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Solidarity is a multifaceted phenomenon whose forms and underlying motivations become 
especially salient in contexts of economic crisis. This article examines distinct expressions 
and motivations for solidarity with those economically affected by the COVID-19 pan-
demic. In a sample of 395 Argentine participants, we conducted a latent profile analysis of 
self-reported solidarity behaviours. Then, we examined their associations with theoretically 
relevant antecedents, namely community identification, personal and vicarious economic 
hardship, and poverty attributions measured with a novel scale. The results revealed three 
solidarity profiles and their possible motivations. Compared to the low-solidarity profile, 
high-solidarity profiles were characterized by stronger community identification and by 
knowing individuals who were economically affected by the pandemic. However, the two 
high-solidarity profiles differed in their expressions of political and welfare solidarity, which 
may be explained by differences in poverty attributions.
Keywords: community identification, COVID-19, latent profile analysis, poverty 
attributions, solidarity.

Solidaridad en tiempos de crisis: un enfoque de perfiles latentes
La solidaridad es un fenómeno multifacético cuyas formas y motivaciones subyacentes se 
vuelven especialmente salientes en contextos de crisis económica. Este artículo examina 
distintas expresiones y motivaciones de solidaridad con quienes se vieron económica-
mente afectados por la pandemia de COVID-19. En una muestra de 395 participantes 
argentinos, realizamos un análisis de perfiles latentes de comportamientos de solidaridad 
autorreportados. Luego, examinamos sus asociaciones con antecedentes teóricamente 
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relevantes, tales como, la identificación comunitaria, dificultad económica propia o de per-
sonas cercanas y las atribuciones de la pobreza medidas mediante una escala original. Los 
resultados revelaron tres perfiles de solidaridad y sus posibles motivaciones. En comparación 
con el perfil de baja solidaridad, los perfiles de alta solidaridad se caracterizaron por una 
mayor identificación comunitaria y por conocer a personas que se vieron económicamente 
afectadas por la pandemia. Sin embargo, los dos perfiles de alta solidaridad difirieron en sus 
expresiones de solidaridad política y apoyo a intervenciones estatales, lo que puede explicarse 
por diferencias en las atribuciones de la pobreza.
Palabras clave: identificación comunitaria, COVID-19, análisis de perfiles latentes, atribu-
ciones de pobreza, solidaridad.

Solidariedade em tempos de crise: uma abordagem de perfis latentes
A solidariedade é um fenómeno multifacetado cujas formas e motivações subjacentes se 
tornam especialmente salientes em contextos de crise económica. Este artigo examina dife-
rentes expressões e motivações de solidariedade com aqueles economicamente afetados pela 
pandemia de COVID-19. Numa amostra de 395 participantes argentinos, realizámos uma 
análise de perfis latentes de comportamentos de solidariedade autorrelatados. Em seguida, 
examinámos as suas associações com antecedentes teoricamente relevantes, nomeadamente 
a identificação comunitária, a dificuldade económica própria ou de pessoas próximas e as 
atribuições da pobreza, medidas com um instrumento inovador. Os resultados revelaram 
três perfis de solidariedade e as suas possíveis motivações. Em comparação com o perfil de 
baixa solidariedade, os perfis de alta solidariedade caracterizaram-se por uma maior identifi-
cação comunitária e por conhecer indivíduos economicamente afetados pela pandemia. No 
entanto, os dois perfis de alta solidariedade diferiram nas suas expressões de solidariedade 
política e de apoio a intervenções estatais, o que pode ser explicado por diferenças nas atri-
buições de pobreza.
Palavras-chave: identificação comunitária, COVID-19, análise de perfis latentes, atribuições 
de pobreza, solidariedade.
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Economic consequences of the COVID-19 pandemic

Crisis and natural disasters do not affect everyone to the same 
extent. A decade ago, the earthquake in Haiti caused more than 
300,000 deaths, while an even stronger one in Japan took around 
15,000 lives. Earthquakes damage the frailest and most shoddy houses; 
floods disproportionately affect poor communities that often reside 
in flood-prone areas (Erikson, 1976), and pandemics most strongly 
affect those who are already in a socioeconomically vulnerable situation 
(Gauthier et al., 2021; Perry et al., 2021). Poor people were more likely 
to contract COVID-19 because they faced difficulties in implementing 
preventive measures. Washing hands, one of the basic recommenda-
tions of the World Health Organization, was often not possible in 
contexts where there was a lack of clean water. Physical distancing was 
difficult in densely populated neighborhoods, and staying home was 
often not feasible if people needed to keep working to survive or if their 
occupations did not allow them to switch to working from home with 
access to a computer and an internet connection.

In addition to facing a higher risk of contracting COVID-19, eco-
nomically vulnerable populations also bore a disproportionate share 
of the pandemic’s economic consequences. The pandemic triggered a 
global health crisis, but also an economic one, which was felt most 
strongly in regions of the world that already had high levels of pov-
erty and social inequality. In Latin America, the most unequal region 
in the world (before and during the COVID-19 pandemic), the total 
number of people in poverty amounted to 209 million at the end of 
2020, 22 million more than the previous year (Economic Commis-
sion for Latin America and the Caribbean [ECLAC], 2021). One such 
country is Argentina, where the poverty rate increased from 40.8% 
of its population in 2019 to 44% in 2020 (Observatorio de la Deuda 
Social Argentina [ODSA], 2020).
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Forms of solidarity in the context of crises

A crisis can be defined, in sociological terms, as a sudden event 
that occurs with little, if any, warning and typically results in a break-
down of the general organization and daily life of a community (Kutak, 
1938). This disruption has the potential to shift the scope of solidarity 
within a community, contributing to a reconfiguration of solidarity 
among its members (Koos, 2019). Emerging forms of solidarity have 
been documented during crises associated with natural disasters (Cassar 
et al., 2017; Chantarat et al., 2019; Maki et al., 2019; Rao et al., 2011) 
and, more recently, in response to the COVID-19 pandemic (e.g., Ber-
togg & Koos, 2021, 2022; Tekin et al., 2021). In fact, many countries 
witnessed an unprecedented surge in solidarity aimed at helping vul-
nerable groups in the wake of the pandemic. For example, in Argentina, 
never before had so many people been directly involved with NGOs 
to help others (Bucari, 2020) or donated money and goods such as 
hygiene products and food (D’Angelo, 2020). However, while research 
has focused on lockdown adherence, vaccine acceptance, and other 
actions aimed at preventing the spread of infectious diseases as forms of 
solidarity (Ayalon et al., 2021; Fischer et al., 2020; Friehs et al., 2022; 
Karić & Međedović, 2021; Liekefett & Becker, 2021), comparatively 
little research has examined solidarity with those experiencing the eco-
nomic consequences of the pandemic.

Shortly after the pandemic reached Latin America, a large pro-
portion of people experienced a decline in their financial resources 
and required assistance to cope with the crisis. Specifically, between 
13 March and 24 April 2020, 29 countries in the region adopted a 
total of 126 social protection measures targeting the most vulnerable 
and precarious households (ECLAC, 2020). According to ECLAC 
(2020), monetary transfers were the most widely adopted measure, 
accounting for 40% of all initiatives, followed by food transfers at 
33%. Together, these two types of public policy reached around 58% 
of the region’s population. In Argentina, the government rapidly intro-
duced measures to support the most vulnerable households. The most 
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relevant and well-known policies were the so-called Emergency Family 
Income (Ingreso Familiar de Emergencia, IFE) and food price caps. 
Public support for these policies varied considerably. These measures 
were particularly important in preventing a further increase in poverty 
during this period, both in Argentina (ODSA, 2020) and across the 
region (ECLAC, 2020).

Nevertheless, public support for government intervention to assist 
people in poverty may not necessarily increase following the onset of 
the economic crisis caused by the pandemic (Wiwad et  al., 2021). 
Studies have shown that, whereas people may strongly express medical 
solidarity during the pandemic, their willingness to support financial 
assistance policies may be limited (Koos & Leuffen, 2020).

Types of solidarity

The aforementioned examples illustrate that solidarity during 
the pandemic was expressed through multiple channels and forms of 
action. Such diversity can be understood in light of existing conceptu-
alisations and taxonomies of solidarity, including social, political, and 
welfare solidarity.

The concept of social solidarity gained prominence with the 
seminal work of Durkheim (1893), who helped to characterise soli-
darity as a basic sociological concept (Van Oorschot & Komter, 1998). 
Since then, there has been broad agreement that the term refers to an 
attribute of the social system resulting in ties between individuals and 
groups and may refer to different actions ranging from informal private 
assistance and donations to formal activities such as volunteering for 
foundations or NGOs. Solidarity can also take on a more explicitly 
political dimension. Political solidarity has been defined as collective 
action that articulates a common interest within the political system 
(Koos, 2019; Scholz, 2008). It is claimed that political solidarity, instead 
of being motivated mainly by a shared identity and utility, as in social 
solidarity (Van Oorschot & Komter, 1998), is ultimately founded on 
an individual’s moral conscience and a sense of collective responsibility 
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to respond to situations of injustice, oppression, social vulnerability, or 
tyranny (Scholz, 2008). Similarly, welfare solidarity refers to positive 
attitudes toward social policies that pursue a benefit for a certain group 
(Sachweh, 2016; Svallfors, 2010; van Oorschot, 2000) or attitudes 
toward redistribution and welfare state support (Meuleman, 2019). 

In addition to these distinctions, conceptualising solidarity 
according to levels of institutionalisation is particularly useful for 
analysing responses to crises, when both civil society and public insti-
tutions react to emergency situations. In this regard, Bertogg and Koos 
(2021, 2022) define informal solidarity during the pandemic as social 
support and assistance provided privately by others, including time, 
money, goods, or emotional support, in contrast to formal support or 
assistance provided by governments.

Motivation for solidarity

Another aim of the current study was to trace the forms of solidarity 
to theoretically important antecedent variables to better understand 
their origin. Not every crisis evokes solidarity responses to the same 
extent or in the same ways. For instance, people respond differently 
to crises caused by natural catastrophes, such as floods, tornadoes, 
and earthquakes, compared to crises resulting from human decisions, 
such as economic crises (Genschel & Hemerijck, 2018). Thus, we 
consider that attribution processes concerning the causes of economic 
misfortune during the pandemic are relevant for understanding soli-
darity actions.

On the other hand, we acknowledge the importance of a shared 
identity and utility as sources of solidarity (Durkheim, 1893; Van 
Oorschot & Komter, 1998), as well as recent evidence highlighting 
their role in times of crisis (Drury et  al., 2016; Maki et  al., 2019; 
Stevenson et al., 2020; Tekin et al., 2021; Wang et al., 2023). Con-
sequently, we also considered community identification and personal 
and vicarious experiences of being affected during the pandemic as pre-
dictors of solidarity.
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Poverty attributions in the context of crisis

Framed in Attribution Theory, the explanations that people 
endorse about the causes of poverty have been frequently identified 
as motivators of helping behaviour and attitudes toward public poli-
cies to alleviate poverty (e.g., Yúdica et al., 2021; Zucker & Weiner, 
1993). Literature consistently finds that individuals are more willing 
to help when they attribute the causes of poverty to external factors 
rather than to internal factors, such as a lack of willingness or effort 
(for a review, see Bastias et al., 2024). In the context of a crisis, the rela-
tive weight of these factors may shift. According to Kluegel and Smith 
(1986), structuralist attributions of poverty might predominate during 
times of extreme social or economic strain. For example, during the 
Great Depression, structuralist beliefs dominated US-Americans’ views 
on unemployment and inequality, which boosted support for wealth 
redistribution and unprecedented social welfare initiatives (Piven & 
Cloward, 1971).

A recent study suggests a similar dynamic during the COVID-19 
pandemic. Wiwad et al. (2021) tested whether the pandemic altered 
beliefs about the extent to which poverty is caused by external forces 
or internal dispositions. The same sample of participants completed 
a survey before (April 2019) and during (May 2020) the pandemic. 
The findings showed a shift in poverty attributions, with respondents 
perceiving poverty as more strongly influenced by external-situational 
causes and less by internal-dispositional causes. Although the study by 
Wiwad et al. (2021) is revealing, the role of the pandemic in shaping 
poverty was not explicitly captured in the scale items because the first 
wave of data collection preceded the pandemic. Moreover, the taxonomy 
of poverty attributions used was limited to internal-dispositional and 
external-situational dimensions, with the fatalistic (Feagin, 1972) or 
uncontrollability factors (Weiner, 1985) not being considered. Here 
we believe that there is an important point to make. Although the pan-
demic as a cause of poverty is evidently external to individuals, it is not 
clear whether its effects are controllable or uncontrollable. For example, 
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if the pandemic is considered a natural disaster that strikes unexpect-
edly, it may elicit uncontrollable or fatalistic attributions. Conversely, if 
emphasis is placed on the role of authorities in mitigating its economic 
consequences, these effects may be perceived as controllable through 
government action and policy decisions.

In the current study, we aim to develop a new scale to measure pov-
erty attributions that explicitly incorporates the COVID-19 pandemic 
as a causal factor, and to examine how this item clusters with other 
external controllable and uncontrollable factors. In addition, we analyse 
the relationship between attributions and solidarity to explore whether 
perceiving the pandemic as a cause of poverty may foster solidarity.

Community identification

In another vein, the literature on solidarity in times of crisis and 
natural disasters points to the importance of a common identity that 
motivates people to take collective action for disaster relief. Drury et al. 
(2016) explain that natural disasters can elicit a shared identity, which 
in turn fosters helping behaviour towards other in-group members who 
are affected by the disaster. For example, Maki et al. (2019) found that, 
in the aftermath of a disaster, national identity and prosocial values 
were closely linked to helping behaviour following the earthquake 
in Chile.

Similarly, recent studies on the pandemic highlight the funda-
mental role played by community identification in prosocial responses 
towards those affected during the crisis. Stevenson et al. (2020) showed 
that local community identification predicts giving and receiving 
emotional support to others in the local area, as well as adherence to 
COVID-19 prevention norms. Likewise, Tekin et al. (2021) found that 
perceiving oneself as part of a shared community is one of the drivers 
of altruism and prosocial behaviour during the pandemic. Finally, 
Wang et  al. (2023) provided cross-national evidence, based on two 
international datasets, of a positive association between global citizen 
identification and prosociality. Taking this background into account, 
the present study aims to examine the role of community identification 
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as a motivator of solidarity. In addition, experiences of hardship consti-
tute an important source of information about social vulnerability and 
may shape individuals’ willingness to support others in need. Accord-
ingly, we consider personal and vicarious economic hardship during 
the pandemic as relevant antecedent variables, capturing both individ-
uals’ own experiences of economic impact and their exposure to others 
who were affected.

Overview of the present study

Building on this conceptual framework, the present study aims 
to provide a comprehensive examination of solidarity with those eco-
nomically affected by the COVID-19 pandemic and to explore its 
motivations. To capture the heterogeneity of solidarity, we adopt a 
person-centred approach and use latent profile analysis (LPA) to iden-
tify distinct patterns of solidarity actions in a comprehensive manner. 
We acknowledge that while individuals may express certain solidarity 
intentions, these do not necessarily translate into actual behaviour and 
may vary in intensity and form. Therefore, we incorporate a measure 
of past solidarity behaviours, allowing us to identify different mani-
festations of solidarity during 2020, the first year of the pandemic. In 
addition, the study aims to advance understanding of the underlying 
motivations of these patterns by examining their associations with the-
oretically relevant antecedents. We focus on community identification 
and poverty attributions as key explanatory factors. While community 
identification reflects the role of social bonds in fostering solidarity, 
poverty attributions capture how individuals interpret the causes of 
economic hardship, particularly in terms of externality and controlla-
bility. By integrating these perspectives, the present study aims to shed 
light on both the structure of solidarity and the factors associated with 
its different expressions in the context of a crisis.

•	 H1: Distinct profiles of solidarity will emerge, differing in both 
the extent and the forms of solidarity behaviours displayed 
during the COVID-19 pandemic.
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•	 H2: Higher levels of community identification will be asso-
ciated with an increased likelihood of belonging to high-soli-
darity profiles rather than to low-solidarity profiles.

•	 H3: Personal and vicarious economic hardship will be asso-
ciated with an increased likelihood of belonging to high-soli-
darity profiles.

•	 H4: Poverty attributions that emphasise external and contro-
llable causes will be associated with an increased likelihood of 
belonging to high-solidarity profiles, while internal attribu-
tions will be associated with low-solidarity profiles.

Method

Participants

The sample consisted of 395 adults from Argentina, aged 18 to 74 
years (M = 30.93, SD = 13.37), of whom 29.4% (n = 116) were male 
and 70.6% (n = 278) were female. Regarding the highest educational 
level attained, 29.9% (n = 117) reported having completed university 
education, 55.5% (n = 217) reported having incomplete university 
education, 2.0% (n = 8) reported completed tertiary education, and 
6.6% (n = 26) reported incomplete tertiary education. Likewise, 0.3% 
(n = 1) reported completed secondary education as their highest edu-
cational qualification, 5.4% (n = 21) reported incomplete secondary 
education, and 0.3% (n = 1) reported completed primary education as 
their highest level of education. Total income ranged from ARS 4,000 
to ARS 750,000, with a mean of ARS 106,505 (SD = ARS 93,923) 
(see Table 1).
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Table 1
Characterization of the sample

Variables Operationalization  

Gender Female
Male 

70.6% 
29.4% 

Age - Min = 18 Max = 74 
M = 30.93 SD = 13.367 

Education Completed primary 
Incomplete secondary
Completed secondary
Incomplete tertiary education
Completed tertiary education
Incomplete university 
Completed university

0.3% 
5.4% 
0.3% 
6.6% 
2.0% 
55.5% 
29.9% 

Total Income Total household income for the 
last month

Min = $4,000 (USD 49) 
Max = $750,000 (USD 9105) 
M = $106,505 (USD 1293) 
Median = 100,000 (USD 1214) 
SD = 93923 (USD 1145) 

Note. SD = Standard Deviation. The values presented are in Argentine Pesos (ARS). The equivalent 
in USD was calculated according to the official price, informed by the National Bank of Argentina 
(Banco Nación) on the first day of data collection (15 December 2020): USD 1 = ARS 82.37. 

Procedure

Participants were contacted through social media and mailing lists 
and invited to participate in the research. The invitation included a link to 
a secure web server, where information about the study and an informed 
consent form were provided for respondents to review and agree to before 
starting the questionnaire. Participants were also informed about the 
confidential treatment of their responses and the transparent and ethical 
use of the data collected, in accordance with the American Psychological 
Association [APA] ethical guidelines (APA, 2017), and were protected 
under Argentina’s National Personal Data Protection Law No. 25,326. 
The Committee of the Bioethics Institute at the Catholic University of 
Cuyo approved the study (No. 0901-CS-2020) in April 2020.
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Measures

For the sociodemographic variables, participants reported their 
gender, age, education, and household income.

Solidarity behaviours 

To measure participation in different forms of solidarity, respondents 
were asked: “Since March 2020, how often have you taken the following 
actions to help those economically affected during the pandemic?” 
March 2020 was used as the reference point because it marked the onset 
of the pandemic in Argentina, and the data collection was conducted in 
December 2020 to capture solidarity behaviours during the first year of 
the pandemic. Following this question, 13 actions were listed as items on 
a five-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 = never to 5 = very frequently. 
Five items captured social solidarity, reflecting engagement in helping 
behaviours such as donating money, goods, or time through voluntary 
work. Another five items captured political solidarity, ranging from pri-
vate acts, such as expressions of concern for family and friends, to more 
public acts, such as signing petitions or participating in protests. Finally, 
three items captured welfare solidarity, reflecting participants’ support 
for governmental COVID-19 policies, including lockdown measures, 
price caps, and the “Emergency Family Income” relief package (IFE).

Poverty attributions 

A 20-item scale, the Poverty Attributions Scale during the 
COVID-19 Pandemic (PAS-COVID-19), was developed for the 
purposes of this study. The scale comprised 11 items adapted from pre-
vious scales (Bullock et al., 2003; Cozzarelli et al., 2001; Harper et al., 
1990; Smith & Stone, 1989; Vázquez & Panadero, 2009; Weiner et al., 
2011) and nine items developed ad hoc. The main novel aspect of the 
scale was the inclusion of items assessing the COVID-19 pandemic as 
a cause of poverty. Prior to the items, participants were presented with 
the following instruction: “Think for a moment about the causes of 
poverty in your society. Below is a list of possible causes; please rate the 
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importance of each one as a cause of poverty (1 = not important at all; 
5 = very important).”

Community identification 

Identification with the local community was measured using a 
12-item scale rated on a five-point Likert scale, covering the cognitive, 
evaluative, and affective aspects of identification. It was based on previ-
ously validated scales measuring community identification (Stevenson 
et al., 2020) and identification with a team, career, school, and occupa-
tion (Van Dick et al., 2004). Internal consistency was adequate (α = .86).

Personal and vicarious economic affectedness during the pandemic 

This variable was measured using two items: “To what extent have 
you been economically affected by the pandemic?” and “Do you know 
anyone who has been economically affected by the pandemic?”

Results

This section presents the main findings of the study, organised in 
three parts. First, we report the validation of the poverty attributions 
scale developed for the COVID-19 context. Second, we examine pat-
terns of solidarity through latent profile analysis, identifying distinct 
profiles based on participants’ reported behaviours. Third, we analyse 
the associations between these profiles and theoretically relevant ante-
cedents, including community identification, economic hardship, and 
poverty attributions.

Measuring poverty attributions during the pandemic

To assess the structure and validity of the PAS-COVID-19, we 
first calculated skewness and kurtosis values, retaining items within the 
acceptable range of ± 1.5 (George & Mallery, 2001). Then, we con-
ducted the Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) test, along with Bartlett’s test 
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of sphericity, to verify the adequacy of the sample for exploratory factor 
analysis. The KMO value was .88, well above the .70 criterion, and 
Bartlett’s test was significant (p < .001). 

The exploratory factor analysis revealed four factors, following 
Kaiser’s (1960) criterion, whereby the number of factors retained cor-
responds to eigenvalues greater than one. The first factor accounted 
for 24.12% of the total variance and was associated with the internal 
control dimension. The second factor accounted for 11.58% of the 
total variance and was associated with the external control – socio-eco-
nomic system dimension (hereafter, External Control SE-System). The 
third factor accounted for 10.23% of the total variance and was associ-
ated with the uncontrollable dimension. The fourth factor accounted 
for 10.07% of the total variance and was associated with the external 
control – government dimension. Together, the four factors explained 
56.01% of the total variance. As shown in Table 2, all item loadings 
were above .40. The last item, “Because of poor government decisions 
in regard to the pandemic” (Item 20), showed loadings on both the first 
(.44) and the fourth factor (.68). We decided to retain the item because 
the cross-loading did not exceed .50 (Costello & Osborne, 2005).

Table 2
Rotated component matrix of the PAS-COVID-19

Variables Int. Ext.
SE-Sys. Uncont. Ext. 

Gov.
1. Lack of effort and laziness by the poor (Falta de esfuerzo 
y vagancia) (5)

.83

2. Lack of will and perseverance (Falta de voluntad y 
perseverancia) (6)

.82

3. Are not willing to work (No quieren trabajar) (6) .80
4. Anti-work mentality among the poor (Las personas no 
tienen incorporada la cultura del trabajo) (6)

.80

5. A lack of motivation that results from being on public 
assistance (Falta de motivación por depender de planes 
sociales) (3)

.75
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Variables Int. Ext.
SE-Sys. Uncont. Ext. 

Gov.
6. No attempts at self-improvement (Falta de iniciativa 
para el desarrollo personal y la autosuperación) (5)

.71

7. Loose morals among poor people (Falta de moral y de 
valores de las personas pobres) (5)

.64

8. The inability to save, spend and manage money wisely 
(Incapacidad para ahorrar, gastar y manejar el dinero de 
forma inteligente) (3)

.62

9. Are victims of discrimination in promotions and wages 
(La discriminación reflejada en el salario y los ascensos) (1)

.73

10. Unregistered employment and poor working 
conditions (Trabajos informales o en negro, de malas 
condiciones laborales) (6)

.72

11. Lack of opportunities (Falta de oportunidades) (2) .69
12. Lack of employment (Falta de trabajo) (6) .65
13. Bad luck (Mala suerte) (3) .67
14. Sickness and disability (Por discapacidad física) (3) .64
15. Because of natural disasters -such as earthquakes, 
floods and hurricanes- (Por causa de desastres naturales 
-terremotos, inundaciones, huracanes, etc.-) (6)

.64

16. Unfortunate circumstances (Circunstancias 
desafortunadas) (3)

.61

17. Because of a pandemic and the way it affects the 
economy (Por fenómenos como una pandemia y sus 
efectos en la economía) (6)

.42

18. Because of an incompetent government administration 
with bad decisions (Por culpa de un gobierno 
incompetente y con malas decisiones) (6)

.80

19. Their governments are corrupt (Por la corrupción) (4) .73

20. Because of poor government decisions regarding the 
pandemic (Por malas decisiones del gobierno frente a la 
pandemia) (6)

.44 .69

Note. Int. = Internal control, Ext. SE-Sys. = External Control – Socio-economic System, Uncont. = 
Uncontrollable and Ext. Gov. = External Control – Government. b. Extraction method: Principal 
Component Analysis. Rotation method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. c. Rotation converged in 
6 iterations. d. Numbers in parentheses indicate the source study from which each item was adapted: (1) 
Smith & Stone (1989); (2) Weiner et al. (2011); (3) Bullock et al. (2003); (4) Harper et al. (1990); (5) 
Cozzarelli et al. (2001); (6) ad-hoc.
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As shown in Table 3, the corrected item–total correlations ranged 
from .48 to .79 for Internal Control, from .49 to .58 for External Control 
– Government, from .43 to .53 for External Control – Socio-economic 
system, and from .32 to .45 for the uncontrollable dimension. In most 
cases, corrected item–total correlations were adequate (rjx > .35), except 
for the items “Bad luck” (Item 20) and “Unfortunate circumstances” 
(Item 16). Both belong to the uncontrollable factor and showed values 
of .32 and .34, respectively. Nonetheless, these items were retained, as 
their removal would have reduced the Cronbach’s alpha of the dimen-
sion below .60.

Table 3
Psychometric properties of the PAS-COVID-19

Items M SD rjx α-x

In
te

rn
al

 C
on

tro
l

1. Are not willing to work (No quieren trabajar) 3.57 1.47 .76 .88

2. Anti-work mentality among the poor (Las 
personas no tienen incorporada la cultura del 
trabajo)

3.58 1.35 .79 .88

3. Lack of will and perseverance (Falta de 
voluntad y perseverancia)

3.49 1.32 .77 .88

4. Lack of effort and laziness by the poor (Falta de 
esfuerzo y vagancia)

3.41 1.45 .79 .87

5. No attempts at self-improvement (Falta 
de iniciativa para el desarrollo personal y la 
autosuperación)

3.60 1.30 .61 .89

6. Loose morals among poor people (Falta de 
moral y de valores de las personas pobres)

2.32 1.33 .53 .90

7. A lack of motivation that results from being 
on public assistance (Falta de motivación por 
depender de planes sociales)

3.66 1.45 .74 .88

8. The inability to save, spend and manage money 
wisely (Incapacidad para ahorrar, gastar y manejar 
el dinero de forma inteligente)

3.47 1.19 .48 .90
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Items M SD rjx α-x
Ex

te
rn

al
 C

on
tro

l –
 

G
ov

er
nm

en
t

9. Because of an incompetent government 
administration with bad decisions (Por culpa 
de un gobierno incompetente y con malas 
decisiones)

4.25 1.03 .58 .58

10. Their governments are corrupt (Por la 
corrupción)

4.22 1.08 .49 .69

11. Because of poor government decisions 
regarding the pandemic (Por malas decisiones del 
gobierno frente a la pandemia)

3.93 1.17 .56 .61

Ex
te

rn
al

 C
on

tro
l –

 S
E-

Sy
ste

m

12. Unregistered employment and poor working 
conditions (Trabajos informales o en negro, de 
malas condiciones laborales)

4.10 1.06 .52 .62

13. Lack of employment (Falta de trabajo) 4.11 1.09 .43 .67

14. Lack of opportunities (Falta de oportunidades) 3.83 1.23 .53 .61

15. Are victims of discrimination in promotions 
and wages (La discriminación reflejada en el 
salario y los ascensos)

3.55 1.20 .47 .65

U
nc

on
tro

lla
bl

e

16. Sickness and disability (Por discapacidad física) 2.78 1.22 .37 .56

17. Unfortunate circumstances (Circunstancias 
desafortunadas)

2.90 1.28 .34 .58

18. Because of a pandemic and the way it 
affects the economy (Por fenómenos como una 
pandemia y sus efectos en la economía)

3.66 1.13 .36 .57

19. Because of natural disasters -such as 
earthquakes, floods and hurricanes- (Por causa 
de desastres naturales -terremotos, inundaciones, 
huracanes, etc.-)

2.38 1.24 .45 .51

20. Bad luck (Mala suerte) 1.73 1.02 .32 .58

To evaluate the internal consistency of the scale, Cronbach’s alpha 
coefficients were calculated for each of the four dimensions. The values 
were .90 for Internal Control, .71 for External Control – Government, 
.70 for External Control – Socio-economic System, and .65 for the 
Uncontrollable dimension. The means of each dimension were 3.40 
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(SD = 1.03) for Internal Control, 3.91 (SD = 0.83) for External control 
– Socio-economic system, 4.13 (SD = 0.88) for External Control – 
Government, and 2.69 (SD = 0.74) for the Uncontrollable dimension.

Solidarity profiles during COVID-19

To examine patterns of solidarity in a holistic manner, we con-
ducted a latent profile analysis (LPA) of these 13 items. LPA partitions 
a sample into groups of respondents (latent profiles) with similar 
response patterns across a range of items. We determined the appro-
priate number of profiles based on a suite of statistical indicators and 
the interpretability of the different solutions. As statistical indicators, 
we examined the adjusted Bayesian Information Criterion (aBIC), 
the Vuong–Lo–Mendell–Rubin (VLMR) test, which compares each 
k-profile solution against the k−1-profile solution, the entropy of each 
solution, and the relative size of the smallest profiles (Nylund-Gibson 
& Choi, 2018; see Table 4).

Table 4	
Model fit statistics for latent profile solutions (1-4 profiles)

k aBIC p(VLMR) Entropy Profile size (%)

1 17276.728

2 16704.377 <.001 .986 326 (83), 69 (17)

3 16305.69 <.001 .896 226 (57), 68 (17), 101 (26)

4 16051.796 .09 .924 44 (11), 225 (57), 44 (11), 82 (21)

The three-profile solution showed the most desirable statistical 
properties among the tested solutions. The VLMR test indicated that 
the three-profile solution provided a significantly better fit than the 
two-profile solution, whereas the four-profile solution did not signifi-
cantly improve model fit relative to the three-profile solution. Although 
the four-profile solution showed slightly higher entropy (.924 vs. 
.896), it included smaller profiles (as low as 11% of the sample), which 
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raised concerns about their stability and interpretability. In contrast, 
the three-profile solution showed adequate entropy (.896) and more 
balanced profile sizes (57%, 17%, and 26%). Taken together, these 
results supported the retention of the three-profile solution.

Low solidarity (blue line, n = 226) 

Participants in this largest profile reported the lowest levels of 
COVID-related social and political solidarity, as evidenced by low 
endorsement of actions referred to in items 1 through 10 (with profile 
means between 1.28 and 3.67, with a scale midpoint of 3). Meanwhile, 
their agreement with the government’s COVID policies was moderate 
(between 3.02 and 3.65). This profile is characterized by low personal 
commitment and involvement with others in need, alongside relative 
support for interventions that do not involve personal effort, such as 
public policies.

High solidarity in dissent with government actions (orange line, n = 68) 

Participants in this profile reported medium-to-high levels of 
social and political solidarity (with means ranging from 2.03 to 4.27 
on these items). Notably, they were the only profile with high par-
ticipation in political demonstrations for those economically affected 
by the pandemic (M = 4.03; SD = .85). In addition, their support for 
government policies was consistently lower than that of participants 
in other profiles and below the scale midpoint of three (between 2.45 
and 2.91).

High solidarity in consent with government actions (grey line, n = 101) 

Participants in this profile reported medium-to-high levels of 
social and political solidarity (with profile means ranging from 1.84 to 
4.66). However, they showed very low participation in political pro-
tests (M = 1.12; SD = .33). In contrast, their support for government 
policies was consistently higher than that of participants in other pro-
files and above the scale midpoint of 3 (between 3.34 and 3.99).
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Figure 1. Solidarity profiles of the k = 3 profile solution

Motivations for solidarity

To explore how the three solidarity patterns described above were 
related to theoretically important antecedent variables, we followed 
up the latent profile analysis with a multinomial logistic regression. 
Specifically, we regressed membership in the three solidarity profiles 
on a set of predictor variables: community identification, personal and 
vicarious economic affectedness, and poverty attributions. The latter 
variable was further disaggregated into the four factors identified in the 
exploratory factor analysis, resulting in four predictors: (i) attributions 
of internal controllability of poverty, blaming individuals experiencing 



583

Solidarity in times of crisis: A latent profile approach / Bastias et al.

poverty; (ii) attributions of external controllability of poverty, blaming 
the socio-economic system; (iii) attributions of external controllability 
of poverty, blaming government mismanagement; and (iv) attributions 
of uncontrollability of poverty, referring to factors beyond human con-
trol. In the following section, we report the extent to which each variable 
predicts membership in each profile relative to the other profiles.

Community identification 

Unlike the low-solidarity profile, the two high-solidarity profiles, 
both in support of and in opposition to the government’s actions, 
showed high identification with the local community (OR = 2.08, 95% 
CI [1.46, 2.95]; and OR = 1.46, 95% CI [.99, 2.15], respectively). 
This variable served as a predictor of solidarity actions, regardless of 
their form of expression.

Personal and vicarious economic affectedness 

Whether people reported that their economic situation was 
affected during the COVID-19 pandemic was not associated with 
solidarity. However, vicarious affectedness (i.e., knowing others whose 
economic situation was affected during the pandemic) served to differ-
entiate people who remained uninvolved or showed low solidarity from 
those who showed high solidarity in support of or in opposition to gov-
ernment actions (OR = 1.79, 95% CI [1.33, 2.42]; and OR = 1.70, 
95% CI [1.16, 2.50], respectively).

Poverty attributions

Just as the above predictors help to distinguish between the low- 
and high-solidarity profiles, poverty attributions primarily contributed 
to the differentiation between the two high-solidarity profiles. Attrib-
uting the causes of poverty to the workings of the socio-economic 
system increased the likelihood of displaying high solidarity in sup-
port of the government’s actions (OR = 2.13, 95% CI [1.33, 3.41]) 
rather than in opposition to the government. In contrast, attributing 
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the causes of poverty to government failure increased the likelihood of 
displaying solidarity in opposition to government actions (OR = 2.01, 
95% CI [1.18, 3.44]) rather than in support of them. On the other 
hand, whether participants attributed poverty to internal or uncontrol-
lable factors did not affect the likelihood of membership in any of the 
solidarity profiles.

Discussion

In the first phase of this study, we analyzed the validity of a novel 
scale to measure poverty attributions during the COVID-19 pandemic. 
Previous research has shown that, under normal circumstances, there 
is a tendency to explain poverty either by blaming people experiencing 
poverty or by attributing it to external socio-structural factors, while 
uncontrollable factors or fatalistic explanations—in Feagin’s (1972) 
terms—are not rated as important (Bastias et  al., 2019; Furnham, 
1982; Gatica et al., 2017; Tagler & Cozzarelli, 2013). However, the 
prominence and ubiquity of the pandemic, framed as a natural disaster 
causing poverty, led us to reconsider these conclusions and to rein-
troduce uncontrollable factors into the discussion. In the context of 
the evolving pandemic, it seemed increasingly inappropriate to focus 
on individual shortcomings to explain why a person fell into poverty. 
Instead, people may have tended to explain poverty by emphasizing 
uncontrollable factors, such as the emergence of a deadly virus, thereby 
exculpating individuals experiencing poverty. Therefore, a new scale 
was developed to measure causal attributions of poverty in this histori-
cally unprecedented context, explicitly considering the pandemic as a 
causal factor. 

Descriptive results from this phase were somewhat surprising, 
as attributions to uncontrollable factors—similarly to non-pandemic 
contexts—once again showed the lowest levels of endorsement, and 
this subscale also exhibited low reliability. That is, participants in 
our study appeared to consider that, even in this context—after nine 
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months of the pandemic—poverty was not primarily explained by 
factors beyond human control. Rather, poverty remained a phenom-
enon perceived as shaped by human decisions, with responsibility 
attributed less to individuals experiencing poverty and more to the 
government and the broader socio-economic system. Nevertheless, 
an important finding emerged from the exploratory factor analysis, 
which differentiated external controllability into two distinct dimen-
sions: factors attributable to the socio-economic system and those 
attributable to the government. As discussed below, this distinction 
proved key to understanding differences in the expression of soli-
darity across profiles.

Building on these findings, we next turn to the analysis of solidarity 
expressions. The LPA revealed three solidarity profiles, representing 
groups of individuals who differed both in the extent and in the ways 
in which they expressed solidarity during the COVID-19 pandemic. 
The largest subgroup in our sample, the low-solidarity profile, showed 
the lowest levels of social and political solidarity, while exhibiting mod-
erate welfare solidarity through the endorsement of public policies in 
response to the pandemic. In contrast, two smaller subgroups displayed 
higher levels of social and political solidarity but differed crucially in 
their engagement in political protests and, correspondingly, in their 
support for government policies.

We then examined the associations between membership in soli-
darity profiles and the antecedent variables using multinomial logistic 
regression analysis. Participants with stronger community identifica-
tion were more likely to belong to the high-solidarity profiles relative 
to the low-solidarity profiles. In addition, knowing others who were 
economically affected during the pandemic, but not being personally 
affected, also predicted membership in both high-solidarity profiles. 
These results are consistent with previous studies in which high com-
munity identification is associated with the expression of solidarity 
after a natural disaster (Maki et al., 2019) and during the COVID-19 
pandemic (Stevenson et al., 2020). The findings are also in line with 
the theoretical conceptualization of social solidarity, from the seminal 
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work of Durkheim (1893) to more recent authors (e.g., Koos, 2019; 
Melucci & Lyyra, 1998), confirming that the origin and motivation for 
this kind of solidarity lie in the bonds between members of a group or 
community. A feeling of belonging or a common identity can then lead 
to solidarity when necessary. 

However, in our study, identification and identity processes do not 
appear to be sufficient to explain differences in political and welfare sol-
idarity among the two high-solidarity profiles. Expressions of political 
and welfare solidarity appear to be partially grounded in attributional 
processes, i.e., evaluations of who is responsible for the economic crisis 
and who has control over it.

The profile of high solidarity in consent with government actions 
explains poverty during the pandemic in terms of long-standing 
structural causes within a failing socio-economic system. Accordingly, 
these individuals manifest social, welfare, and political solidarity, but 
without participating in public demonstrations, in line with gov-
ernment recommendations. On the other hand, the profile labelled 
high solidarity in dissent with government actions blames the govern-
ment for the economic crisis and expresses low welfare solidarity by 
opposing its social policies. However, it shows strong engagement 
in social and political solidarity, including participation in demon-
strations, even though participants potentially put themselves and 
others’ health at risk due to increased contagion in crowded settings. 
Participants in this profile appear to be motivated by concerns for 
the economic needs of others, since, according to the results, one 
of their motivations was not their own economic hardship but that 
of people they know. On the other hand, while they expressed dis-
agreement with the direct transfer policies of the government, they 
engaged in monetary donations. Here, donations represent a direct 
form of action, whereas government transfers constitute a mediated 
form, highlighting that the key distinction between donating money 
and having the government distribute it lies, once again, in the role 
of the government.
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The belief that the pandemic crisis could have been aggravated 
by political failures may have further increased citizens’ motivation to 
engage in solidarity actions while rejecting government strategies to 
deal with the crisis. A similar pattern is observed in the experiment 
conducted by Abel and Brown (2020), where exposure to videos of 
public figures mishandling the pandemic crisis increased prosocial 
behaviour, as it strengthened people’s sense of responsibility to act. 
Likewise, in the opposite direction, individual solidarity among 
citizens tends to be weaker in nations with higher levels of social 
protection spending (Van Oorschot et al., 2005). This suggests that 
individual and institutional solidarity are not simply separate levels 
of analysis but are likely interconnected and mutually influential 
(Starke, 2021).

To conclude, our findings suggest that social solidarity may be 
the most basic form of solidarity, since membership at least to some 
extent delineates the scope of all other types of solidarity, including 
both political and welfare solidarity (Koos, 2019). However, member-
ship does not seem to be the fundamental motivation for all forms of 
solidarity. As Scholz (2008) points out, individuals expressing political 
solidarity need not belong to the same community or group, insofar 
as their motivation is a shared social justice cause aimed at challenging 
oppressive social structures and relationships. Furthermore, first-
person experience of injustice is not a necessary condition for this kind 
of solidarity, as people who are comparatively advantaged are capable 
of participating in political solidarity alongside participants who are 
oppressed (Scholz, 2008). Consequently, our results show that being 
economically affected during the pandemic was not associated with 
participation in solidarity movements or other forms of political soli-
darity. Yet, community identification and knowing people who were 
economically affected were linked to higher levels of solidarity; how-
ever, what explained differences in political and welfare solidarity was 
attributions of controllability concerning factors causing or aggravating 
the crisis.
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