
The moderating role of kindness on the relation between trust
and happiness

Dorota Jasielska1

# The Author(s) 2018

Abstract
A number of studies show that trust enhances both national and individual happiness. However, the mechanism
underlying this association remains unclear. The aim of this study was to investigate the role of kindness in
explaining the link between trust and happiness. Specifically, it was hypothesized that the more people believe that
they have done for others, the stronger is the link between trust and happiness. Ninety-one students participated in a
trust game and then completed measures assessing levels of happiness, trust, and kindness. Results revealed that
level of happiness was related to the frequency of acts of kindness and the level of trust showed in a trust game.
This finding suggests that while trust alone is associated with happiness, being kind strengthens this relationship. It
seems that without prosocial activity people may not derive much happiness from being trusting. Possible explana-
tions for the effects obtained and limitations of the study are discussed.
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Introduction

You must trust and believe in people or life becomes
impossible
Anton Chekhov

Trusting others is a crucial element of social life. Most
contracts in daily situations are incomplete as those in-
volved do not possess all the necessary information
about what might be expected by each side. Hence,
being trustful enables the taking advantage of opportu-
nities for mutually beneficial exchanges. In a world
without trust, customers would always doubt the inten-
tions of salespeople trying to sell them a new product,
parents would never leave their children in someone
else’s care, and people would not share their best busi-
ness or scientific ideas with others for fear that they
might be stolen. Trust is vital for long, satisfying rela-
tionships, successful business transactions, a great

atmosphere in the workplace, and a healthy functioning
community that enhances the well-being of its members
(Helliwell 2006; Putnam 2000). There is ample evidence
showing that trust is essential for both individual and
national well-being (Helliwell et al. 2016; Kroll 2008;
Tov and Diener 2008). However, there is much about trust that
is not yet understood. For example, is the generalized trust
expressed in national surveys equal to the expression of trust
on a daily basis? It is also unclear where trust comes from and
whether it is based on expectations of reciprocity or promoted
by kindness. To what extent do helping behaviors and positive
attitudes toward others affect the association between trust and
happiness? In the present study, the link between situational
trust, happiness, and kindness is investigated.

Trust is often linked to an expectation of positive
rather than negative outcomes of the behavior of others
(Ashraf et al. 2006; Johnson and Mislin 2011;
Yamagishi and Yamagishi 1994). It is derived from gen-
eral social attitudes regarding the world and social rela-
tions, and hence, it is essential for forming social capital
(Putnam 2000). Trust develops in two contexts—inter-
personal, where it relates to everyday interactions; and
global, where it reflects a positive attitude towards so-
ciety, public institutions, the whole country. Sometimes
the two types of trust are described as thick trust,
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reserved for close associates, and thin trust referring to
the general trust people have in strangers (Putnam
2000). Irrespective of the social context, the general role
of trust is to provide people with the belief that they
will not be exploited by another person (Wright 2000).
Hence, it can be presumed that trust has the potential to
strengthen social bonds, as it can lead to satisfactory
cooperation among people, groups, or institutions.
Some researchers claim that interpersonal trust may be
manifested in deciding whether or not to hand control
over a situation to another person (Dasgupta 1988;
Grzelak 2001; Snijders and Keren 2001). Other scholars
perceive trust as an investment (Berg et al. 1995),
where people locate their trust in a trustee and expect
the trustee to behave trustworthily.

On the basis of these approaches, trust games have
been designed that measure trust in a social context in
which the subject has to decide about the allocation of
money between him- or herself and a stranger (Johnson
and Mislin 2011). Several studies indicate that trust is
related positively to earnings, economic growth, toler-
ance, social solidarity, volunteerism, cooperation, giving
to charity, and optimism (Ashraf et al. 2006; Rothstein
and Uslaner 2005; Tov and Diener 2008), which shows
that it has great political, economic, social, and psycho-
logical value. Trust can affect a society’s resilience in
response to economic and social crises. For example,
both Ireland and Iceland experienced extreme conse-
quences of the financial crisis in 2007 yet managed to
sustain their happiness level over the years; this is often
explained by the exceptionally high social support in
these countries (Helliwell et al. 2016). In Japan, the
Great Earthquake led to heightened levels of trust and
happiness in the region that experienced it (Yamamura
et al. 2015). These examples indicate that the impact of
crisis on a country’s well-being can be moderated by
level of trust; when its initial levels are high, society’s
happiness may be elevated even in times of distress.

In the last two decades, happiness and its determi-
nants have received a lot of attention from psycholo-
gists. Scholars often treat happiness as an indicator of
subjective well-being, addressing its two, interrelated di-
mensions—emotional and cognitive (Diener et al. 1999).
The first is expressed in the dominance of positive emo-
tions over negative emotions (Diener et al. 1991), while
the latter is described as a quality of life judged by an
individual as good (Veenhoven 1999). Among the sub-
stantial number of determinants of happiness that have
been studied are the following: the frequency of
experiencing positive emotions (Fredrickson 2001), op-
timism (Lyubomirsky et al. 2011), mindfulness (Brown
and Ryan 2003), and the realization of intrinsic goals
(Ryan and Deci 2001). Increases in income appear to

have a significant impact on happiness only in poor
countries, where the fulfillment of basic needs is a constant
issue. With the growth of a country’s affluence, the impor-
tance of income in explaining levels of happiness decreases
(Ahuvia 2002; Easterlin 2005; Veenhoven 2010).

Aside from material and individual qualities, a num-
ber of studies have investigated the social correlates of
subjective well-being. One of the major sources of hap-
piness is satisfactory relationships (Baumeister and
Leary 1995; Ryan and Deci 2000). Relationships have
a significant impact on emotional well-being, as they
provide social support and comfort, and increase the
level of positive affect (Christopher et al. 2004).
Happy people are more sociable and spend more time
with others (Diener and Seligman 2002; Waldinger and
Schulz 2010). They are also better at cooperation and
leading other groups (Argyle 2001). These studies show
that happiness, although a subjective state, is deeply
rooted in a social context and both of its compo-
nents—emotional and cognitive—are to some extent de-
termined by interpersonal contacts. This indicates a sim-
ilarity between trust and happiness—both of them are
affected by social interactions.

As in the case of trust, the level of happiness varies
across nations. Several cultural characteristics can facil-
itate happiness—political freedom, social equality, social
security, good relationships between bureaucracy and the
people, public institutions that function properly and
efficiently, cooperation, frequency of volunteerism, dem-
ocratic attitudes, and a high level of trust (Tov and
Diener 2008; Triandis 2000). These features can be ob-
served in the happiest countries in the world, such as
Denmark, Norway, and Switzerland (Helliwell et al.
2016). The role of trust in shaping a happy nation
seems to be particularly significant, as it affects many
other determinants of happiness such as positive atti-
tudes towards institutions and other people, tolerance,
frequency of experiencing positive emotions, and quality
of social relations (Growiec and Growiec 2014; Kroll
2008; Rothstein and Uslaner 2005). Some scholars even
claim that global well-being depends on the develop-
ment of social trust in all nations (Wright 2000).

Current Study

Trust appears to be a powerful value that is related both
to national and individual happiness. Yet, the mecha-
nism underlying this association remains unclear.
Given the ubiquity of trust, understanding precisely
how it is related to happiness seems to be an important
undertaking. Under what conditions would being trustful
be linked to happiness? To the best of our knowledge,
the factors responsible for the relationship between trust
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and happiness have not received much empirical interest
up to now. The present study aims to fill this gap by
examining the role of kindness in determining the asso-
ciation between trust and happiness.

Kindness is often described as the pleasure derived from
giving, doing kind things, or helping others (Otake et al.
2006). There are various links between kindness and emotion-
al well-being which indicate that those two constructs are
strongly related. First, positive affect, induced experimentally,
as well as measured as a disposition, predicts helping behavior
(Eisenberg 1991; Isen and Levin 1972; Lyubomirsky et al.
2005). Kind people experience more happiness and become
even happier by practicing acts of kindness, or loving-
kindness meditation, regularly (Fredrickson et al. 2008;
Otake et al. 2006). Kind thoughts about others also increase
social connection and a positive view of strangers
(Hutcherson et al. 2008). According to the broaden and build
theory, experiencing positive emotions builds social resources
by, inter alia, increasing positive attitudes toward others
(Fredrickson 2001). Hence, it seems that kindness can be both
a cause and a result of elevated subjective well-being, because
it is driven by positive emotions experienced while helping
others.

There is also some evidence indicating a link be-
tween trust and kindness. In trust games, unconditional
kindness predicts trustworthy behavior (Cox et al. 1991)
and trust is often rewarded by reciprocity (Johnson and
Mislin 2011; Ostrom 2003). Therefore, it could be as-
sumed that trusting people would behave kindly more
often because they are not afraid to invest in a relation-
ship and believe that in future they will also be treated
kindly. Some scholars claim that people do not have to
be motivated by expectations of returned kindness.
Instead, they can simply enjoy helping others (Ashraf
et al. 2006). This seems plausible considering the emo-
tional benefits that an individual derives from being
kind to others.

This article has two purposes. First, it explores the
role of kindness in predicting the relationship between
trust and happiness. It was assumed that if kindness is
related to an elevated level of positive affect and the
level of positive affect influences the perception of oth-
er people, then, with a greater number of good deeds
the favorable view of other people should be stronger.
Thus, it was expected that, in a group of particularly
kind people, the anticipated link between happiness
and trust would be strongest. By testing this hypothesis,
the present study contributes to a better understanding
of the role of kindness as a factor underlying the rela-
tionship between trust and happiness.

The second contribution of the current study is the mea-
surement of the association between trust and happiness not
only by a self-descriptive questionnaire, but also by the use of

a trust game. In many studies, trust is measured by a
single item from the World Values Survey (WVS),
where participants have to declare whether people are
generally worth trusting or whether it is better to be
careful. However, the construct validity of this is often
questioned (Delhey et al. 2011; Johnson and Mislin
2011), for several reasons. First, respondents may not
consider their expectations carefully. Second, it is not
entirely clear how they interpret the question (Camerer
2003)—do they think about strangers or acquaintances?
Some scholars suggest that this item measures a will-
ingness of society to engage in trustworthy behavior
rather than trust (Glaeser et al. 2000). Thus, in the pres-
ent study, in addition to this single question measure a
trust game was used, which measures a behavioral re-
sponse (situational trust) rather than an attitude or men-
tal disposition. Trust games have become a popular way
of measuring trust and an alternative to dispositional
declarations (Johnson and Mislin 2011; Samson and
Kostyszyn 2015). They seem to be particularly useful
when trust is defined as handing control to another per-
son. To the best of the author’s knowledge, in studies of
the relationship between happiness and trust this method
has not yet been widely used. Using two different
methods of measuring trust enables their comparison
and the ability to check the extent to which they are
related.

Method

Participants and Procedure

Ninety-one university students (71 women), aged 19–26 years
(M = 20.38; SD = 1.16) were recruited for the study during
their psychology classes. They did not receive any money
for their participation. All participants were informed of the
purpose and anonymity of the study, and their informed con-
sent was obtained. First, subjects participated in a computer-
based trust game. Then, they completed the happiness scale
and answered questions about dispositional trust and acts of
kindness.

Data Availability The datasets during and/or analyzed during
the current study available from the corresponding author on
reasonable request.

Materials

Trust

In order to measure situational trust, a trust game was used
(Dasgupta 1988; Snijders and Keren 2001). This method was
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based on the game invented by Dasgupta (1988). She explains
the idea of the game by giving an example of a customer
wanting to buy a car. The customer has two options—s/he
can either enter or not enter the car store. S/he wants a car that
is not likely to break down soon, so the decision about buying
the car depends on the salesperson’s trustworthiness.
Dasgupta calls this likelihood a reputation for being
trustworthy. If this reputation is high, the customer will buy
a car. If it is low, s/he will not make a transaction. This situa-
tion is transferred to a game with two players, in which the
first one has to trust the other and the second one can either
make a favorable decision for both of them or choose to focus
solely on his or her own benefits. Thus, situational trust is
operationalized as a decision about passing control to the other
person (partner).

In the game, participants have to make several deci-
sions regarding the distribution of money. They may
decide to allocate the money personally or to pass con-
trol to the other, unknown person who is able to give
them a bigger or smaller payment than the guaranteed
amount. At the beginning of the game, they are present-
ed with the following instruction: BOn the following
screens you will be presented with a situation in which
two persons participate: person A and person B. You
are person A. Someone else, who you do not know,
will be person B. Your task will be to make a decision
regarding the money that both of you can receive. You
will have two options: either you will make a decision
on your own or you will leave it to the partner.^ Each
person is presented with a decision tree example (see
Fig. 1). Then the participants indicate who is to make
the decision about payment in 12 scenarios (each pre-
sented in the form of a decision tree) that differ in
terms of the amount of the money that can be received
(the conditions for each option are presented in the
Appendix Table 2). Since they do not know the deci-
sion made by the partner and have to make decisions
sequentially, the game creates a situation of dependence.

Any time participants choose the guaranteed amount (A
makes a decision) they score one point, and when they
decide to pass the decision to the partner (B), they
receive two points. Situational trust is a discrete variable
with extreme values from 12 (always chooses A and
keeps control) to 24 (always chooses B and passes over
control). In the present study, this measure had good
reliability at α = 0.80.

As well as the game, which measured situational
trust, general disposition was also measured (disposi-
tional trust) in order to compare these two forms of
trust. For this purpose, the item from the WVS was
applied as a control variable. Although this measure is
the subject of some methodological concerns that were
addressed above, it allows for binary categorization and
remains one of the most often used constructs for
assessing how much trust one places in people who
are not close friends or relatives (Johnson and Mislin
2012; Sapienza et al. 2013). Hence, it seemed reason-
able to add the WVS trust question into the study, albeit
not as a main variable.

Happiness

Happiness was measured by the Subjective Happiness
Scale (Lyubomirsky and Lepper 1999), which was trans-
lated into Polish for the current study and then back-
translated by a bilingual person. The questionnaire con-
sists of four items relating to subjective feelings about
one’s own happiness (the last item is reverse-coded, as
it asks participants to what extent an unhappy charac-
terization fits them). Participants respond on a 7-point
Likert scale. A higher score indicates a higher level of
subjective happiness. In the present study, the scale had
good reliability, α = 0.83.

Acts of Kindness

In order to measure this variable, participants answered
a question about how much good they have done to
other people throughout their life. Responses were given
on a scale from 1 (nothing at all) to 7 (a lot).
Measuring kindness using simple scales has been used
previously and has proved to be a good indicator of this
variable (see Otake et al. 2006).

Results

The results indicated that happiness was associated with level
of situational trust (ρ = 0.29, p < .01), dispositional trust (ρ =
0.23, p < .05), and the number of acts of kindness done to
others (ρ = 0.32, p < .01). A moderate correlation was also

Decision

A (Me)

A: 20

B: 20

B (Partner)

A: 10

B: 65

A: 55

B: 55

If you make a decision, 

both you and Partner 

(B) will gain 20 PLN 

If you decide that Partner makes a 

decision, he/she will have two 

options.  

If Partner decides to „move left” 

you gain 10 PLN and he/she gets 65 

PLN.

Fig. 1 Decision tree used in the trust game
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observed between situational trust and dispositional trust
(ρ = 0.29, p = .01). Kindness was associated with neither
situational trust (ρ = −0.08, p = .34) nor dispositional
trust (ρ = −0.02, p = .82).

Analyses Based on Categorization as Trusting
or Careful

On the basis of the dispositional trust measure, the sample was
divided into two groups—those who believed that people can
be trusted (n = 29), and those who believed that one should be
very careful (n = 62). The levels of the three measured vari-
ables were then compared between the two groups (see
Table 1).

Analyses indicated that there were significant differences
for situational trust and happiness—participants who believed
that people can be trusted were more likely to trust a stranger
in a trust game and declared higher levels of happiness in
comparison with the Bcareful^ group. However, no differ-
ences between the groups willing and not willing to trust were
found for number of acts of kindness.

Moderation Analyses

In order to test the hypothesis that number of acts of kindness
affects the relationship between trust (predictor) and happiness
(criterion) a moderation analysis was conducted using the
PROCESS macro model for SPSS (Hayes 2013). Because of
the unequal distribution of men and women in the sample, sex
was used as a covariate in this analysis. The analysis showed
good adjustment of the model to the data [F(4,85) = 6.43, p
< .001, R2 = .23]. Main effects were observed for the predictor
situational trust, t(90) = 3.03, p < 0.01,CI [0.04, 0.17] andmod-
erator number of acts of kindness, t(90) = 2.53, p < .05, CI
[0.07, 0.55]. Sex applied in the model as a covariate was not
significant, t(90) = .01, p = .99, CI [−0.58, 0.59]. Consistent
with the hypothesis, an interaction was observed for situational
trust and number of acts of kindness, t(90) = 2.19, p < 0.05, CI
[0.01, 0.16]. The results showed that the more participants had
done for others, the stronger the relationship between situation-
al trust and happiness observed. Figure 2 presents the relation-
ship between situational trust and happiness at the three values

of centeredmoderator: low (−1 SD frommean), average (mean)
and high (+1 SD from mean).

Analysis of the significance region using the Johnson-
Neyman technique indicated that this effect was significant
for 78% of participants with higher ratings for acts of kind-
ness. Relationship between situational trust and happiness be-
came significant at the value of acts of kindness .33 points
below the average (M = 5.17), t(89) = 1.99, p = .05, b = .076,
CI [0.00, 0.15]. As the level of moderator rose it became more
positive, reaching its highest at M + 1.83, t(89) = 3.54, p
< .001, b = .25, CI [0.11, 0.40].

A similar calculation was conducted with the variables dis-
positional trust (predictor), act of kindness (moderator), hap-
piness (criterion), and sex as a covariate. The analysis again
showed good adjustment of the model to the data, although
the size of variance explained was smaller compared with the
model with situational trust as a predictor, F(4,85) = 3.54,
p = .01, R2 = .14. Main effects were observed for dispositional
trust, t(90) = −2.35, p < .05, CI [−1.05, −0.09] and number of
acts of kindness, t(90) = 2.51, p < .05, CI [0.07, 0.57].
However, the interaction between dispositional trust and kind-
ness was not significant t(90) = −0.63, p = .52, CI [−0.66,
0.34]. Sex measured as a covariate was also not significant,
t(90) = 0.04, p = .97, CI [−0.61, 0.63].

Discussion

The present study aimed to investigate the role of kindness in
predicting the association between situational trust and happi-
ness. As was hypothesized, the more people declared they had
done for others, the stronger the link between trusting as mea-
sured in a trust game and happiness. These results seem to
support the proposition that kindness strengthens the link be-
tween trust and happiness because it enhances a favorable
view of other people, especially since for participants with a
low level of kindness the relationship between expressing trust
in a trust game and happiness was not significant. What is
more, several conceptualizations indicate that the element un-
derlying both trust and kindness is a positive attitude toward
others (Ashraf et al. 2006; Putnam 2000; Snijders and Keren
2001; Tov and Diener 2008). Favorable evaluations and faith

Table 1 Comparison of levels of situational trust, happiness and acts of kindness in groups with different levels of dispositional trust

Most people can be trusted Need to be very careful p d 95% CI

M SD M SD

Situational trust 20.21 2.74 17.88 3.11 .001 .79 [0.98, 3.66]

Happiness 5.03 1.04 4.44 1.11 .019 .55 [0.99, 1.08]

Acts of kindness 5.17 1.10 5.15 0.83 .89 .02 [−0.39, 0.44]
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in the best intentions of strangers can lead to more helping
behaviors and a readiness to pass control to another person
when there is a chance of making a profit. As a result, the level
of well-being increases. Trust alone can be a predictor of hap-
piness but it seems that kindness strengthens this effect, and
without at least some prosocial activity people will not derive
much happiness from being trustful.

Nevertheless, no direct links between trust and acts of kind-
ness were found. This implies that concepts based on
prosocial behavior as a main explanation of trust may not fully
capture this phenomenon (Ashraf et al. 2006). Perhaps, trust is
based on both altruism and expected reciprocity, not just one
of them. This seems particularly plausible given the fact that
both of these elements seem to originate from a positive atti-
tude toward others (in order to expect reciprocity one has to
believe that the other has the best intentions in mind).
However, there are also substantial differences between
reciprocity and altruism, which may explain the lack of
direct associations. As Snijders and Keren (2001) argue, rec-
iprocity stems from obligation, which is conditional and based
on the previous behavior of the Btruster.^ In contrast, altruism
implies engagement in genuine prosocial behavior that does
not arise from a previous commitment or expectation of any
external reward (Szuster 2005). Certainly, further studies on
this issue to clarify the mechanisms connecting and separating
trust from kindness would be highly desirable.

The goal of this study was also to examine the differences
between various forms of measuring trust, with specific

reference to the trust game (situational trust)—a method that
has received little attention from studies concerning subjective
well-being. First of all, the two types of measured trust were
correlated, but only moderately. Also, consistent with expec-
tations about interrelation between these constructs, subjects
who believed that most people could be trusted also showed
more trust during the game than those who declared them-
selves to be more cautious. As predicted, both types of trust
were related to happiness. Participants who believed that most
people could be trusted were happier than those who preferred
to be careful. Similarly, the more often they passed control to
the stranger in the game, the higher their level of happiness.

Interestingly, the expected interaction between trust and
kindness was not observed when dispositional trust was ap-
plied as an independent variable. Both types of trust are related
to happiness, but only situational trust interacts with kindness.
This might indicate that, in line with previous evidence, they
constitute two different forms of trust (Camerer 2003; Johnson
and Mislin 2011; Snijders and Keren 2001). The question
from the WVS is often believed to measure a willingness to
engage in trustworthy behavior (Glaeser et al. 2000), whereas
in the trust game, trust is operationalized as a decision about
handing over control of a situation to another person. The
former may arise from social attitudes regarding the world
(Putnam 2000), while the latter may be the result of previous
experiences in everyday interactions including contacts with
strangers. Perhaps the global, abstract judgment regarding
trust measured by the item from the WVS might not translate

Fig. 2 Effect of situational trust
on happiness at different levels of
kindness
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to daily interactions such as helping and supporting others and
relates only partially to behavioral indicators of trust such as
passing control of a situation to another person. That could
explain why frequency of acts of kindness strengthens the
relationship between trust and happiness only in the case of
situational trust.

Limitations of the Study and Future Directions

The study has several limitations that need to be addressed. First
of all, whereas trust games are widely used as an indicator of
behavioral of trust, it is not entirely clear how behavior in the
trust game should be interpreted. There are several motivations
other than trust per se that can determine trust game behavior,
such as attitudes towards risk-taking, the wish to do Bthe right
thing,^ or betrayal aversion (Ashraf et al. 2006; Bohnet and
Zeckhauser 2004; Butler et al. 2016). For example, participants
may act trustworthily not because they are trustful but rather
because they do not want to feel guilt arising from falling short
of the other person’s expectations (Battigalli and Dufwenberg
2007). Thus, in future studies it would be advisable to explore
this issue and investigate participants’ motivations underlying
being trustful.

What is more, the trust game measured a behavioral re-
sponse regarding the distribution of money but did not mea-
sure actual interaction between the two sides. This has both
strengths and weaknesses. A major advantage is that the re-
sults obtained are not affected by the reciprocity rule or reac-
tions to others’ actions. Instead, this technique measures trust
in a social situation where the outcome of the interaction can-
not be predicted right away. Trust is considered as a decision
taken under risk (Snijders and Keren 2001), because partici-
pants cannot verify the intentions of the other person. This
corresponds with the majority of daily situations in which
people are unable to ascertain the honesty of the interlocutor
at the moment of interaction. For example, as customers we do
not usually know whether a salesperson recommending a new
product has our best intentions in mind. Hence, the decision
whether to follow his or her advice and risk buying either a
good or a bad product needs to be based on trust.

However, if the notion that trust is a combination of altru-
ism and reciprocity is correct, then it would be advisable to use
a trust game that includes interaction between two sides. That
would allow for controlling reciprocity and observing how it
affects trust and its association with happiness. Therefore, it
would be highly desirable to employ additional groups in
future studies in which the possibility of reciprocity is either
allowed or precluded.

Furthermore, it should be noted that the study sample
consisted mainly of women. Although sex was applied as a
controlled variable in all analyses and proved to be not signif-
icant, in the future a more balanced sample is highly recom-
mended. Themeasure of dispositional trust consisted of a one-

item scale which, although widely used, entails a number of
controversies regarding the interpretation of the results
(Johnson and Mislin 2011). It would be useful to apply a
longer questionnaire with good psychometric properties.
Additionally, the current study measured frequency of acts
of kindness conducted by a person in the past. It would also
be beneficial to investigate how training in practicing acts of
kindness (consisting, for example, of performing five random
acts per week—see Sheldon and Lyubomirsky 2012) would
affect the relationship between trust and happiness. In future it
would also be advisable to add more control variables, be-
cause some of them—such as e.g. wealth, religiosity, and per-
haps also some psychological traits like openness to experi-
ence or neuroticism—could potentially confound the relation-
ship under investigation.

As a low level of trust has a bad effect not only on subjec-
tive well-being but also on social capital and society’s resil-
ience in response to crises (Helliwell et al. 2016; Putnam
2000; Tov and Diener 2008), it seems desirable to initiate
actions that would help to rebuild it. Perhaps the most efficient
way of raising social trust in groups and societies would be to
design trainings and social campaigns in which both trust and
kindness were developed. If people had the chance to learn to
trust others through practicing kindness, it could elevate their
level of happiness and hence they might be willing to become
involved in even more prosocial behaviors. This could have
the potential of improving not only their subjective well-be-
ing, but also the social capital of countries.

The aim of the study presented in this article was to explore
the role of kindness as a mechanism underlying association
between happiness and trust. It was expected that the more
people believe that they have done for others, the stronger
would be the relationship between trust and happiness.
Results confirmed these predictions, indicating that while trust
alone was associated with happiness, being kind reinforced
this relationship. Hence, kindness towards others seems to
be vital for deriving happiness from being trusting.
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