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Resumen
Tras introducir teóricamente los conceptos de "Benevolencia" (Schwartz),
"Lazos de solidaridad" y "Resiliencia", se presenta su operativización en la
Encuesta Social Europea de 2012. La hipótesis de partida plantea que la pre-
sencia de un valor alto en Benevolencia influye en la participación en inter-
acciones solidarias y que la participación en redes solidarias facilita el reco-
brarse de las crisis. A partir de estos datos, y considerando varias sociedades
europeas, se han testado dos modelos alternativos, según el efecto de la Bene -
volencia y los lazos de solidaridad sobre la resiliencia. Se concluye que exis-
te un efecto directo de los valores de Benevolencia sobre la Solidaridad, y de
esta sobre la Resiliencia. La influencia de los valores de Benevolencia sobre la
Resiliencia se establece de forma indirecta mediante la activación de relaciones
solidarias.
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Abstract
This article considers an empirical approach to the relationships among three
well known concepts: “Benevolence” (Schwartz), Solidarity and Resilience
("Subjective wellbeing scale" - SWB). The first concept refers to cultural values,
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the second one to social networks and the third to the ability to recover from
crisis. The measurement of solidarity has been done from the point of view of
supportive ties. The baseline hypothesis considers that the presence of a high
value in Benevolence contributes to the involvements in solidarity networks.
Participation in supportive relationships facilitates recovery from personal
crisis. Using data from the European Social Survey (ESS6), we conclude from
this structural analysis that the resilience reflected in a society is partly a con-
sequence of the supportive networks shaped by the presence of benevolence
values. 

Keywords: Benevolence values, solidarity, resilience, social ties, structural
model. 

INTRODUCTION

In the last two-three decades the debates whether Western societies are expe-
riencing an erosion of civic life and declining levels of social trust have grown
more and more pronounced (Paxton, 1999, 2002; Putnam, 1995; Quintelier,
2007; van Oorschot, Arts, & Gelissen, 2006). In a market based consumer
oriented society material prosperity is valued for its own sake and does not
reflect the historical spiritual ideals which were central to old moral or ethical
standards. Due to globalization and marching neoliberalism developing coun-
tries are copying the West in many ways; but this duplication may not be in
the best interest of their unique societies. Current global social processes put
pressure on the individual to cope with significant socio-economic changes and
new social structures. This coping (resilience) requires new approaches to cha -
llenges which are in a state of flux. Thus it is not easy to develop and maintain
resilience in the modern world. Historically man was, is and will be a social
being, so help and support to others may be viewed as a basic element of human
conscience and social morality. 

At the same time a number of theorists suggest that marketization of socie-
ty on the macro-social level may eventuate in a type of marketization of the
mentality of policy makers and the general public. This expansion of the mar-
ket mentality and indexes may reflect monetary fetishism and bring about moral
insensitivity to human values in considering the needs of vulnerable people
and social groups. The marketized mentality is a latent construct of generalized
cultural orientation on the basis of theoretically relevant individual attitudes
and performance repertoires. The degree of commitment to a marketized men-
tality will be inversely related to the degree of acceptance of solidarity values.
The degree of integration in the family, friendship networks, religion and poli -
tics will be inversely related to the degree to which a general marketized menta -
lity and solidarity values are expressed (Hövermann et al, 2015). A theoretical
model for values change was presented by Bardi and Goodwin (2011). 
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The current global social and financial crises affect individual status and
behavior with an associated need for compassion for people in need. Without
the help of others it is hard for the majority of people to effectively cope with
multiple social challenges and personal misfortunes. Thus benevolence and so -
lidarity are the keys for fostering resilience. Benevolence, solidarity and
resilience should be basic considerations within the system of social and indi-
vidual values in responding to the current socio-economic conditions in the
world. 

Values are shaped by structural and cultural forces and influence individual
judgment and behavior. They may unite or divide people and societies. Values
are abstract concepts conveying what people consider to be important. Schwartz
(1992) proposed ten distinct value types ordered along two dimensions: 

(1) Openness to Change (stimulation, self-direction, and hedonism) vs
Conservation (tradition and security); 

(2) Self-Enhancement (achievement, power, and hedonism) vs Self-Trans -
cendence (universalism and benevolence). 

People may differ significantly in the importance of each value, but the
structure and hierarchy of value types has found to be universal (Bardi et al,
2009; Schwartz, & Bardi, 2001; Tulviste, & Tamm, 2014). Benevolence, self-
direction and universalism have been found to be of prime importance across
cultures (Schwartz & Bardi, 2001; Tulviste & Tamm, 2014). The understanding
of value(s) interconnections and interactions helps in predicting social atti-
tudes, behaviors and experiences.

The extant research literature does not provide a centralizing theory or
conceptual framework for defining and describing the relationships among
the basic concepts of benevolence, solidarity and resilience. The current dis-
cussion is intended to provide a frame of referenced research for illustrating
these interrelated elements affecting the coping capacities of people within cri-
sis situations or social and economic change processes.

Empathy and compassion are for more constructive than pity. Access,
acceptance, respect and support are qualitatively different from the usual defi -
nitions of charity. The combined effects of such values as benevolence, solidari -
ty and resilience constitute the fundamental base for nurturing the social capi -
tal and networks underlying life supports and opportunities for people.

Benevolence

Benevolence has been considered as a critical element of individual character
and social cohesion since the earliest civilizations. Both Confucius and Goethe
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agreed that “good will” was one of three necessary traits for man. Thus mutual
value and reciprocity in relationships are fundamental to sharing which respects
the dignity and rights of the all involved.

The history of benevolence has also demonstrated that it can deteriorate
to levels of devaluation and patronization. This point is emphasized in the
retrospective analysis of the role of benevolence among middle-class women
of the 19thand 20th centuries in America (Knight, 1997), focusing on the ethics
of benevolence and the ethics of justice. 

According to Schwartz (1992) benevolence is the preservation and enhance-
ment of the welfare of people with whom one is in frequent personal contact
(helpful, honest, forgiving, loyal, and responsible). The centrality of social
support for good interpersonal relationships is well discussed in literature,
but in the last two decades the importance for an individual to support others
is highly emphasized (Brown et al, 2003; Diener, & Seligman, 2002; Dunn et
al, 2008; Helliwell, & Putnam 2005; Huppert et al, 2013).

Social and individual values are considered central to true benevolence.
Schwartz (1992) defines values as abstract goals that serve as guiding principles
and confirms that benevolence values are the most important factor for most
people in most societies. 

An investigation of the relationship between personal values and life sa -
tisfaction among twenty-five (25) European countries was reported by Sortheix
and Lonnqvist (2014). The Human Development Index (HDI) was used as a
contextual moderator. The results of the study included: (1) high levels of bene -
volence (and hedonism) were correlated with high levels of Life Satisfaction
(LS); (2) Higher power and security values were associated with lower life
satisfaction levels; achievement values were higher in low LS countries but
lower in high LS nations; and (4) universalism values portrayed an opposite
pattern to achievement values. 

Charitable giving (benevolent donations) is an important aspect of the
economics of services to vulnerable people. It is estimated that this benevolent
giving represents a 300 billion dollar a year “industry” (Aretz & Kube 2013).
People able to designate the recipient(s) of the funding tend to donate larger
amounts. This may suggest that the ability to decide who is worthy of support
is an important variable.

The area of corporate social responsibility has been of significant interest
due to the combined effects of neo-liberal models and the trends to privatized
free-market status for human services (Malsch, 2013). An analysis of the impact
of family control on stakeholders’ perceptions of benevolence considered bene -
volence as an element of a trustworthiness construct (Hauswald, & Hack, 2013). 
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An assessment of relationships between benevolence and honesty indicated
that prosocial lying (lying with the intent to help or benefit someone) is judged
to more moral than telling the truth (Levine & Schweitzer, 2014). Both honesty
and benevolence are considered to be important elements of a moral charac-
ter; but when the two conflict benevolence will be judged more important. 

For Adam Smith, the moral superiority of benevolence is paramount for
man. “The wise and virtuous man is at all times willing that his own private
interest should be sacrificed to the public interest of his own particular order
of society. He is at all times willing, too, that the interest of this order or socie -
ty should be sacrificed to the greater interest of the state or sovereignty, of which
it is only a subordinate part” (Smith, 1982, 235).

Solidarity 

Social connectedness, according to scholars is linked to positive levels of happi -
ness and satisfaction, health and productivity (Helliwell & Putnam, 2005;
Huppert et al, 2013; Putnam, 2000). Solidarity in both concept and applica-
tion has been the focus of a wide range of researchers during recent decades;
particularly since the early work of Durkheim. However, solidarity viewed as
social networks promoting reciprocity and caring relationships has been a
matter of concern for social theorists, religious thinkers and philosophers for
thousands of years. Much of this inquiry considered the elements of ethics and
morality as fundamental to the basic processes of developing social cohesion.
Shankara, an early Hindu philosopher, assumed that morality was basically the
awareness that life should be lived with the sense that there is a union among all
living things; centuries later Kant, a noted German philosopher propounded
the concept of an absolute moral law (a type of categorical imperative), while
a countryman Nietzsche postulated that compassion was a contrivance of
Christianity and the “Ubermensch” (supermen exhibiting a will for power) were
above all ordinary morality. The dialogue regarding the role of morality in
social cohesion is continuing (Bauman, 1993; Gallagher, 2013). 

The range of applications of the basic principles of solidarity to socio-poli -
tical issues or interests includes areas such as: influence on the planning and
development of social welfare services (Houtepen & Ter Munen 2000); integra-
tion among European countries (Stevenson 2006); dynamics of processes
involved in democratic governance (Putnam 1994); development of global de -
mo cratic processes (Brunkhorst, 2009); and factors affecting loyalty and alle-
giance to particular religions, ethnic groups or nations (Betz & Johnson 2004).
Chief governmental officers in the European Union (EU), e.g., Germany, voice
concerns regarding economic solidarity. On a broader front, the development
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of helping relationships related to ecological considerations was discussed (Rock
& Degeling, 2014). A common assumption appears to be that the principles
of solidarity apply to a broad array of social and political problems or issues. 

The issues and concerns regarding the intensive and pervasive effects of
Information and Communication Technology (ICT) on social networks, social
networking and inter-personal bonding has been examined by a number of
authors (Eyre, & Littleton, 2012; Firat, 2014; Schroeder, & Ling, 2013). 

Current concepts of solidarity as processes which lead to or solidify social
bonds are discussed by a number of researchers. Solidarity is discussed as the
result of relationships between philosophical concepts of liberty and meta-
physical concepts of loyalty. Four types of solidarity are proposed from an
enlightenment perspective: (1) self-centered solidarity: freedom from intru-
sion by others and supported by legalistic provisions; (2) Anglo-Saxon refle -
xive solidarity: a primary focus is on mutual understanding and empathy for
others; (3) continental solidarity: subordinates the role of empathy and emo-
tion, and places major stress on rational argument and reason; (4) recognitive
solidarity: introduces reciprocity as a primary consideration (Kappeller, &
Wolkenstein, 2013).

Investigation of the implications of socio-economic change on the building
of bonds for solidarity shows these bonds as fundamental to cooperation and
collective action, especially in conditions of economic trauma or natural disas-
ters (Carpenter, 2014; Forno, & Graziano, 2014) and within the framework of
intergenerational relations (Hodgkin, 2014). 

These types of investigations confirm the role of solidarity in basic human
networking and interactions. The connection of solidarity and resilience is the
focus of discussions on social exclusion, right to education, gender bias and
discrimination (Hlatshwayo, & Vally, 2014); ethnic clustering, urbanization and
migration was investigated (van Leeuwen, 2014). 

Resilience

The concept of resilience has been the focus of increasing significance for a broad
range of researchers and practitioners. A generic definition of resilience as an
ability to recover from or adjust to misfortune or change is provided by Merriam
and Webster (2012). 

A more academic definition delineates resilience as the processes occurring
when environmental social or individual factors interrupt the trajectory of
moving from risk to pathology. The variables contributing to these resilience
processes may be termed promotive factors since the emphasis is on a strength-
based approach to developing positive interactions (Zimmerman et al, 2002).
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Three basic promotive models are proposed: (1) compensatory-promotive
factors counteract exposure to risk through opposite and direct effects; (2)
protective-promotive factors counteract exposure to risk through opposite and
direct effects; and (3) challenge-utilizes a type of inoculation, i.e. intentional
exposure to controlled risk to develop resilience to reduce subsequent patholo -
gy development (Luthar, 2006; Masten, 2014; Masten et al 2007; Zimmerman
et al, 2002). 

The concepts and applications of resiliency theories have been investigated
by a broad range of professionals including social theorists and crisis manage-
ment personnel and have produced a wide range of reports: effects of early
intervention on long-term development (Masten, 1994; 2014); importance of
mentoring relationships (Zimmerman et al, 2013); responses to discrimination
stress across ethnic stages of development (Romero et al, 2014); personal
resilience in crisis situations with particular focus on methodologies for exa -
mining subjective well-being (Cummins, & Wooden, 2014); and motivations,
management and mastery in processes related to resilience to the physical,
psychological and social challenges of acute, chronic illness (DeSantis et al,
2013). Relevant studies note the importance of positive role models in the deve -
lopment of resilience.

The applications of the resilience concept in areas other than individual
coping processes are illustrated by: role of resiliency in coping with internatio -
nal crime and terrorism as global threats (Bakker et al, 2012); examination of
relationships to social ecology (Unger, 2011); inter-relationships of well-being
and resilience in the context of human ecology (Armitage et all, 2012); resi -
lience as part of urban planning (Desouza, & Flannery, 2013); resilience within
the context of social theory (Cote, & Nightingale, 2012); interpersonal pers pec -
tives with examination of the social correlates of optimism (Smith et all, 2013);
community resilience relationship to decision theory in response to catastro -
phic events (Cox, 2012); role of resilience in economic planning (Rose, 2007;
Coaffee, 2008); role of economic resilience (Cachinho, 2014); and a model for
organizational resilience (Cobb, & Thampson, 2012). 

Sage (2014) investigated the relationships between food sovereignty and
the fostering of local resilience through local food production. It was proposed
that the synergies involved constitute a vital element of civil mobilization and
international solidarity. A relationship to global coalition building to combat the
negative effects of corporate agri-food entities is specified. 

The wide range of applications of the principles of resilience to human and
social processes, challenges and problems was extended to the relationship
between science and technology and creative resilience in responding to crisis
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situations (Cha, 2014); social resilience under the protracted stress of crisis
(Gal, 2014); the relationship between vulnerability and resilience in disaster
response situations when strong local relationships and social networks reduced
vulnerability (Usamah et al, 2014). 

Resilience processes are not limited to an age cohort and are not restricted
to crisis management. Life conditions such, as racial or ethnic discrimination,
social exclusion and poverty require high levels of resilience and sustained
coping ability on the part of the affected individuals. Thus resilience may be
viewed as a critical requirement for development of self-determination, civic
participation and social inclusion. Research suggests that to be empowered, one
must be resilient. This resilience must be supported by mutual values and goals
among individuals with personal and social challenges and the array of poten-
tial service and support entities. This mutuality and solidarity should be impe -
lled by moral and ethical benevolence, which respects human values and indi-
vidual rights.

Both the diversity and depth of the sustained philosophical inquiry and
research document the importance of the fundamental principles of benevo-
lence, resilience and solidarity to addressing the challenges and issues inherent
in social change processes and personal needs. They are not recondite arti-
facts of only historical interest but can represent a dynamic framework for res -
ponse to current social developments and conditions. Benevolence with its
caring, compassion and empathy which respects the dignity and rights of all
concerned; resilience with its foundation for coping and self-determination
within social processes and networks; and solidarity with its base for synergy,
reciprocity, cooperation, social networking and collective action form a triangle
(framework) of supports and guidance to efforts to enhance the capabilities
of marginalized or threatened people to achieve a positive quality of life with
social inclusion. These values and principles apply to the responses to crises or
disasters (whether natural or man-made), long-term challenges (e.g., racism,
discrimination, poverty), and to areas of individual problems such as disabilities
and acute chronic illness. 

The objective is to test, in an exploratory approach, the existence of empiri -
cal relationships among these three concepts. We hypothesized that these
relations adopt an explanatory sequence, going from the most fundamental
frames (values) that give shape to social networks, which finally may facilitate
improved resilience.

THE MODEL: CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AND MEASUREMENT

These three concepts, benevolence, solidarity in action and resilience are con-
sidered firstly from a hierarchical point of view as a first step. Benevolence
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expresses values that orient individuals towards some lines of actions. These
actions include giving support to and receiving support from others. We can
consider these actions of giving and receiving support as dimensions of soli-
darity. Thus, solidarity refers to social networks and interpersonal ties. A per-
son may or may not participate in these solidarity networks. From a sociologi -
cal approach, we are considering how values frame the social culture and their
effects on interpersonal relationships. This has been a classical approach since
the XIX century, and clearly refers to authors such as Max Weber. Secondly,
we consider how the concept of resilience may be dependent on the solidarity
networks. Again, considerations of social ties and their positive effects on indi-
viduals recovering from crisis is presented in such works as "The suicide"
from Emile Durkheim. Consequently, it may be possible to assess the effects
of social ties (giving and receiving support) by how easily individuals report
that they recover from crisis. In a sense, this is a hypothesis in close relation
with anomy.

The logical explanatory sequence goes from general to particular. This idea
means that starting from values we explain social interactions and, from social
interactions we explain the resilience, measured at an individual level. In this
sense, even if resilience is measured at individual level, we are in fact conside -
ring "resilience" as a feature of the social system. If we propose the effect from
interactions in resilience, we are not focusing on a personality trait. We are
proposing, from Durkheim’s point of view, that some dimensions of social inter-
actions (close ties) are associated with a higher presence of resilience, at a
socie tal level.
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Extant data are not specific to testing the effects of benevolence values in
social networks (supportive ties) and, indirectly, on the resilience capacity of
individuals. In the case of the ESS W6 (2012) there are some variables that allow
us to test the former model. These analyses must consider that these measu -
rements are optimized in the context of different scales. The concept of “Bene -
volence” is measured in the "Human Values Scale" from Schwartz. The va -
riables measuring "Solidary ties" and "Resilience" belong to the "Subjective
wellbeing scale" (SWB). For this reason, the operational approach (wording or
measurement) is different in both scales. This is a difficulty that has to be con-
sidered when establishing the empirical fit of the model. 

Benevolence Solidary ties Resilience



DATA AND HYPOTHESIS 

The currently proposed model(s) utilize data from the European Social Survey
(ESS) W6.2 (2012). Benevolence relates to the Human Values Scale. Schwartz
defines benevolence as the “preservation and enhancement of the welfare of
people with whom one is in frequent personal contact.” The adjectives linked
with these concepts are “helpful, honest, for giving, loyal or responsible”.
This way, the dimension "Benevolence" is measured with two indicators: 

a) “It's very important to him to help the people around him. He wants to care
for other People”2

b) “It is important to him to be loyal to his friends. He wants to devote himself
to people close to him.”

Data regarding those variables have been recorded to give the lowest value
(1) to the category “Not very much like me” and the highest (6) “Very much
like me”. Subsequently, we tested their reliability (Cronbach alpha) and
summed the two items (Likert approach).

There are wide variations in the alpha values when considering the 29
countries of the ESS. For some of them the alpha values are really low
(around .65) and for others are reasonable, close to .80. For this reason we take
this analysis as an exploratory approach: the measurement has not been opti-
mized if we take into account the diversities of cultures and traditions. This
is a usual pitfall in comparative analysis. The consequences are obvious. The
measurement of the "benevolence" (as a cluster of values) contains errors
that may affect its relations with other variables. From an empirical approach,
they may weaken their relations or, in the worst, these errors may correlate
with the measurement errors of the dependent variables (supportive actions and
recover from crisis). As we will check, there is no empirical evidence of cova -
riation among the errors when fitting the structural models. The new scale
run from 1 to 12, where 1 is a low score on benevolence and 12 is a high one. 

The measurements of “Solidarity by ties” and “Resilience” belong to the
measurement of “Subjective well being scale" module3. The authors (Huppert
et al) define resilience in the following way.

“Resilience generally refers to positive adaptation in the context of risk or adver-
sity. It is a broad concept that encompasses a wide range of phenomena, including
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2 “Very much like me”, “Like me”, “Somewhat like me”, “A little like me”, “Not like me”, “Not
like me at all”

3 ESS. Round 6. Question Module Design. Final Template. Personal and social well-being.
Module Authors: Felicia Huppert, Nic Marks, Juliet Michaelson, Carmelo Vázquez and
Joar Vitters. 
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the capacity of a system to adapt or recover from significant challenges. Rather
than a personality trait (i.e., resiliency), resilience describes the ability to sustain
adaptive functioning under difficult circumstances. In all these cases, resilience
refers to patterns of doing well after exposure to a serious adversity or threat. Resi -
lience research has focused on two distinct situations. A) stress resistance and B)
bouncing-back”. (Page 11)

We have focused on the concept, in our opinion, which is closest to the idea of
resilience: the speed of recovery. For that reason, in this research we have used
the notion of “Bouncing back” that “Refers to returning to, and speed of return
to, a previous level of good functioning following difficult times or severely dis-
turbing experiences.” (Page 12). The measurement of Resilience is operationa -
lized in the following way: “When things go wrong in my life it takes a long time
to get back to normal4”. The scale has been recoded into a balance variable
where the codes (1) “Agree strongly”, and (2) “Agree” are recoded (-1), code (3)
“Nei ther agree nor disagree” recoded (0), and codes (4) “Disagree” and (5)
“Disagree strongly” recoded (1). Negative values referred to difficulties to
recover from crisis while positive sign identify those who recover easily
from crisis. The value (0) identifies those who feel neutrals in relation with
the idea of recove ring from a crisis.

One of the dimensions of solidarity is the concept of interpersonal rela-
tions. Social networks and social relations are fundamental for social and
individual wellbeing. In this particular case, we refer to the measurement of
solidarity offered by the ESS, as "solidarity by social tie". This is considered
appropriate because "Solidarity" is defined by the sub concept based on social
interactions, which is defined by supportive actions with people close to the
individual. From the approach of the developers of the module, they consider
essentially the thick or thin nature of the network. They define “thick rela-
tionships” as

“Measures of thick relationships capture the quality of ‘bonding ties’ that is,
of relationships to individuals you know well and the people closest to you, i.e. close
family and friends. It is a core part of the social element of good functioning. It co -
vers having sources of support from others, feeling appreciated by people close to
you and spending enjoyable time with them.” In this context, is defined the follo -
wing sub concept. The sub concept “Reciprocity in social Exchange” refers to 

“A balance between give and take in relevant social relationships (social recipro -
city) is a universal principle guaranteeing stability and justice of social exchange.
The recurrent experience of reciprocity has significant impact on social well-being,

Resilience by solidary ties

4 “Agree Strongly”, “Agree”, “Neither agree nor disagree”, “Disagree”, “Disagree strongly”
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while failed reciprocity elicits strong negative emotions and bodily stress reac-
tions. Reciprocity in social exchange is measured here in relation to thick relation-
ships, i.e. people who respondents feel close to: perception of support from and
feeling appreciated by those one is close to and providing help and support to them
in turn”. (Page 26). 

In this case, the wording of the measurements asks for the “both sides story”.
This approach means to give and receive support. “And to what extent do you
provide help and support to people you are close to when they need it?”, “And to
what extent do you provide help and support to people you are close to when they
need it?” The concept “help and support” is “whether emotional or material”.
At the same time, “close to” in the sense of “emotionally close” rather than “phy -
sically close”. The scale for both measurements goes from none (0) to com-
pletely (6). We have considered again a Likert scale, and we proceed in the same
way than with the measurement of Benevolence. The alpha coefficient shows
a shorter range of variations across the 29 countries, being more conclusive
about the additive nature of the scale. In this sense, we produce a new scale by
adding the two approaches: give and receive. This scale range from 0 to 12, and
give higher score to those individuals who are more supportive. 

The models tested used data specific to variables defined in different theo-
retical frameworks. In this sense, the meaning and purpose of the measure-
ment was retained, but adapted to an explicative model. In short, the measure-
ment models were adapted to fit a new set of hypotheses. The theoretical model
posited that the values of “Benevolence” influence the “Supportive ties” and
the “Resilience”. This influence may be exerted in two different ways. The
first model states three hypotheses. That a) Benevolence values influence the
supportive action in solidarity networks and b) Benevolence affects the levels
in individual resilience. These mean that the presence of Benevolence values
is related with supportive actions, and with a higher probability to recover from
difficulties. The hypothesis c) proposes that solidarity is related with individual
resilience. Those that are more supportive in interpersonal relations recover
more easily from difficulties. As a model, the idea is that Benevolence values
have a direct effect on Resilience and an indirect effect by the variable Solidarity.
Solidarity may have a direct effect on Resilience.

In the first model, the benevolence values is a factor that improve indivi -
dual resilience directly, suggesting that people with these values are more proba -
ble to recover from crisis, and also indirectly through the influence of belonging
to supportive networks. There is also a direct effect from belonging to suppor -
tive networks in resilience.
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The second model contains two basic hypotheses, and is a sub model of the
first one. The first hypothesis a) Benevolence values influence the supportive
actions in solidarity networks, and the second b) that solidarity is related with
individual resilience. As a model, the idea is that Benevolence values have a
direct effect on Solidarity, and an indirect effect on Resilience through the varia -
ble Solidarity. The second model is a clearly one-way, hierarchical model, where
the benevolence values have an indirect effect trough the supportive network.
The presence of benevolence values increases the probability to participate in
supportive network and this activity increases the individual resilience. 

Resilience by solidary ties 223

OBETS. Revista de Ciencias Sociales. Vol. 10, n.º 1, 2015, pp. 211-234. DOI: 10.14198/OBETS2015.10.1.08

Model 1. Direct and indirect effect of Benevolence

Model 2. Indirect effect of Benevolence

Benevolence

Solidary ties

Resilience
g
21

g
11

g
11x1

b
21

b21y1
Benevolence Solidary ties Resilience

y
2
= b

21
y
1 
+ e

2

y
1
= g

11
x
1 
+ e

1

standing x
1
for Benevolence, y

1
for Solidarity and y

2
for Resilience.

It is important to note that this is an exploratory analysis using secondary
data. In many senses, the fit of the models is working in adverse conditions. The
measurements of the concepts were developed following their own independent
logic. This mean that the wording of the questions were tested without con-



sider any consistence between Benevolence and the SWB scales. This is espe-
cially true because the "Human Values Scale" has its own method in the ques-
tions wording and the frame of the answers. Just because they coincide in the
same questionnaire is what allow us to test these hypotheses. But in any case
these hypotheses were not in the original purpose of the questionnaire.

MODEL FITTING

Using the data from 29 countries, we have applied the structural equations me -
thod to test the two models. The first one is clearly rejected. The t-test shows for
all of them that the direct relation from “Benevolence” into “Resilience” became
not significant when the variable “Solidarity by social ties” is included. This
means that the direct relationship between “Benevolence” and “Resilience” is
cancelled when controlled by “Solidarity”.

However, the second model is significant. All the countries considered show
an indirect effect from “Benevolence” in “Resilience”, through the intermediate
variable “Solidarity by ties”. The table 1 shows the RMSA as an indicator of fit.
We can appreciate that the RMSA is under 0.05 for 21 countries: Portugal,
Sweden, Germany, France, Great Britain, Poland, Slovakia, Hungary, Denmark,
Switzerland, Estonia, Finland, Kosovo, Belgium, Norway, Spain, Lithuania,
Czech Republic, Russia, Bulgaria and Cyprus. This means that the model 2 has
a good fit to data. At the same time, if we consider the t-values for all the coeffi -
cients, we can observe that they are significant. The coefficients are significant-
ly different from cero and the null hypothesis may be rejected. There are a direct
relation between “Benevolence” and “Solidarity by ties”, and indirectly, a me -
diate effect from “Benevolence” in “Resilience”.
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Table 1. Fit of Model 2: RMSA < 0.05

Country g
11

b
21

RMSA (n) 

Raw Coefficient 0.41 0.05 

Portugal Standardized 0.31 0.12 0.00 2070

t value 14.8 5.6 

Raw Coefficient 0.34 0.06 

Sweden Standardized 0.31 0.14 0.00 1828

t value 14.1 5.9

Raw Coefficient 0.40 0.06

Germany Standardized 0.32 0.11 0.00 2914

t value 17.9 6.2
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Country g
11

b
21

RMSA (n) 

Raw Coefficient 0.25 0.04

France Standardized 0.23 0.08 0.00 1890

t value 10.1 4.4

Raw Coefficient 0.28 0.06

Great Britain Standardized 0.24 0.11 0.00 2238

t value 11.5 5.4

Raw Coefficient 0.34 0.06

Poland Standardized 0.25 0.13 0.00 1824

t value 10.9 5.5

Raw Coefficient 0.34 0.10

Slovakia Standardized 0.28 0.22 0.00 1774

t value 12 9.7

Raw Coefficient 0.31 0.08

Hungary Standardized 0.24 0.22 0.00 1927

t value 11 9.7

Raw Coefficient 0.35 0.06

Denmark Standardized 0.28 0.14 0.00 1598

t value 11.8 5.5

Raw Coefficient 0.36 0.07

Switzerland Standardized 0.28 0.13 0.00 1478

t value 11.1 5.0

Raw Coefficient 0.41 0.06

Estonia Standardized 0.26 0.16 0.00 2298

t value 13.07 7.53

Raw Coefficient 0.33 0.04

Finland Standardized 0.29 0.09 0.00 2145

t value 13.8 4.04

Raw Coefficient 0.25 0.07

Kosovo Standardized 0.14 0.17 0.00 1205

t value 5.0 5.8



There are six other countries with low, but for many authors still significant,
RMSA. Those countries are Netherlands, Ukraine, Iceland, Israel, Slovenia and
Ireland. In all these countries the t-values are also significant in all the cases.
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Country g
11

b
21

RMSA (n) 

Raw Coefficient 0.39 0.05

Belgium Standardized 0.25 0.12 0.01 1857

t value 10.9 5.3

Raw Coefficient 0.23 0.05

Norway Standardized 0.22 0.12 0.02 1599

t value 8.8 5.0

Raw Coefficient 0.35 0.06

Spain Standardized 0.25 0.12 0.03 1762

t value 10.7 5.0

Raw Coefficient 0.23 0.09

Lithuania Standardized 0.20 0.24 0.03 2035

t value 9.38 11.04

Raw Coefficient 0.43 0.08

Czech RepublicStandardized 0.38 0.20 0.04 1905

t value 17.7 8.9

Raw Coefficient 0.28 0.06

Russia Standardized 0.22 0.18 0.04 2371

t value 11.1 8.9

Raw Coefficient 0.45 0.09

Bulgaria Standardized 0.33 0.23 0.04 2142

t value 16 11.1

Raw Coefficient 0.35 0.03

Cyprus Standardized 0.22 0.06 0.04 1103

t value 7.5 2.07

Source: authors analysis of ESS W6 data



Finally, there are two countries Albania and Italy, that have RMSA of 0.00 but
their t-values (relation from "Benevolence" in "Solidarity") are not significant.
The main reason for this low t-value in the relation from “Benevolence” in “So -
lidarity” is the sample size.

DISCUSSION 

Some basic considerations are posed in relation with the results of the analyses.
The first is relates to the two essential concepts underlying this research. From
a theoretical point of view, the idea of values giving shape to social structure, and
the social structure as a factor that influence the anomie or social integration
is well founded. To debate about this idea we would need to consider almost all
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Country g
11

b
21

RMSA (n) 

Raw Coefficient 0.18 0.04 

Netherlands Standardized 0.15 0.09 0.06 1108

t value 5.02 2.98 

Raw Coefficient 0.25 0.05

Ukraine Standardized 0.24 0.13 0.06 1971

t value 10.9 5.8

Raw Coefficient 0.22 0.05

Iceland Standardized 0.21 0.10 0.07 720

t value 5.7 2.6

Raw Coefficient 0.20 0.11

Israel Standardized 0.17 0.27 0.08 2268

t value 8.26 13.27

Raw Coefficient 0.38 0.08

Slovenia Standardized 0.29 0.18 0.08 1223

t value 10.7 6.3

Raw Coefficient 0.45 0.07

Ireland Standardized 0.34 0.18 0.09 2545

t value 18.3 9.4

Source: authors analysis of ESS W6 data 2012

Table 2. Fit of Model 2: RMSA ≤ 0.09



the sociological thinking. But it is difficult to find empirical research oriented
to test these three fundamental relationships. In this sense, from the empirical
approach, this analysis is really an exploratory analysis. This exploratory soul
has to deal with several severe limitations.

One of these limitations relates to the origin of the data. European Social
Survey data were used for secondary data analysis. In this context, the models
tested are conditioned by the original purpose of the measurement procedures.
In other words, the measurements have not been defined in order to test these
set of hypotheses. The measurement of the Human Value Scale has their idio-
syncrasy. In a sense, is more oriented to fulfill and validate its own proposal
about the value structure than being friendly with other social and cultural
dimensions. We are speaking about the cognitive focus of the measurement
operationalizations, but also about the procedures of standardization of the
scales. The same can be said about the SWB scale. In this ESS 2012 we find
the second try of this model for measure the wellbeing from a psychological
approach (subjective). The first concern is the applicability of a psychological
scale, in the framework of a social survey. The documents show a great metho -
dological effort to adjust the meaning and the operationalizations, but the limi -
tations of the psychological approaches are clear. The personal and sensitive
topics are always a problem difficult to solve, essentially, because the framing
effects of the "tool" (survey questionnaire) and the effects of the position in the
flow of the interview. The second concern refers to the same question related
to the Human Value Scale. The operationalization of the concepts, and sub
concepts, Solidarity and Resilience, are oriented to themselves. They are not
designed to be a part of an argument or explanation. This limitation is habitual
when a researcher is working with secondary data. In this case, the measure-
ments follow their own operational logic without considering being part of a
global argument. Even if the measurement of each concept be valid and reliable,
they are not design to fit each other in an explanation. 

In this context, the models tested are conditioned by the original purpose
of the measurement procedures. The measurements have not been defined in
order to test these set of hypotheses. At the same time, another important point
is that the models are tested in 29 countries. All the problems that emerge in
comparative analysis are there to be added to this exploratory research. Notably,
even in this adverse situation, the models, considering the 29 countries under
study, behave fairly well. 

Twenty one countries obtained a low RMSA (under 0.05), and significant
t-values in the two effects considered g11 and b21. The twenty-one models even
in adverse conditions and from an exploratory approach, show significant fits.
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Another six countries have also a significant RMSA, five of them ≤ .08 and
one ≤ .09 (Ireland). The t-values for the two effects considered in the model
are also statistically significant. Finally, there are two countries, Albania and
Italy, where the problems come clearly from the sample size. Their RMSA
coefficients are significant <.00, but the t-value in the effect g11 is not statis-
tically significant. For example, only a small increase in the sample size results
in a significant t-value.

After investigating the two models under consideration, a clear summary
conclusion appears warranted. The model that proposed a direct effect from
Benevolence in Resilience does not hold when controlling for Solidary-ties.
The best explanation affirms that the values of “Benevolence” have an indi-
rect effect in “Resilience”. This effect is mediated by the supportive actions of
the individuals. In summary, Benevolence values explain the probability to
participate in supportive relations, and this social network (based in solidarity
ties) is related with a better recovery from crisis and adversities. This model
is consistent with the sociological and psychological theories more consoli-
dated. In that sense, we may say that the values of “Benevolence”, working
through the supportive network, or “Solidarity by ties”, help people to acti-
vate “Resilience”. As we said, this is consistent with the sociological theory.
For example, E. Durkheim in his classical research, “The suicide”, explains
how social network and personal ties help people to avoid isolation, anomie
and finally to commit suicide. More recently Putnam also refers to social ties
as a social capital that helps people to promote in their lives. This author
emphasized especially the belonging to associations and other organizations.
In this analysis we consider the interpersonal ties, as a supportive social net-
work, which shows a clear effect on the ability to recover from crisis, conside -
ring a societal perspective. 

The conclusions from the analysis are interesting. First, the structures of
effects, from cultural values to social network, and from social network in
resilience are consistent in the 29 countries. There are some minor discrepan-
cies that may be attributed to the high quantity of tests (29), the sample size
of some countries or the different cognitive approaches to the questions
wording in different scales. In any case, is clear that more research is needed
to increase the empirical support to this classical explanation. But, to the moment,
the evidences show that the structure of the model is consistent in the majori-
ty of the countries considered. To say it shortly, the resilience that shows a so -
ciety is partly a consequence of the supportive networks that are shaped by the
presence of benevolence values.
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