust can be said to be higher the stronger the individual 
holds this expectation. 
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Author & Year Definition 

(Zaltman and 
Moorman 1988) 

[...] we define trust as an interpersonal or interorganizational state that reflects the 
extent to which the parties can predict one another's behavior; can depend on one 
another when it counts; and have faith that the other will continue to act in a 
responsive manner despite an uncertain future 

(Anderson and 
Weitz 1989) 

We define trust as one party's belief that its needs will be fulfilled in the future by 
the actions undertaken by the other party. 

(Bradach and Eccles 
2014) 

Trust is a type of expectation that alleviates the fear that one's exchange partner will 
act opportunistically 

(Magrath and 
Hardy 1989) 

Trust is defined as the belief that another person or thing (company) may be relied 
upon with confidence. 

(Anderson and 
Narus 1990) 

Trust is the firm's belief that another company will perform actions that will result 
in positive outcomes for the firm, as well as not take unexpected actions that would 
result in negative outcomes for the firm. The strength of this belief may lead the 
firm to make a trusting response or action, whereby the form commits itself to a 
possible loss, depending upon the subsequent actions of the other company. 

(Crosby et al. 1990) The customer's trust in relational sales contexts can be defined as a confident belief 
that the salesperson can be relied upon to behave in such a manner that the long-
term interest of the customer will be served. 

(Michalos 1990) […] a relatively informed attitude or propensity to allow oneself and perhaps others 
to be vulnerable to harm in the interest of some perceived greater good. 

(Boon and Holmes 
1991) 

[...] a state involving confident positive expectations about another’s motives with 
respect to oneself in situations entailing risk 

(Hallén and 
Sandström 1988) 

Trust refers to a long-term attitude of relying upon the other party in the 
relationship, where negative incidents can be tolerated provided long-term 
expectations of positive developments. 

(Moorman et al. 
1992) 

Trust is defined as a willingness to rely on an exchange partner in whom one has 
confidence. 

(Ring and van de 
Ven 1992) 

Two different definitions of trust are frequently used in the literature: (1) confidence 
or predictability in one's expectations [...] and confidence in the other's goodwill 
[...]. We employ the second definition in this paper. We operate from the 
perspective that personal embeddedness at a minimum, is a necessary condition for 
trust [...]. 

(Sako 1992) Trust is a state of mind, an expectation held by one trading partner about another, 
that the other behaves or responds in a predictable and mutually acceptable 
manner. 

(Moorman et al. 
1993) 

Trust is defined as a willingness to rely on an exchange partner in whom one has 
confidence. 

(Sabel 1993) Trust, the mutual confidence that no party to an exchange will exploit the other's 
vulnerability […]. 

(Sitkin and Roth 
1993) 

trust as a belief, attitude, or expectation concerning the likelihood that the actions 
or outcomes of another individual, group or organization will be acceptable. The 
model assigns the term "trust" to refer to belief in a person's competence to perform 
a specific task under specific circumstances 

(Barney and Hansen 
1994) 

Trust is the mutual confidence that no party to an exchange will exploit another's 
vulnerabilities. 

(Ganesan 1994) Trust is the willingness to rely on an exchange partner in whom one has confidence 
[…]. 

(Ghoshal and 
Bartlett 1994) 

Trust is an attribute of an organization’s context that induces its members to rely on 
the commitments of each other.  

(Mohr and 
Spekman 1994) 

[…] the belief that a party’s word is reliable and that a party will fulfill its obligation 
in an exchange […] 
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Author & Year Definition 

(Morgan and Hunt 
1994) 

We conceptualize trust as existing when one party has confidence in an exchange 
partner's reliability and integrity. 

(Andaleeb 1995) Consistent with prior conceptualizations, trust in the exchange partner is defined in 
this paper as A's belief that B can be relied upon to produce positive outcomes or 
not produce negative outcomes for A from the investment in the relationship.  

(Bromiley and 
Cummings 1995) 

Consequently, trust will be defined as an individual's belief or a common belief 
among a group of individuals that another individual or group (1) makes good-faith 
efforts to behave in accordance with any commitments both explicit or implicit, (2) 
is honest in whatever negotiations proceeded such commitments, and (3) does not 
take excessive advantage of another even when the opportunity is available. 

(Currall and Judge 
1995) 

Drawing from this research, trust is defined as an individual's behavioral reliance on 
another person under a condition of risk. 

(Fukuyama 1995) Trust is the expectation that arises within a community of regular, honest, and 
cooperative behavior, based on commonly shared norms, on the part of other 
members of that community. 

(Hosmer 1995) Trust is the expectation by one person, group, or firm of ethically justifiable 
behavior-that is, morally correct decisions and actions based upon ethical principles 
of analysis - on the part of the other person, group, or firm in a joint endeavor or 
economic exchange. 

(Kumar et al. 1995) Trust encompasses two essential elements [...]: (1) trust in the partner's honesty, 
that is, the belief that the partner stands by its word [...], fulfills promised role 
obligations, and is sincere [...], and (2) trust in the partner's benevolence, that is the 
belief that the partner is interested in the firm's welfare [...] and will not take 
unexpected actions that will negatively affect the firm [...]. Trust, therefore, exists 
when a firm believes its partner is honest and benevolent. 

(Mayer et al. 1995) [...] the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions of another party based 
on the expectation that the other will perform a particular action important to the 
trustor, irrespective of the ability to monitor or control that other party 

(McAllister 1995) [...] the extent to which a person is confident in, and willing to act on the basis of, 
the words, actions, and decisions of another. 

(Zaheer and 
Venkatraman 1995) 

Defined in contracting behavior terms, trust reflects 'the extent to which 
negotiations are fair and commitments are upheld' [...] and one party's belief that its 
requirements will be fulfilled through future actions undertaken by the other party 
[…]. 

(Andaleeb 1996) Based on these views, trust is defined here as the willingness of a party to rely on the 
behaviors of others, especially when these behaviors have outcome implications for 
the party bestowing trust. Trust bestowal is preceeded by the focal party’s belief that 
the partner’s actions will lead to favorable outcomes.  

(Cummings and 
Bromiley 1996) 

 […] an individual’s belief or a common belief among a group of individuals that 
another individual or group (a) makes good-faith efforts to behave in accordance 
with any commitments both explicit or implicit, (b) is honest in whatever 
negotiations preceded such commitments, and (c) does not take excessive 
advantage of another even when the opportunity is available. 

(Mishra 1996) Trust is one party's willingness to be vulnerable to another party based on the belief 
that the latter party is 1) competent, 2) open, 3) concerned, and 4) reliable. 

(Mohr et al. 1996) Trust is the belief that one's word is reliable and that a party will fulfill its 
obligation, acting predictably and fairly. 

(Nooteboom 1996) X trusts Y to the extent that X chooses to cooperate with Y on the basis of a 
subjective probability that Y will choose not to employ opportunities for defection 
that ,Y considers damaging, even if it is in the interest of Y to do so. The 
trustworthiness of Y depends on Y’s true propensity to employ those opportunities. 
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Author & Year Definition 

(Robinson 1996) [...] trust is defined here as one's expectations, assumptions, or beliefs about the 
likelihood that another's future actions will be beneficial, favorable, or at least not 
detrimental to one’s interests 

(Tyler and Degoey 
1996) 

We define trust in terms of feelings that an authority made a good-faith effort and 
treated the parties involved in the conflict fairly 

(Kramer and Tyler 
1995) 

In addition, trust can be conceptualized as an orientation toward society and toward 
others that has social meaning beyond rational calculations. 

(Webb 1995) Here, the rather primitive idea is that trust is a judgment or a confidence estimate 
that an organization or a person is going to act in a predictable way. 

(Blomqvist 1997) At this stage a working definition of trust for business contexts could be given as an 
actor's expectation of the other party's competence and goodwill. 

(Doney and Cannon 
1997) 

Drawing on literature in social psychology [...] and marketing, we define trust as the 
perceived credibility and benevolence of a target of trust [...]. 

(Ganesan and Hess 
1997) 

Trust has been conceptualized as (a) an expectancy held by an individual or group 
that the word, promise, verbal or written statement of another party can be relied 
on [...] and, (b) a confidence in the motives of the other party in conditions 
involving risk or a belief in the benevolent intentions of the other party [...]. 

(Sako 1997) Trust is an expectation held by an agent that its trading partner will behave in a 
mutually acceptable manner (including an expectation that neither party will exploit 
the other’s vulnerabilities. 

(Uzzi 1997) It was expressed as the belief that an exchange partner would not act in self-interest 
at another's expense and appeared to operate not like calculated risk but like a 
heuristic-a predilection to assume the best when interpreting another's motives and 
actions. 

(Bhattacharya et al. 
1998) 

Trust is an expectancy of positive (or  nonnegative) outcomes that one can receive 
based on the expected action of another party in an interaction characterized by 
uncertainty. 

(Brien 1998) trust something, in contrast, is to have certain expectations that it will behave in a 
certain desired way that promotes, or at least does not diminish the putative 
truster's well-being or that of something in which she has an investment. To trust is 
not merely to have certain expectations, however. It is importantly to feel secure 
that the thing trusted will act as expected and that one's expectations about it will be 
fulfilled. 

(Doney et al. 1998) Accordingly, we define trust as a willingness to rely on another party and to take 
action in circumstances where such action makes one vulnerable to the other party 
[…]. 

(Hagen and Choe 
1998) 

For our purposes, "trust" is the expectation that the promise of another can be 
relied on and that, in unforeseen circumstances, the other will act in a spirit of 
cooperation with the trustor. 

(Jones and George 
1998) 

Commonly, they view trust as an expression of confidence between the parties in an 
exchange of some kind-confidence that they will not be harmed or put at risk by the 
actions of the other party [...] or confidence that no party to the exchange will 
exploit the other's vulnerability [...]. 

(Lewicki et al. 1998) [...] we define trust in terms of confident positive expectations regarding another's 
conduct, and distrust in terms of confident negative  expectations regarding 
another's conduct. 

(McKnight et al. 
1998) 

We define "trust" to mean that one believes in, and is willing to depend on, another 
party […]. 

(Rousseau et al. 
1998) 

Trust is a psychological state comprising the intention to accept vulnerability based 
upon positive expectations of the intentions or behavior of another. 



How Trust is Defined 

 Twentieth Americas Conference on Information Systems, Savannah, 2014 7 

Author & Year Definition 

(Sako and Helper 
1998) 

Trust is an expectation held by an agent that its trading partner will behave in a 
mutually acceptable manner (including an expectation that neither party will exploit 
the other's vulnerabilities). This expectation narrows the set of possible actions, 
thus reducing the uncertainty surrounding the partner's actions. 

(Selnes 1998) A common definition of trust is that it is a “generalized expectancy” of how the other 
party will behave in the future [...]. 

(Whitener et al. 
1998) 

First, trust in another party reflects an expectation or belief that the other party will 
act benevolently. Second, one cannot control or force the other party to fulfill this 
expectation-that is, trust involves a willingness to be vulnerable and risk that the 
other party may not fulfill that expectation. Third, trust involves some level of 
dependency on the other party so that the outcomes of one individual are influenced 
by the actions of another. 

(Zaheer et al. 1998) We use and extend both conceptualizations and define trust as the expectation that 
an actor (1) can be relied on to fulfill obligations [...], (2) will behave in a predictable 
manner, and (3) will act and negotiate fairly when the possibility for opportunism is 
present [...] From this perspective, interorganizational trust describes the extent to 
which organizational members have a collectively-held trust orientation toward the 
partner firm [...] 

(Young-Ybarra and 
Wiersema 1999) 

While trust has been defined in many different ways to address many different 
organizational research questions, one that is consistent with research on 
interorganizational relationships is that [...] trust [is] [...] a state of mind, an 
expectation held by one trading partner about another, that the other will behave in 
a predictable and mutually acceptable manner. 

(Lorenz 1999) Trust can be defined as the judgement one makes on the basis of one’s past 
interactions with others that they will seek to act in ways that favour one’s interests, 
rather than harm them, in circumstances that remain to be defined. Trusting 
judgements inevitably remain tentative, rather than certain, since they are based on 
a limited knowledge of others rather than a precise calculation of their interests. 
Correspondingly, there is nothing to preclude that trust will be transformed into 
mistrust as knowledge and information are accumulated. 

(McLain and 
Hackman 1999) 

Trust is the belief that a specific other will be able and willing, in a discretionary 
situation, to act in the trustor's best interests 

(Dyer and Chu 
2000) 

We draw on the previous literature in defining trust as one party's confidence that 
the other party in the exchange relationship will not exploit its vulnerabilities […]. 

(Grandison and 
Sloman 2000) 

[...] the firm belief in the competence of an entity to act dependably, securely and 
reliably within a specified context” (assuming dependability covers reliability and 
timeliness). 

(Jeffries and Reed 
2000) 

“A state involving confident positive expectations about another's motives with 
respect to oneself in situations entailing risk [...] and, thus, is an orientation toward 
others that is beyond rationality [...] because it increases one's vulnerability to 
opportunistic behavior [...].” 

(Kern and Willcocks 
2000) 

Trust is the belief that a party's word is reliable and that it will fulfil its obligation as 
stipulated in the agreement, by acting predictably and fair. 

(Lane et al. 2001) In much of the IJV literature, the importance of trust is defined as the expectation 
that the partners will act in good faith […]. 

(Williams 2001) Trust is defined here as one's willingness to rely on another's actions in a situation 
involving the risk of opportunism […]. 

(Fryxell et al. 2002) […] the willingness of individuals to make themselves vulnerable to the risk [...] 
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Author & Year Definition 

(James 2002) In the language of economics, trust can be viewed as an expectation, and it pertains 
to circumstances in which agents take risky actions in environments characterized 
by uncertainty or informational incompleteness. To say "A trusts B" means that A 
expects B will not exploit a vulnerability A has created for himself by taking the 
action. 

(Korsgaard et al. 
2002) 

Interpersonal trust [...] reflects a willingness to be vulnerable to another person 
based on the expectation, but not certainty, that he or she will act benevolently [...]. 
It also reflects an assessment of a person’s motives, intentions, and character [...], 
including judgments of a person’s benevolence, integrity, fairness, and reliability 
[...]. 

(Mui et al. 2002) [Trust is] a subjective expectation an agent has about another’s future behavior 
based on the history of their encounters. 

(Nooteboom 2002) Trust in things or people entails the willingness to submit to the risk that they may 
fail us, with the expectation that they will not, or the neglect or lack of awareness of 
the possibility that they might. Real trust, or trust in the strong sense, is an 
expectation that things or people will not fail us, or the neglect of lack of awareness 
of the possibility of failure, even if there are perceived opportunities and incentives 
for such failure. 

(Sirdeshmukh et al. 
2002) 

Therefore, we define consumer trust as the expectations held by the consumer that 
the service provider is dependable and can be relied on to deliver on its promises. 

(Carson et al. 2003) For our purposes, we define trust as the confidence held by one party in its 
expectations of the behavior and goodwill of another party regarding business 
actions […]. 

(Corritore et al. 
2003) 

an attitude of confident expectation in an online situation of risk that one’s 
vulnerabilities will not be exploited. 

(Dyer and Chu 
2003) 

[..] one party's confidence that the other party in the exchange relationship will not 
exploit its vulnerabilities. [the trustee] (1) is known to reliably make good-faith 
efforts to behave in accordance with prior commitments, (2) makes adjustments 
(e.g., as market conditions change) in ways perceived as "fair" by the exchange 
partner, and (3) does not take excessive advantage of an exchange partner even 
when the opportunity is available. 

(Gainey and Klaas 
2003) 

While trust has been examined using a number of alternative theoretical 
perspectives, it is generally agreed that it involves a willingness to make oneself 
vulnerable to another party […]. 

(Jap and Anderson 
2003) 

Trust is the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions of another party 
based on the expectation that the other will perform a particular action important to 
the trustor, irrespective of the ability to monitor or control that other party. 

(Perrone et al. 
2003) 

Within the context of this study, we define trust as a supplier's expectation that a 
purchasing manager (1) can be relied on to fulfill obligations, (2) will behave in a 
predictable manner, and (3) will act and negotiate fairly when the possibility for 
opportunism is present. We therefore conceptualize trust in terms of three core 
components: Reliability, predictability, and fairness. 

(Saparito et al. 
2004) 

Relational trust refers to a "trustor's" confident belief that a "trustee" will act 
beneficially because the trustee cares about the trustor's welfare. 

(Ferrin et al. 2006) The extent to which an individual judges another to have integrity and 
dependability […] 

(Krishnan et al. 
2006) 

Building on this prior research, we define interorganizational trust as the 
expectation held by one firm that another will not exploit its vulnerabilities when 
faced with the opportunity to do so […]. 

(Mesquita 2007) Trust has been defined as the confident positive willingness of one to be vulnerable 
to the conduct of another […] in conditions of interdependence and risk. 
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Author & Year Definition 

(Nooteboom 2007) One can define trust broadly, as the expectation that a partner will not engage in 
opportunistic behaviour, for whatever reason, including control of his conduct. One 
can also define trust more narrowly, as the expectation that a partner will not 
engage in opportunistic behaviour, even in the face of short-term opportunities and 
incentives, in the absence of control 

(Faems et al. 2008) A broad variety of trust definitions exist, yet there is a converging understanding 
that trust refers to positive expectations regarding the other party in a risky 
situation [...]. In addition, scholars [...] have increasingly argued that trust is a 
multidimensional concept, encompassing positive expectations about a partner's 
ability to perform according to an agreement (competence trust) as well as the 
party's intentions to do so (goodwill trust). 

(Edwards and Cable 
2009) 

Trust is defined here as the willingness to be vulnerable to the actions of another, 
due to the expectation that those actions will not harm oneself […]. 

(Puranam and 
Vanneste 2009) 

Trust is “a type of expectation that alleviates the fear that one’s exchange partner 
will act opportunistically” […], even when it is not possible to monitor that partner 
[…] 

(Simmons et al. 
2009) 

In this paper we […] [define] trust as the willingness to be vulnerable to the actions 
of another. 

(Huang and Nicol 
2010) 

Trust is a mental state comprising: (1) expectancy - the trustor expects a specific 
behavior from the trustee (such as providing valid information or effectively 
performing cooperative actions); (2) belief - the trustor believes that the expected 
behavior occurs, based on the evidence of the trustee’s competence, integrity, and 
goodwill; (3) willingness to take risk - the trustor is willing to take risk for that 
belief. 

(Six et al. 2010) "[…] we define trust as a psychological state comprising the intention to accept 
vulnerability to the actions of another party based upon the expectation that the 
other will perform a particular action that is important to you.” 

(Dijke et al. 2010) Trust refers to acceptance of vulnerability out of positive expectations of the other’s 
intentions […] 
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