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Foreword

This report is a joint effort led by the
NATO Strategic Communications Centre of Ex-
cellence in collaboration with the Swedish De-
fence Research Agency (FOI). In producing the
report, | would especially like to thank Anneli
Portman, Paivi Tampere and Isabelle Hernan-
dez for providing their insights and expertise
as part of the review process.

The report is published amidst wide-
spread war, conflict, and societal crises, a pe-
riod in which NATO and its allies are strength-
ening their capabilities to deter potential
aggression and enhance collective defence.
These efforts are, in part, devoted to resil-
ience, as guided by Article 3 of the North At-
lantic Treaty and defined as ‘the capacity to
prepare for, resist, respond to and quickly re-

” 1

cover from shocks and disruptions”.

These efforts are generally focused
on institutional resilience, such as ensur-
ing the continuity of critical services and
functions in times of crisis or war, such as
energy supplies or transportation systems

(as reflected in the NATO Baseline Require-
ments2). However, fostering resilience with-
in civilian populations, namely the ability of
ordinary citizens to endure and cope with
crisis and war, has been given significantly
less attention to date among NATO and its
allies. Without this capability, NATO’s overall
resilience would be significantly diminished.

The aim of this report is to examine resil-
ience from the perspective of civilian popula-
tions, exploring how it can be understood and
measured. We hope that the findings present-
ed in this report will contribute to a broader
understanding of civil resilience as a concept
among policymakers and civil servants in na-
tional governments and NATO, while also pro-
viding a baseline for a future framework for un-
derstanding and assessing resilience among
civil populations.

Johannes Lindgren, Project Manager


https://foi.se/en/foi.html
https://foi.se/en/foi.html

Executive summary

The aim of this report is to enhance un-
derstanding, via a limited literature review, on
predicting and assessing civilian resilience in
times of war and crisis. This review was un-
dertaken against a backdrop of ongoing in-
stability and geopolitical tensions, alongside
the growing proximity of war for NATO allies

Key findings

1. Resilience in the context of civil popu-
lations is a complex, multidimension-
al concept encompassing a range of
definitions and dimensions. It is often
framed across three distinct levels: na-
tional, community and individual. While
they are approached from different
perspectives, all three levels describe
a shared capacity — to cope with, with-
stand and adapt to unfolding disrup-
tions.

2. The three resilience levels are concep-
tually and empirically complex, with in-
herent contradictions that complicate
assessments and constrain the robust-
ness of conclusions.

3. Community resilience appears to be a
key determinant of both national and in-
dividual resilience.

Recommendations

- Incorporate hope as an indicator of resil-
ience. Across the assessed studies, hope
was consistently associated with high re-
silience levels across all three dimensions
of resilience. This suggests that hope may
serve as a valuable indicator of resilience.

in Northern Europe. The findings of the review
are intended to support civil servants, policy
specialists and other stakeholders in predict-
ing and assessing resilience, as well as to in-
form policymakers’ efforts to strengthen resil-
ience more broadly.

4. Hope emerged as the single best pro-
moter for all three levels of resilience.

5. Psychological distress and perceived
threat or sense of danger were the most
prominent recurrent challenging factors
across all three levels of resilience.

6. Applying these findings to develop a
framework for measuring resilience is
challenging due to lack of established
causal relationships between indicators
that are part of the resilience construct
and factors that are associated with re-
silience. However:

7. If an assessment is to be conducted,
individual and community resilience,
together with factors which promote it
(i.e., hope) and those that undermine it
(i.e., psychological distress), serve as
appropriate points of departure.

« Include parameters of community resilience
to predict and assess resilience levels. In
doing this, researchers and practitioners
should define which elements constitute
the concept of community resilience and
distinguish them from factors that may in-
fluence it.



Individual resilience is key to understand-
ing coping processes. When assessing
coping within populations, individual resil-
ience should be included alongside other
relevant factors. However, its conceptual
inconsistency should be taken into ac-
count, and the most appropriate and valid
measurement scale selected accordingly.

Resilience scales should be adapted to so-
ciopolitical contexts. When using existing
scales to measure resilience, in particular

Prioritise building community resilience.
Efforts to strengthen resilience should fo-
cus on the community level by enhancing
collective capacities, efficacy and resourc-
es such as social support and shared com-
munal assets, thereby fostering collective
efficacy. This is particularly important, as
these factors influence levels of national
resilience. Individuals trust and support
government institutions during periods of
disruption.

Foster hope without amplifying perceived
threat. Promoting hope in the face of ad-
versity appears to be a key component of

national resilience scales, they should be
tailored to specific national contexts. This
may include, for instance, incorporating na-
tional polling data and established popula-
tion-level protective factors.

Conduct longitudinal studies showcasing
resilience levels over time. This review
shows that resilience levels may vary over
time during a disruption — thus to capture
this, longitudinal studies should be con-
ducted.

a resilient population. The challenge here
lies in raising awareness of risks and en-
couraging preparedness without framing
the threat as overwhelming.

Address psychological distress within the
population. Psychological distress consis-
tently emerged as a barrier to resilience.
During periods of disruption, individuals
are liable to experience anxiety, depres-
sion and other forms of distress, making
it essential to develop strategies that sup-
port coping and psychological well-being.



Introduction

The security environment of the mid-
2020s, characterised by an increasingly un-
stable and unpredictable global order, under-
scores the need for a broad societal capacity
across entire populations to withstand future
crises and the possibility of war. Lessons
learned from conflicts in Ukraine and the Mid-
dle East — where civilians have been deliber-
ately targeted as part of military strategies — as
well as crises such as the COVID-19 pandemic,
demonstrate that preparedness must extend
beyond public institutions and the military.® In-
stead, it must encompass society as a whole,
including individual citizens. In the absence of
resilient and prepared populations, societies
become more vulnerable and less capable of
enduring disruption.

Consequently, allies must both devel-
op strategies to strengthen population-level
capabilities and establish mechanisms to an-
ticipate resilience levels before a disruption,
and assess these during an ongoing disrup-
tion. Such capabilities may include, for exam-
ple, psychological resilience sufficient to with-
stand the stress of sustained missile attacks,
power outages or prolonged separation from
family and social networks.* It may also involve
maintaining societal functioning during crises
— such as remaining in-country, continuing to
work despite security risks and avoiding be-
haviours that undermine national resilience,
including the spread of false or misleading in-
formation.’ In essence, the aim is to improve
our understanding of the factors that enable
cohesive populations in the midst of disrup-
tion.

Against this backdrop, there is a clear
need for means to assess the capabilities of
civil populations both before and during dis-
ruptions, in order to enhance societal pre-
paredness. In this context, the concept of re-
silience offers a useful lens through which to
understand a population’s capacity to cope
with and withstand disruptions.

In several allied states, such as Finland,
Sweden and Baltic States, the resilience of the
population in the context of war and crisis is
treated as a high priority. These countries not
only share geographical proximity to Russia
but a common approach to ‘total’ or ‘compre-
hensive’ defence, which integrates the civil
population, the private sector, public institu-
tions and the defence forces. For example,
Finland defines psychological resilience as
the ‘ability of individuals, communities and so-
ciety to withstand the stress caused by crisis
situations and to recover from their impacts’.®
Psychological resilience is regarded as one of
several essential functions of society within
the country’s national security strategy.” Sim-
ilarly, Latvia's State Defence Concept empha-
sises that every resident should ‘acquire and
enhance the knowledge and skills to be able
to protect not only themselves but also their
family, community and country during times
of crisis and war’.? In Sweden, long-standing
preparedness efforts include providing all res-
idents with information on how to prepare for
and respond to crises or war, offering practical
guidance on sheltering, household prepared-
ness and managing anxiety.®

Within NATO, the resilience of civil
populations in the context of war and crisis
is not clearly outlined as part of a broader
whole-of-society capability framework. This
is perhaps unsurprising, given that primary
responsibility for populations rests with indi-
vidual nation states rather than the Alliance
itself. Instead, NATO’s civil preparedness ef-
forts tend to focus on institutional and secto-
rial resilience. This is reflected in its definition
of resilience as the ‘individual and collective
capacity to prepare for, resist, respond to and
quickly recover from shocks and disruption,
and to ensure the continuity of the Alliance’s
activities’.’ In practice, this is operationalised
through the Seven Baseline Requirements,
which form part of NATO’s civil preparedness
planning and review cycle." These require-
ments include areas such as resilient energy
supplies, food and water systems, and trans-



portation infrastructure. However, these do
not explicitly address the capabilities of pop-
ulations themselves, although recent NATO
scientific work has highlighted the importance
of strengthening partnerships between states
and citizens.”? On the military side, resilience is
often framed through the concept of ‘Layered
Resilience’, which emphasises interdependen-
cies between military and civilian systems,

particularly the military’s reliance on civilian
infrastructure and societal resilience.”®

Given the absence of an overarching
NATO framework for assessing the resilience
of civil populations in war or crisis, this report
aims to shed light on current research relevant
to assess and ultimately enhance the resil-
ience of domestic populations within the Alli-
ance.

Aim and research questions

This report reviews research mainly
published between 2018 and 2024 on the re-
silience of general populations in the context
of crises and/or war. It examines resilience at
national, community and individual levels, with
a focus on how it is conceptualised and oper-
ationalised, and identifies factors which pro-
mote or hinder it. The objective is to propose
approaches for assessing civil population resil-
ience for allied states and to provide broader
guidance to NATO and national governments.

Methodology

To address the research questions, this
report presents a limited literature review of
existing research assessing individual, com-
munity and national resilience during crisis
and/or war."

Given the purpose and scope of this re-
view, several predefined features have guided
the research:

1. The review is limited to original research
and review articles published in academic
journals that either examine resilience as
a concept or assess resilience levels and
associated factors. The retrieval search pe-
riod begins in 2018, a period in which there
was a big increase in empirical research

The analysis is guided by the follow-
ing research questions:

RQ 1: How is national, community and in-
dividual resilience among civil populations
in the context of war and crisis concep-
tualised and operationalised in existing
research?

RQ 2: What variables promote or challenge
resilience on different levels?

RQ 3: How can these findings be used to
measure and conceptualise resilience of
civil populations for allies and NATO?

on this topic.” Interest in resilience inten-
sified following the COVID-19 pandemic,”
the full-scale Russian invasion of Ukraine
in 202218 and the Israel-Gaza war after 7
October 2023." The review covers works
published up to and including 2024, al-
though selected publications outside this
time frame were also included where nec-
essary to support conceptual clarification
or historical tracing of specific ideas.

2. The review focuses on resilience in the
specific context of crises and war (or close
proximity to it), rather than so-called ‘every-
day resilience’ or post-crisis coping. While
resilience may naturally be expressed in
daily behaviour or in response to individu-
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al hardship, the crisis and conflict settings
addressed in this review differ in scope, as
they affect large segments of society simul-
taneously. Accordingly, sources that do not
address resilience in large-scale crisis or
war contexts were excluded.

3. Thereview is limited to the resilience of civ-
il populations on national, community and
individual levels. Articles focusing on the

The literature search was performed
in the academic databases of Web of Sci-
ence and ProQuest. The search was specified
through limiting selection based on title and
abstract. The term resilience had to be in the
title and population AND crisis OR war in the
abstract (wild cards were used to capture vari-
ations of these terms). To enhance the robust-
ness of the search strategy, a complementary
search was also undertaken in which popula-
tion was replaced with keywords such as citi-
zen”, resident”, civil*, psychological and cogni-
tive. In total, 48 research and review articles
were identified and analysed.

Each article was reviewed using a com-
bination of manual analysis and Al-assisted
tools, primarily Google’s Notebook LM, An-
thropic’s Claude and Elicit. The Al-assisted
review focused on: (A) describing the nature
of the research (i.e., study design, context and
methodology); (B) identifying how resilience is
defined, conceptualised and operationalised;

resilience of institutions, state entities, de-
fence forces and military personnel, com-
panies or other comparable entities were
excluded.

4. The review includes only articles that use
national, community or individual resilience
as the dependent variable, or which explic-
itly assess the three resilience levels or the
conceptualisation of resilience.

and (C) identifying and analysing factors that
promote or hinder resilience.

The review is structured around three
levels of analysis: individual, community and
national. In line with Research Question 2,
findings are summarised in terms of ‘promot-
ing factors’, ‘mixed results’, and ‘challenging
factors’ associated with resilience at each lev-
el (see Table 1). For example, when most stud-
ies indicate a positive association between a
given factor and a specific resilience level, it is
categorised as a promoting factor. Within each
subsection of the “Three levels of resilience”
chapter, factors are presented according to
these categories.

It should be noted that not all factors
examined in the literature are included in this
review. Instead, the review focuses on factors
investigated in at least 3—-5 separate articles to
ensure that findings are supported by a suffi-
cient evidence base. A list of the definitions of
the factors is provided in the Appendix.

Variables that consistently demonstrate a positive association across
most studies (roughly 75%) per resilience level.

Variables that do not consistently demonstrate either a positive or neg-
ative association across most studies or any clear association at all.

Challenging factors

Table 1. Methodological construct for categorising variables

Variables that consistently demonstrate a negative association across
most studies (roughly 75%) per resilience level.


https://notebooklm.google/?hl=en-GB
https://claude.com/
https://elicit.com/?redirected=true

It is important to note that the categori-
sation of variables into distinct groups is not
clear-cut. This is due to three factors. First, the
included studies vary considerably in design,
with some employing qualitative approaches
and others quantitative methods, and with
resilience being operationalised in different
ways. This variation complicated direct com-
parison and limits the extent to which findings
can be generalised. Second, many studies in-
cluded multiple dependent variables, which
made the analysis and classification of indi-
vidual findings more complex. Third, in some

This report has three distinct limitations.

1. Itis based on a limited review and therefore
did not capture the full breadth of research
in the field, but rather provides a snapshot
of the existing literature (see page 10-11). A
broader search strategy using additional
databases, alternative keywords, a wider
time frame and a different inclusion crite-
rion would likely generate different results.

2. The scope of this review includes both cri-
sis and war contexts, which differ in sev-
eral ways and may limit comparability of
findings across studies. Still, these were

Structure

This report is composed of four parts,
plus an appendix. The first part examines the
overarching concept of resilience, including its
development between 2018 and 2024, both
quantitatively and qualitatively, and how it can
be defined within the social sciences and in
the context of crisis and war. The second part
summarises the key findings of the review. The
third part presents the analysis across three

instances a lack of clear distinction between
indicators of resilience and factors tested for
correlation raises questions about the preci-
sion of the reported findings.

That said, this approach was considered
the most practical way to present factors that
may strengthen or suppress the resilience of
civil populations. Without categorising factors
according to their relationship with resilience,
it would have been difficult to adequately an-
swer Research Question 2.

deliberately combined in order to provide
a more robust evidence base.

3. It is not self-evident that resilience is the
most appropriate concept for understand-
ing the conditions under which civil popu-
lations can withstand shocks or disruption.
Future research should therefore also con-
sider alternative concepts such as ‘resis-
tance’, ‘resolve’ or ‘coping’, and compare
findings across these different analytical
frameworks.

levels: national, community and individual re-
silience. The fourth part discusses the findings
and considers their applicability for measuring
the capabilities of general populations in the
context of crisis and war. The Appendix out-
lines key concepts used in the study along
with central measurement scales of resilience
levels.

12
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The concept of resilience

Interestin resilience research has grown
substantially in recent years. A search of the
Web of Science database for publications with
the term resilience in the title returned 2,636
articles published in 2018. By 2024 the fig-
ure had risen 7,781 publications (Figure 1).2°

8000

6000

4000

2000

2018 2019 2020

Overall the search identified 58,624 articles,
with more than half published between 2018-
2024 the past four years.?' This rapid growth
demonstrates the increasing prominence of
resilience as a research topic across multiple
disciplines.??

0 I I I | | | ‘

2021 2022

2023 2024

Figure 1. Number of journal articles with resilience in the title in Web of Science, 2018-24

Resilience research spans a wide range
of academic fields. Environmental sciences
account for the largest share of publications,
followed by psychiatry, public health and psy-
chology. Research includes topics such as ur-
ban resilience — ‘a city’s ability to resist exog-
enous shocks and recover from them’® — and
the resilience of healthcare systems, supply
chains, biological systems and marine ecosys-
tems.

A search for studies published between
2018 and 2024 that combined resilience with
crisis, war or conflict yielded 2,188 articles
after excluding research areas outside the
scope of this review, primarily engineering and
environmental sciences.?* Approximately 40%

of these publications examined the COVID-19
pandemic to some extent, suggesting that the
pandemic significantly accelerated interest in
resilience within the social sciences.?®

Despite the rapid expansion of the lit-
erature, resilience remains a concept that is
difficult to define. According to Raetze et al.,?®
more than 900 definitions of resilience have
been identified across the scientific literature,
reflecting its application across numerous
disciplines. The concept originated in phys-
ics, where it refers to the maximum amount of
energy a material can absorb within its elastic
limit without undergoing permanent deforma-
tion.?”



Within the social sciences, one of the
most common definitions describes resilience
as:

The capacity of an individual, group, or
society to successfully cope with adver-
sities of various kinds and to recover as
quickly as possible to normal function-
ing after the event is over.”

This review is primarily concerned with
the first element of this definition — the capac-
ity to cope during a disruption. The focus is
therefore on resilience as the ability to with-
stand and adapt to crises and war as they un-
fold, rather than on post-event recovery. This
perspective is consistent with research that
conceptualises resilience as a dynamic pro-
cess occurring throughout exposure to stress-
ful or disruptive events rather than as a fixed

end state.?® At the same time, resilience is of-
ten not assessed longitudinally but rather at
a single point in time, thus not reflecting the
dynamic part of the concept.

Furthermore, the literature also con-
ceptualises resilience across multiple levels of
analysis, including the individual, family, com-
munity and society.*° Distinguishing between
these levels is important because resilience is
shaped by reciprocal relationships: individual
capacities influence the resilience of commu-
nities and societies, while societal and com-
munity characteristics, in turn, shape the resil-
ience of individuals.®

Drawing on the most influential contri-
butions to the literature, this review adopts a
three-level typology consisting of national (so-
cietal), community and individual resilience.

14
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Overview and summary

This chapter provides an overview of
the literature on national, community and in-
dividual resilience. It summarises how these
concepts are defined and operationalised in

the studies reviewed and outlines the method-
ological characteristics and research design
employed across the evidence base.

Concepts and their operationalisation

Conceptually and empirically, the three
levels of resilience share important similarities
but also exhibit distinct differences (Table 2).

Ability/belief in the ability of

Collective adaptive capac-

Capacity of individuals to

an entire society to cope with,
adapt to or withstand disrup-
tion.

Measurements: Trust in and
support for the government
and state institutions; percep-
tions of social justice, social
cohesion and solidarity.

ity of a community to pre-
pare for, respond to and
withstand a disruption.

Measurements: Trust, con-
fidence and belief in the
community’s ability to act;
social cohesion among
residents; awareness of
contingency planning and
available support; and com-
munity identity and sense
of belonging.

manage, adapt to and recover
from adversity.

Measurements: Cognitive
and behavioural strategies
individuals use to cope with
and manage the demands of
stressful conditions.

Table 2. Resilience levels and their meaning

National resilience refers to the capaci-
ty of a society to cope with and withstand dis-
ruption, as well as citizens’ perceptions of their
nation’s ability to manage adversity. Across the
reviewed literature, itis primarily the latter under-
standing that is assessed. Rather than looking at
objective societal capabilities, studies typically
examine the relationship between individuals
and the state through perceptions of societal
capabilities, trust in public institutions and per-
ceptions of national solidarity and social justice.

Overall, the operationalisation of national
resilience raises questions about its relationship
to coping. High trust in government or confi-
dence in public institutions does not necessarily
translate into greater resilience among the pop-

ulation. Moreover several indicators are inher-
ently political, as they reflect support for the in-
cumbent government, which may vary according
to individuals’ political preferences rather than
their capacity to cope with crisis or war.

Community resilience focuses on the
capacity of communities to maintain cohesion,
adapt collectively and continue functioning
during periods of disruption, such as armed con-
flict or the COVID-19 pandemic. It is commonly
conceptualised as a form of collective adaptive
capacity. Indicators typically include trust, col-
lective efficacy, community identity and at-
tachment, confidence in local leadership, pre-
paredness and organisational capacity.



Like national resilience, community re-
silience is primarily measured through per-
ceptions rather than observed behaviour or
objective capabilities. Across many studies,
however, in contrast to national resilience,
community resilience consistently demon-
strates positive associations with individual re-
silience. This suggests that strong community
resilience may positively enhance the ability of
individuals to cope during disruptions.

One challenge in measuring communi-
ty resilience is the overlap between the con-
struct itself and the factors tested for correla-
tion with it. This issue is also evident, although
to a lesser extent, in measures of individual
resilience. For example, a usual part of the
construct of community resilience is that the
conceptual distinctions between hope and
confidence in the community’s ability to over-
come adversity are often blurred. Widely used
instruments such as the CCRAM-10 (see Table
A4 in the Appendix) contain several items that,
although phrased differently, largely capture
respondents’ confidence in future outcomes.
Consequently, it is not always clear whether
studies are measuring constructs of resilience
itself or closely related psychological con-
structs, which may limit the external validity of
their findings.

Individual resilience is generally defined
as an individual’s capacity to adapt to, manage
and recover from adversity. Compared with
national and community resilience, it places
greater emphasis on personal psychological
characteristics including emotional regula-

tion, self-efficacy, psychological well-being
and personal competence. Of the three levels
reviewed, individual resilience is arguably the
construct most closely directly related to un-
derstanding how civil populations cope during
crises and war, as it focuses on the personal
resources and behaviours that enable individ-
uals to manage internal and external demands.

As with the other resilience levels, in-
dividual resilience is typically operationalised
using quantitative measurement scales or
qualitative thematic frameworks, reflecting
its multidimensional nature. A recurring chal-
lenge, more notable for community resilience
than the other two, is the conceptual overlap
between individual resilience and many of
the variables used to explain it. For example,
adaptive coping is frequently treated as an
external predictor despite sharing substantial
conceptual similarities with individual resil-
ience itself, making it difficult to isolate it as a
distinct construct.

Overall,animportant observation across
all three levels is that resilience is measured
predominantly through subjective perceptions
rather than objective capabilities. The studies
reviewed largely assess how individuals per-
ceive their own resilience, the resilience of
their communities and the resilience of their
nation. While these perceptions are important,
relatively little research directly measures ob-
jective societal capacities or capabilities at the
national or community level. This distinction
should be borne in mind when interpreting the
findings presented in this report.

16



17

Design of the reviewed studies

Overall, research interest in resilience
across the individual, community and nation-
al levels has increased substantially over the
past decade. This growth has been driven
largely by a rise in large-scale crises, includ-
ing terrorism, armed conflict, environmental
and economic stressors, and the COVID-19
pandemic, as well as by a broader shift in how
researchers conceptualise human responses

11(Ben-Dor et al.,2002; N/A
Canetti et al., 2014; Co-
henetal.,2013; Comes,

2016; Karalekas, 2022;

Kimhi et al., 2019; Ley-

kin et al., 2013; Norris

et al., 2008; O’Sullivan

et al.,, 2014; Shevell &
Denov 2021; Smith et

al., 2008)

10 (Eshel et al., 2020,
2025°; Joachim et al.,
2024; Kaim et al., 2024;
Kimhi et al., 2024b;
Marciano et al., 2024a,
2024b; Rapaport et al.,
2018; Saar-Ashkenazy
et al., 2024; Shapira,
2022)

Israel & Palestine

10 (Ballada et al., 2022;
Burke et al., 2024; Cal-
lueng et al., 2020; Chin
et al., 2023; Godara et
al., 2021; Li & Hu, 2022;
Montero-Lépez Lena
et al.,, 2023; Yildirm &
Arslan, 2020; Zhang &
Shay, 2018; Zhuang et
al., 2024).

Brazil, Canada,

key, United States

China,
Germany, Israel, Jamaica,
Mexico, Philippines, Tur-

to adversity (Ballada et al., 2022; Blanc et al.,
2021).

The literature reviewed comprises 48
unique academic publications (Table 3). Some
articles examine resilience at more than one
level and were therefore reviewed multiple
times. As a result, the total number of studies
included within each resilience level exceeds
the number of unique total publications.

N/A Framework or
conceptual/the-
oretical base

Acute: Israel— Quantitative
Gaza war
Chronic: Long-

term conflict

Acute: COVID-19
pandemic

Mixed

Acute: Hurricane
Matthew (US)



9 (Baran et al., 2024,

Giordano et al.,, 2024; Italy, Lithuania,
Kimhi et al., 2023, Slovakia, Ukraine
20243; Korostelina,

2020; Koubova & Kim-
hi, 2024; Kupenko et
al., 2023; Kurapov et
al., 2023; Olcese et al.,
2024)

4 (Blanc et al., 2021, N/A
Rizzi et al, 2023;
Schafer et al., 2024
Schwarzer, 2024)

2 (Faulkner et al., 2018;
Kimhi & Eshel, 2012)

1 (Khullar et al., 2019) Kuwait

1(Yang et al., 2021) Korea

Table 3. Overview of reviewed studies

Czech Republic, Estonia,
Poland,

Israel, United Kingdom

Acute: Ukraine— Mixed

Russia war

Chronic: Long-

term conflict

N/A Literature re-
view

Long-standing Quantitative

threats
Acute: lragi inva- = Qualitative
sion of Kuwait

N/AP Quantitative

@ This article was published and available in 2024 but published in the journal in 2025.

b Used only for conceptual purposes.

This literature can mainly be broadly
grouped into three categories: (1) framework-ori-
ented and conceptual studies, (2) war and armed
conflicts relating to Israel and Palestine, as well
as Ukraine and neighbouring country studies,
and (3) the COVID-19 pandemic. The studies
differ in whether they examine resilience as a
concept, during acute or chronic disruptions or
in the threat of a disruption. Acute disruptions
include events such as the Israel-Gaza war32
and the COVID-19 pandemic, while chronic dis-
ruptions include prolonged or low-intensity con-
flicts, such as the Russia—Ukraine conflict since
2014 and the security situation in Israel prior to
7 October 2023.

The review includes 17 studies examin-
ing national resilience. Most focus on war and
armed conflict, with the majority centred on the
Israeli—Palestinian conflict and the Israel—-Gaza
war. Consequently, many of the measurement
frameworks and indicators have been devel-
oped specifically for the Israeli context, and the
findings are largely based on the perceptions of

Most studies are empirical, and of those
most employ quantitative methods. These quan-
titative studies primarily use cross-sectional sur-
veys to examine resilience among both the gen-
eral population and specific population groups.
The review also includes qualitative studies,
conceptual papers and literature reviews. The
qualitative research draws on for example inter-
views, focus groups and case studies to explore
resilience in greater depth. A smaller number of
studies employ longitudinal designs, enabling
the examination of resilience over multiple peri-
ods of time. The population groups studied are
diverse, ranging from nationally representative
samples to specific groups such as evacuees,
healthcare workers and university students.

the Israeli population. The review also includes
studies conducted in Ukraine and neighbouring
countries, as well as research examining nation-
al resilience during the COVID-19 pandemic in
countries including Brazil and the Philippines,
providing a broader perspective on national re-
silience across different settings.
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The review includes 17 studies exam-
ining community resilience. These studies
span a range of disruptive contexts, including
armed conflict, natural hazards and the COV-
ID-19 pandemic. They were conducted in dif-

The review includes 21 studies examin-
ing individual resilience. These studies cover
a wide range of disruptive contexts, with war
and armed conflict representing the most
common analytical setting. Overall, the litera-
ture is more geographically and contextually

ferent geographical contexts including China,
Israel, Ukraine and neighbouring countries as
well Italy and Jamaica. A substantial number of
articles are conceptual and framework-based.

diverse than the national resilience literature.
Most studies focus on acute disruptions char-
acterised by immediate threat, high intensity
and, in many cases, exposure to violence or
other severe stressors.

Three levels of resilience

This chapter presents a review of the
three resilience levels. Each section is organ-
ised into: (A) conceptual definition and oper-

National resilience

In general, the definition of national re-
silience® can roughly be grouped into two dif-
ferent areas of understanding:

(1) The ability of society to cope with and
withstand crises and adversities through ad-
aptation, while maintaining its values and insti-
tutions (Canetti et al., 2014; Eshel et al., 2020;
Kimhi et al., 2019). The definition of society
varies but includes both the capacity of indi-
viduals and communities as well as the entire
nation (Canetti et al., 2014; Eshel et al., 2020;
Kaim et al., 2024; Kimhi et al., 2024a, 2024b;
Marciano et al., 2024b).

(2) The perceived national ability to
cope with, and endure successfully, adversi-
ties and/or recover quickly and restore normal
functioning following a disaster or experience
positive changes following a disruption (Balla-
da et al., 2022; Eshel et al., 2025; Kimhi et al.,
2024b; Schéfer et al., 2024).

ationalisation, (B) promoting and challenging
factors and (C) a brief discussion on the find-
ings.

Even though the first definition outlines
national resilience is the ‘ability of society to
cope’, the studies do not examine actual state
or institutional resilience. Instead, almost all
the empirical studies view the concept as a
political-psychological construct and with as-
sessments serving as a form of measurement
of the social contract (Ballada et al., 2022).

The concept is further operationalised
for measurement purposes in several of the
studies examined. For the quantitative stud-
ies, a majority were inspired by or based on
the National Resilience Assessment Scale
(NRAS-25), which was developed by Kimhi
et al. (2019) (Table 4). In the development of
the scale, inspiration was gathered from pre-
vious studies on national resilience, including
a study by Ben-Dor et al. (2002) which intro-
duces four social components, including pat-
riotism, optimism, social integration and trust
in political and public institutions, all of which
are attributed to the concept of national resil-
ience. Some studies use condensed versions



of the scale, comprising 17, 13 or 10 items rath-
er than the original 25. One study conducted
in the Philippines amid COVID-19 also adapted

Identification with my state

it specifically to a COVID-19 context.** Other
studies use mental health metrics or individual
resilience metrics.

Measures confidence in national leadership, patriotism and

perceptions of societal coping.

Solidarity and social justice

Measures perceptions of social relations, solidarity, social

tensions and social justice.

Trust in national institutions

Measures trust in central national institutions such as the edu-

cation system and the judicial system.

Table 4. Theoretical dimensions of the National Resilience Assessment Scale (NRAS-25)

(see Table A3 in the Appendix for the full table)
Derived from Kimhi et al. (2019).

Community resilience
Hope

Quality of life/well-be-
ing gender and age

Sense of danger®

Individual resilience

Challenging factors

Perceived threat

Distress

Demographics: education, religiosity,

Table 5. Summary of factors tested in relation to national resilience grouped into the three analytical categories
@ The articles reviewed for national resilience treat sense of danger and perceived threat mostly as two different con-
cepts in contrast to how they are viewed in literature for community and individual resilience.

Promoting factors

Community resilience showed often the
strongest correlation with national resilience
when examined in contexts such as the COV-
ID-19 pandemic in Israel, the Philippines and
Brazil (Ballada et al.,, 2022). The results also
hold for Israeli society during the Israel-Gaza

Hope was shown to have the strong-
est relationship in a study in Ukraine and five
neighbouring states, where it was found to be
the best single best promoter of societal resil-
ience (Kimhi et al., 2024a). Ukraine, the only
country at war, showed the highest degree of
hope and societal resilience compared to its
neighbouring states. Hope was also identified
as an important factor in the view of Ukraine
as a resilient nation by Ukrainians themselves

war (Kaim et al., 2024; Kimhi et al., 2024b). This
is unsurprising as the more people experience
support and crisis response in their local com-
munity, they also tend to believe that hardships
can be overcome at the national level (Ballada
etal., 2022).

(Korostelina, 2020). It was a consistent associ-
ative variable with national resilience in Israel
(Kaim et al.,, 2024; Marciano et al., 2024b). In
one study the level of hope was less associ-
ated with societal resilience for the group of
evacuees currently displaced from their homes
in southern and northern regions of Israel for
five months, when compared to the general
Hebrew-speaking population (Marciano et al.,
2024b).
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Quality of life or subjective well-being
also played an important part for resilience lev-
els throughout the studies, for example amid
COVID-19 in Brazil and the Philippines (Ballada
et al,, 2022). In a comparative study between
several European countries in the context of

Factors with mixed results

Sense of danger showed mostly a nega-
tive correlation with national resilience — thus,
when individuals feel unsafe their belief in a na-
tion’s capacity to deal with a disruption declines.
This was the case in almost all studies measur-

Individual resilience showed mostly a
positive relationship with national resilience,
for example amid the COVID-19 pandemic in
the Philippines, Brazil and Israel (Ballada et
al.,, 2022) and among Israeli kibbutz members
facing continuous security threats (Eshel et al.,
2020). Thus, it seems that an individual’s per-
sonal strength or self-belief also mirrors a great-
er belief in the strength of the nation. At the

Demographical variables showed over-
all a mixed correlation with national resilience.
This was the case for age, educational level
and gender. In regard to education level, most
studies found no significant correlation with
community resilience. In some, though, a nega-
tive or non-significant correlation with solidarity
was identified (Ballada et al., 2022; Kimhi et al,,
2024b). Older age mostly seems be a promot-
er of higher national resilience in some studies.
This was the case in both the Philippines and
Brazil and to some extent in Israel (Ballada et
al., 2022; Kimhi et al., 2024b). Another example
is gender where in most studies it did not seem
to be a significant predictor, although in a few
studies being female indicated lower national
resilience levels (Ballada et al., 2022; Callueng

Russia’s invasion of Ukraine, it was noted that
Ukrainian respondents had the highest levels
of societal resilience but the comparatively
lowest level of well-being (although a general
positive correlation was identified, but much
weaker than that of the neighbouring states).

ing sense of danger although exceptions ex-
ist, most notably the study on Russia’s war in
Ukraine. In that study perceived danger created
a form of positive awakening among Polish and
Ukrainian respondents (Kimhi et al., 2024a).

same time, other studies give different results.
For example, a study comparing the general
population with evacuees in Israel showed that
individual resilience had a significant associa-
tion with societal resilience for the evacuees but
not for the general population (Marciano et al.,
2024b). Here the researchers suggested that
residents in high-risk areas might have higher
inherent individual resilience.

et al., 2020; Eshel et al.,, 2020; Kaim et al., 2024;
Kimhi et al., 20244, 2024b).

Religion seemed in several cases to be
positively linked to higher national resilience, as
in the Philippines during COVID-19 (Callueng
et al., 2020) and among the Hebrew-speaking
community in Israel (Kimhi et al., 2019). At the
same time, negative associations were also
identified, for example during the Israel-Gaza
war where higher religiosity had the strongest
relationship with low trust in state institutions
(Kimhi et al., 2024b).

Overall, one should be careful regard-
ing what type of conclusions can be drawn,
given that demographics are highly contextual
and culturally unique, which limits generalisa-
bility to other cultural contexts.



Challenging factors

Perceived threat was shown in most
studies to have a negative relationship with
national resilience (e.g. Ballada et al., 2022;
Callueng et al.,, 2020; Kaim et al., 2024). The
results might be explained by the fact that the

Levels of distress also tended to show
negative correlations with national resilience.
One example is in the Philippines during COV-
ID-19 where the more people felt tension and
had feelings of worthlessness, the lower the
national resilience they reported (Callueng et
al., 2020). This was also found among Israe-
li evacuees who reported both lower societal
resilience and higher distress than the gener-
al population of Israel (Marciano et al., 2024b)
and amid a political crisis in Israel (Marciano et
al., 2024a).

A few studies, however, showed differ-
ent results. In Kimhi et al. (2024b), where the
authors measured national resilience in Israel

Duration and type of disruption

Apart from the variables that were test-
ed alongside national resilience in different
studies, some authors also looked into (1) how
the different forms of disruptions potentially
affect resilience levels and (2) how the dura-
tion of the disruption might affect national re-
silience levels.

In Israel, Eshel et al. (2025) conducted
a longitudinal study measuring national re-
silience in relation to several events such as
the Israel-Gaza war, different periods of the
COVID-19 pandemic and political crises. The
study found that the level of national resilience
was significantly higher during the initial days
of the Israel-Gaza war in 2023 compared to
ten previously investigated time points with
the exception of the onset of COVID-19 (which
was similar to the initial days of the Israel—
Gaza war). This might indicate that the great-
er the trauma or the extent of the disruption,
the greater the levels of national resilience.
The study also demonstrated that the nation-
al resilience levels on average were lower the

more real a person perceives a threat to be,
the more it indicates for that person that the
nation’s capacity to deal with it might be insuf-
ficient.

during the first week of the Israel—Gaza war,
the result showed exactly the opposite trend.
In other words, the higher the distress symp-
toms, the higher the levels of national/soci-
etal resilience. In another study (Kimhi et al.,
2024a), distress showed as a positive predic-
tor in Poland and Lithuania while negative in
the Czech Republic and Slovakia. And Ukrain-
ian respondents showed the highest levels of
distress symptoms comparatively to neigh-
bouring countries but at the same time the
highest level of national resilience. Thus, de-
spite most studies indicating a negative rela-
tionship between higher levels of distress and
higher national resilience, some studies con-
ducted amid war showed the opposite result.

further into the pandemic the study was con-
ducted. Similar results were also documented
in relation to the Israel-Gaza war where soci-
etal resilience levels declined over time (Kaim
etal.,, 2024). These findings might indicate that
the ‘rally around the flag’ effect might occur in
the initial phase of a disruption but that it might
be relatively short-lived or decline over time.

A third aspect worth noting is previous
experiences of terror/war. Kimhi et al. (2019)
found that previous experiences in the last
year (terror/war) were negatively associated
with national resilience, meaning that people
that had been exposed to terror/war to a low-
er extent during the last year scored higher
on the societal/national resilience scale. This
stands in contrast to another study that was
made using the same scale comparing Brazil,
the Philippines and Israel (Ballada et al., 2022).
In this study the researchers predicted that Is-
rael would have the highest levels of resilience
given its long history of facing continuous dis-
ruption — which was also the case.
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Discussion

Several conclusions can be drawn
from the study of national resilience in the
selected articles.

1. An established measurement scale
(NRAS) is used in several studies albeit
with slight modifications.

2. While measurement methods are con-
sistent, they have been developed for
and applied within a specific (Israe-
li) context. Thus, their applicability to
other NATO contexts might be limited
given the cultural and social differenc-
es among countries. To overcome this,
indicators adapted to a local or regional
context would need to be developed.
This was done by Callueng et al. (2020),
who altered indicators so they were
adapted to the political system of the
Philippines and focused indicators spe-
cifically on the COVID-19 pandemic.

3. The factors included in the scale are
not necessarily inherently tied to cop-
ing with adversity (the concept’s origi-
nal premise). Just because there is high

Community resilience

Community resilience, like national re-
silience, is not defined in a single uniform way.
At its most general, the term refers to the ca-
pacity of a collective to cope with and recov-
er from adversity. The term is frequently used
alongside or sometimes in partial overlap with
other concepts such as social resilience, col-
lective resilience, persistent resilience, family
resilience and national resilience (Shevell and
Denov, 2021). Community resilience is distin-
guished by a focus on the meso-level, going
beyond the isolated individual and the ab-
stract nation, to examine how trust, reciprocity,
leadership and shared action are organised.

trust in the government or the justice
system does not necessarily mean that
people in a society are capable of cop-
ing with a disruption. Some of these
indicators, such as trust in the prime
minister, can instead be equated to
opinion polls reflecting the popularity
(or support) of political parties and party
leaders. However, when these variables
are contextualised with factors related
to coping, like hope or individual resil-
ience, they gain additional value.

4. Psychological distress seems mostly to
be a challenger for national resilience,
although some studies point in an op-
positive direction that it can actually
strengthen resilience. This might be due
to a form of ‘rally around the flag’ effect
(temporary higher support for a national
government/leadership during a crisis/
emergency) sometimes commonplace
in the beginning of a disruption. This
was shown in some longitudinal studies
where resilience levels seemed to peak
early in the disruption.

The reviewed studies show that al-
though there is a common formula for how to
review resilience, it conceals some differences
among studies, which can be grouped into two
main clusters:

1. Studies using the ability-based approach:
this treats community resilience as a capa-
bility of a given community, such as a local
administration, a social group, a network
or a family. This capability is shown by the
different resources that a community pos-
sesses, which could include for example
infrastructure, economic resources, values,
social capital, shared life experiences, peo-
ple and an emergency preparedness in or-
derto be able to adapt to in times of disrup-



tions (see for example Burke et al., 2024;
Cohen et al.,, 2013; Norris et al., 2008; Ra-
paport et al., 2018).

2. Studies using the process-driven approach:
this also to some extent views resilience as
a set of resources, with the difference that
these studies emphasise more the interac-
tion between these resources. Norris et al.
(2008), one of the most referenced stud-
ies in our review, do not view resilience
as a static outcome but that of a process
connecting existing resource to a certain
outcome. Faulkner et al. (2018) also view
resilience as more than the sum of certain
capacities, but rather highlight their inter-
nal links and interaction.

With regard to the operationalisation of
community resilience as a form of framework,
two notable points can be made. First, some
articles are purely theoretical (e.g. Comes,
2016; Norris et al., 2008), while others aim to
apply the framework empirically or develop
it inductively based on collected data (Co-

hen et al.,, 2013; O’Sullivan et al., 2014). The
empirical studies more often than not use
the ability-based approach, viewing commu-
nity resilience as a set of resources that can
be measured. Second, and like national re-
silience, although community resilience is
viewed as consisting of several objective re-
sources, such as emergency preparedness ca-
pacities and economic resources, the research
designs are mainly based on measuring per-
ceptions. The scale most commonly used is
the ‘conjoint community resilience assessment
measure’ (CCRAM), developed by Leykin et al.
(2013) and Cohen et al. (2013). It is used to es-
timate the ability of a community to be resilient
amid a disruption. The theoretical dimensions
behind it are inspired by other authors in the
review, including Norris et al. (2008). The scale
consists of five dimensions: leadership, collec-
tive efficacy, preparedness, place attachment
and social trust (see Table 6). Variations of
these dimensions reoccur in several studies in
our review, for example Faulkner et al. (2018),
Shapira (2022), Zhang and Shay (2018) and
Zhuang et al. (2024).

Includes six
items represent-
ing general faith
in decision-mak-
ers, faith in local
leaders, percep-
tion of fairness
in local service
provision and

Includes five
items repre-
senting support,
involvement in
the community
and mutual as-
sistance.

functioning of
community.

Includes four Includes four Includes
items repre- items referring two items
senting family to emotional represent-
and community attachment to ing trust and
acquaintance, the community, quality of
and percep- sense of be- relationship
tions of pre- longing, pride between
paredness for in community members of
emergencies. and ideological the commu-

identification nity.

with the com-

munity.

Table 6. Theoretical dimensions of the conjoint community resilience assessment measure (CCRAM)

Derived from Leykin et al. (2008).

Table 6 shows that the dominant meas-
urement logic combines relational and organi-
sational dimensions. Questions are broad and
cover features of the collective environment:
whether people trust one another, whether
leaders are trustworthy, whether the commu-
nity is perceived as prepared and whether res-

idents feel attached to the place and to each
other. This is one of the strengths of the field.
At the same time, it also creates conceptual
tensions because several of these dimensions
are both components of resilience and explan-
atory factors that supposedly generate it.

24



25

Social support

Demographics: age, gender

Challenging factors

Distress symptoms

and religiosity

Hope

Leadership and trust in governance

Community identity and place at-
tachment

Individual resilience

Well-being and quality of life

Perceived threat and sense
of danger

Table 7. Summary of factors tested in relation to community resilience grouped into the three analytical categories

Promoting factors

Social support is visible as an impor-
tant factor across different settings. In Israeli
border communities, confidence in community
solidarity and support is one of the strongest
correlations with community resilience (Shap-
ira, 2022). Among Ukrainian refugees in ltaly,
social support was perceived as a very impor-
tant resource for many participants as it con-

A second recurrent promoter is hope.
In the quantitative literature, hope is often the
strongest promoter of resilience across soci-
etal and community levels (Kimhi et al., 2023;

Across the studies, leadership and trust
in it is associated with community resilience. In
the survey literature, respondents who trust lo-
cal leaders and perceive their communities as
able to act together report higher community
resilience (Shapira, 2022; Eshel et al., 2020). In
the qualitative case studies, this pattern takes
a more organisational form. Burke et al. (2024)

Several studies show that resilience
grows when people become part of a mean-
ingful collective (Faulkner et al., 2018). In the
US during Hurricane Matthew, community
identification positively predicted community

nects to different sources in the community;
emotional support in particular was valued
highly (Olcese et al., 2024). Furthermore, in Is-
rael, rural communities were found to be more
resilient compared to urban and suburban
communities, which the researchers argue has
to do with stronger resources inherent in rural
communities (Rapaport et al., 2018).

Koubovd and Kimhi, 2024). In these studies,
hope functions as a motivational bridge be-
tween exposure to danger and continued col-
lective agency.

show that stability was created throughout
communities in Jamaica by supporting initi-
atives to strengthen good governance, and
among communities at risk in the UK it seems
that leadership is important but that it has to
come from the community and be generated
from it — rather than conferred on it by people
outside the community (Faulkner et al., 2018).

resilience and it also showed a strong connec-
tion to action taking — thus creating precon-
ditions for a robust handling of a disruption
(Zhang & Shay, 2018).



These findings matter because they
show that community resilience is not reduc-
ible to resource stocks. Shared identity can it-

The relationship between individual re-
silience and community resilience is consist-
ently positive in the studies examined. In the
comparative war-survey literature it is viewed
as a factor tested for correlation with commu-
nity resilience amid wartime, which is shown to

Well-being and quality of life showed
overall positive associations with community
resilience. In the war literature one can note
that for example in both Poland and Ukraine
well-being was the second-best predictor of
community resilience after hope (Kimhi et al.,
2023). In another study of Ukraine (and neigh-
bouring countries) the Ukrainians reported
the comparatively lowest level of well-being

Factors with mixed results

Demographic variables produce the
least consistent findings across the work re-
viewed. Age is positively associated with re-
silience in certain studies, but non-significant
or inconsistent in others (Cohen et al,, 2013;
Koubova & Kimhi, 2024; Rapaport et al., 2018;
Zhuang et al., 2024). Gender effects are like-
wise unstable. Some found that being male
was a significant predictor of higher community
resilience and some female, but overall, there
was no statistically significant impact (Cohen
et al.,, 2013; Leykin et al., 2013; Shapira, 2022).
Religiosity appears mostly as a positive pre-
dictor among the quantitative sources. Among

Challenging factors

Psychological distress is found to be a
suppressive variable for community resilience
across the reviewed literature. Anxiety, de-
pression and broader mental-health burden
are repeatedly associated with lower resilience
or with weakened community resilience (Kimhi
et al., 2023; Koubovd & Kimhi, 2024; Shapira,
2022; Zhuang et al., 2024). In the Israeli longi-
tudinal literature, poorer mental health tracks

self be a resource, especially when it supports
cooperation and emotional endurance.

be of positive association (Eshel et al., 2020;
Kimhi et al., 2023; Koubova and Kimhi, 2024).
Thus, an individual’s own ability to cope is im-
portant for the capacity of the whole commu-
nity.

but at the same time the highest level of re-
silience, which differed from the neighbouring
countries not at war, where in some well-be-
ing was the top predictor (Kimhi et al., 2024a).
Perhaps not so strange given the extreme liv-
ing conditions Ukrainians find themselves in.
Still, well-being showed a positive relationship
overall in Ukraine as well, just not as strongly
as in the other countries.

the qualitative works it sometimes shows as a
form of support although in some instances no
association was identified, for example among
Ukrainians in some of the studies (Kimhi et al.,
2023; Olcese et al., 2024, Shapira, 2022).

The broader point is that demographic
variables rarely explain much on their own.
Their effects are usually mediated by social
position, type of disruption, available support
and the scale at which resilience is measured.
The field is therefore right to treat them cau-
tiously.

lower community resilience over time (Shapi-
ra, 2022). In post-invasion Ukraine, distress is
widespread and deeply entangled with war
exposure, uncertainty and displacement (Kim-
hi et al., 2024a). With this being said, there are
nuances to be added. First, it is doubtful to
what extent distress might predict communi-
ty resilience. In one study its prediction fades
when compared to other variables (Koubova &
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Kimhi, 2024). Second, in another study there
was no significant correlation between stress
symptoms and community resilience among
Ukrainians, and compared to their neighbours

A second robust negative factor is per-
ceived threat or sense of danger. In border
and war settings, heightened perceptions of
danger are consistently associated with lower
community resilience (Eshel et al., 2020; Kimhi
et al., 2023; Koubova and Kimhi, 2024). Imme-
diate and overwhelming threats result in de-
clining confidence in collective coping.

At the same time, the reviewed works
also suggest that threat or danger is not me-

Discussion

First, the field faces a conceptual
boundary problem: several of the variables
treated as variables associated with com-
munity resilience are also part of what resil-
ience is said to consist of. Leadership, col-
lective efficacy, place attachment and trust
are in some cases treated as both compo-
nents or indicators and as variables test-
ed for correlation (e.g. Eshel et al., 2020;
Shapira, 2022). This is not merely a seman-
tic inconvenience. It affects what kinds of
explanations are possible. If resilience is
measured partly through trust and cohe-
sion, then findings that trust and cohesion
correlate with resilience must be interpret-
ed carefully. In some cases, the differences
in the inherent meaning between the items
of construct and the factors tested for as-
sociation can be distinguished, but in some
cases not. This makes the results difficult
to interpret.

Ukrainians simultaneously reported the high-
est levels of distress symptoms and the high-
est levels of community resilience (Kimhi et al.,
2024a).

chanically disorganising. Under some condi-
tions, severe danger can produce solidarity,
patriotism or intensified support. In Ukraine
the citizens reported the highest sense of
danger along with the highest community re-
silience levels and hope (Kimhi et al., 2024a).
The overall pattern nevertheless remains neg-
ative: once threat undermines confidence in
leadership, support and continuity, community
resilience declines.

Second, the literature consists most-
ly of cross-sectional studies about percep-
tions, whose external validity beyond each
measurement’s contextual conditions is
debatable. This is particularly true for war
and crisis contexts, where data collection
is more difficult than normally is the case.
How can we, for example, measure trust in
a war setting, where ‘rally around the flag’
mechanisms are clearly at play? Qualitative
studies about group cohesion and coping,
on the other hand, provide deeper descrip-
tions but generally do not establish causal
relationships. The field is effective at iden-
tifying clusters of variables associated with
resilience, and at showing how communi-
ties narrate and organise coping. It seems
less capable of determining what actually
builds resilience over time. For a field with
strong policy ambitions, this remains a cen-
tral limitation.



Individual resilience

Individual resilience refers to an individ-
ual’s capacity to cope with, adapt to and recov-
er from adversity, including war, natural disas-
ters or other major stressors. It is commonly
understood as the ability to regain or maintain
previous levels of functioning following events
by successfully responding to challenging cir-
cumstances (Kimhi et al., 2023).

The literature conceptualises individu-
al resilience in several ways. Earlier research
primarily viewed resilience as an inherent
personality trait, whereas more recent work
considers it a dynamic process or a measur-
able outcome that can develop over time and
be influenced by individual and environmen-
tal factors. Despite these different perspec-
tives, there is broad agreement that individual
resilience reflects the ability to successfully
manage, adapt to and recover from adversity.
Accordingly, individual resilience is framed in
three ways: as an outcome, a dynamic process
or capacity (or trait).

1. Resilience as an outcome: the dominant an-
alytical perspective conceptualises individ-
ual resilience as a positive outcome follow-
ing exposure to adversity, rather than as an
inherent personal characteristic (Schafer
et al., 2024; Schwarzer, 2024). It is typi-
cally defined as the maintenance or rapid
recovery of mental health and functioning
during or after exposure to a crisis (Schafer
et al., 2024). From this perspective, factors
such as optimism, self-efficacy and social
support are viewed as resilience resourc-
es that contribute to, but are distinct from,
resilience itself, which is reflected in suc-
cessful adaptation or recovery (Baran et
al., 2024; Godara et al., 2021; Schafer et al.,
2024; Smith et al., 2008).

2. Resilience as a dynamic process: this per-
spective views resilience as an ongoing
process of adaptation that results from in-
teractions between individuals and their
environment (Chin et al., 2023; Giordano et
al., 2024; Schwarzer, 2024). Here, interac-
tions between an individual and their en-
vironment activate adaptive mechanisms
that enable the mobilisation of available
resources in response to crises (Schwarzer,
2024).

3. Resilience as a capacity (or trait): a more
traditional psychological perspective de-
fines individual resilience as an inherent
capacity or personal strength that enables
individuals to ‘bounce back’ from difficult
experiences (Blanc et al.,, 2021; Godara,
2021; Schwarzer, 2024; Yildirrm & Arslan,
2020). From this perspective, resilience is
considered a relatively stable character-
istic that supports recovery, learning and
personal growth.

Two closely related concepts within in-
dividual resilience are psychological resilience
and cognitive resilience. While overlapping,
these capture distinct dimensions of adapta-
tion to adversity. Psychological resilience re-
fers to the capacity to maintain or regain men-
tal health and positive functioning in the face
of stress or trauma, with particular emphasis
on emotional regulation and cognitive flexibil-
ity (Joachim et al., 2024). Cognitive resilience,
by contrast, describes the ability to sustain
cognitive performance — such as memory, at-
tention and executive functioning — despite
neurological changes, such as injury, pathol-
ogy or ageing (Yang et al., 2021). Individual
resilience is a broader construct that encom-
passes these psychological and cognitive di-
mensions, alongside physical health, social
resources and behavioural adaptation.
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Individual resilience is measured using
a variety of approaches, including quantita-
tive psychometric scales, statistical modelling
of mental health trajectories and qualitative
thematic analysis of lived experience (Table

Connor-Davidson resilience
scale (CD-RISC)

Brief resilience scale (BRS)

Sense of coherence (SOC)

Resilience as a unitary
construct

Resilience as a unitary
construct

Critical internal

8). Qualitative studies most commonly rely on
validated self-reporting instruments that trans-
late subjective psychological constructs into
numerical data.

War/conflict/pandemic

War/conflict

Conflict/trauma

psychological resource

Assessment batteries (anxiety/
depression/CPTSD)

Inclusion/loneliness/self-esteem
constructs

Table 8. Individual resilience assessment scales

One of the most widely used analytical
tools is the Connor-Davidson resilience scale
(CD-RISC), a 25-item self-reporting meas-
ure assessing perceived ability to cope with
stress, adapt to change and bounce back from
adversity. It captures multiple dimensions of
resilience, including personal competence,
trust in one’s instincts, acceptance of change,
perceived control and spiritual influences. In
several studies included in this review, CD-
RISC is used to assess resilience as a con-
text-dependent response to active crises (Li &
Hu, 2022; Saar-Ashkenazy et al., 2024).

The brief resilience scale (BRS) is also
frequently applied. This six-item instrument
measures the perceived ability to ‘bounce
back’ from stress, providing a simple indicator
of recovery using a Likert-scale format (see Ta-
ble A5 in the Appendix) (Smith et al.,, 2008).
While CD-RISC is typically used to capture re-
silience-related traits and resources that ena-
ble coping, BRS focuses more directly on resil-
ience outcomes, particularly recovery to prior
levels of functioning following stress (Smith et
al., 2008).

Psychological
well-being

Psychological
well-being

War/conflict/displacement

War/conflict/displacement

Despite their widespread use, these
measurement approaches present conceptual
and methodological limitations. Self-reporting
can introduce bias, including social desirabil-
ity effects, and resilience often overlaps with
related constructs such as self-efficacy, locus
of control and meaning-making, making it dif-
ficult to isolate the specific contributions of a
certain construct to that of resilience levels.
(Blanc et al., 2021; Kimhi et al., 2023; Schéfer et
al., 2024). Many studies also assess individual
factors in isolation, limiting evidence on their
combined or incremental predictive value.

In addition, scale-based measures
provide only a static ‘snapshot’ of what is of-
ten a dynamic adaptation process over time
(Giordano et al., 2024; Kimhi et al.,, 2023). In
cross-national research, measurement validity
can be further constrained by issues of meas-
urement invariance, where identical scale
items may function differently across cultural
and societal contexts, limiting the reliability of
direct cross-national comparisons (Ballada et
al., 2020).



Hope

Social support

Community resilience

Adaptive coping and emotion
regulation

Self-efficacy/sense of control

Sense of danger/
perceived threats

Demographics

Challenging factors

Psychological distress
symptoms

Maladaptive coping strategies

Social isolation and
‘atomisation’

Table 9. Summary of factors tested in relation to individual resilience grouped into the three analytical categories

Promoting factors

Acrosstudies of individual resilience,
hope is consistently identified as a factor
positively associated with it. Evidence from
different contexts, including adults in Turkey
and Chinese university students during the
COVID-19 pandemic, shows that hope and op-
timism are linked to more effective coping and
post-traumatic psychological growth (Li & Hu,
2022; Yildinm & Arslan, 2020). In this sense,
hope functions as a robust correlating varia-

Social support is a key external re-
source that buffers stress and strengthens re-
silience across crises such as war, pandemics
and economic instability (Godara et al., 2021;
Schwarzer, 2024; Yidirrm & Arslan, 2020).
Perceived social support — particularly the
expectation that help is available — is one of

Community resources strengthen in-
dividual resilience through shared support,
social ties and collective coping mechanisms
(Baran et al., 2024). Collective efficacy or
‘communal mastery’ can reduce distress and
enhance agency through shared responsibili-
ty and coordinated action (Baran et al., 2024;
Khullar et al.,, 2019). Peer networks reduce

ble across different societies. It is identified
as a future orientation that enables individu-
als to endure hardships by focusing attention
on eventual recovery (Giordano et al., 2024).
Individuals with higher dispositional hope
therefore tend to demonstrate stronger recov-
ery capacity and improved mental health out-
comes following exposure to stress or trauma
(Yildinm & Arslan, 2020).

the strongest correlates of resilience across
family, peer and community levels (Schafer
et al.,, 2024). These effects operate through
emotional and practical assistance, reinforc-
ing self-efficacy and social capital, especially
within close family and peer networks (Joa-
chim et al., 2024; Khullar et al., 2019).

isolation and provide emotional and practical
support (Rizzi et al.,, 2023), while evidence
from conflict settings, such as Ukrainian youth
during the 2022 invasion, shows community
support as a key protective mechanism, ena-
bling mutual support and strengthening long-
term well-being (Giordano et al., 2024).
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Adaptive coping and emotion regula-
tion are central mechanisms of resilience un-
der conditions of sustained or overlapping
stressors (Schéafer et al., 2024). Problem-fo-
cused coping and active engagement are
consistently associated with higher resilience
(Saar-Ashkenazy et al., 2024). Cognitive emo-
tion regulation, especially cognitive reapprais-

Self-efficacy and a sense of control are
key internal coping resources across crises
such as conflicts and pandemics (Khullar et al.,
2019; Schwarzer, 2024). As expressions of per-
sonal agency, these are associated with better
psychological well-being and lower distress
(Vildinnm & Arslan, 2020). Higher perceived
control and personal mastery are consistently
linked to stronger resilience outcomes, includ-
ing lower distress following conflict exposure
(Schwarzer, 2024). During the COVID-19 pan-

Factors with mixed results

Perceived danger and threat show
mixed effects on resilience due to their con-
text-dependent relationship with available
coping resources (Joachim et al., 2024; Schéfer
et al., 2024). Lower perceived danger is gener-
ally associated with better post-traumatic re-
covery, while higher perceived threat is linked
to increased psychological distress and lower

Demographic factors such as age and
education show mixed and often inconsistent
associations with individual resilience. Their
effects vary depending on context, including
cultural setting, type of crisis and population
characteristics. Education is frequently as-

Challenging factors

Psychological distress symptoms — par-
ticularly anxiety, depression and general dis-
tress — directly constrain individual resilience
by reducing cognitive and emotional capacity
for effective coping (Blanc et al., 2021; Mar-
ciano et al.,, 2024b). These symptoms impair
emotional regulation, decision-making and

al, supports resilience by enabling individuals
to reinterpret stressors in more manageable or
constructive ways (Li & Hu, 2022). Across both
pandemic and conflict settings, post-traumatic
growth has been associated with more adap-
tive coping and positive reappraisal of adversi-
ty (Giordano et al., 2024; Li & Hu, 2022).

demic, self-efficacy also supported adaptive
behaviours such as adherence to protective
measures, illustrating how perceived control
can improve functioning even in highly con-
strained environments (Khullar et al., 2019;
Yildirnm & Arslan, 2020). More broadly, a sense
of control helps individuals interpret adverse
events as manageable challenges rather than
overwhelming threats, even when objective
control is limited (Khullar et al., 2019).

resilience across individual, community and
societal levels (Kupenko et al., 2023; Marciano
et al,, 2024b). However, effects are non-linear:
perceived threat both shapes and is shaped
by resilience, helping explain why resilient
individuals may report lower perceived dan-
ger even under high exposure (Kurapov et al.,
2023; Schwarzer, 2024).

sumed to be a protective factor, but empirical
findings are inconsistent. For example, across
OECD studies, education shows a significant
association with resilient outcomes in 44.6%
of effect estimates, while 47% show no signifi-
cant relationship (Schéfer et al., 2024).

perceived coping ability, producing a cumu-
lative ‘wear and tear’ effect that erodes key
resilience resources such as self-efficacy
over time (Schwarzer, 2024). In high-intensi-
ty and prolonged crises such as armed con-
flict, distress is associated with disturbances
in self-organisation (DSO), including impaired



emotional regulation, disrupted self-concept
and relational difficulties that undermine ad-
aptation capacity (Kurapov et al.,, 2023). Ev-
idence from Ukraine and other conflict set-
tings shows a consistent association between
higher distress, lower resilience and increased

Maladaptive coping strategies weaken
resilience by offering short-term relief while
undermining longer-term adaptation. Avoid-
ance, disengagement and emotional sup-
pression are associated with higher risks of
anxiety, depression and post-traumatic stress
(Blanc et al., 2021; Godara et al., 2021; Li &
Hu, 2022). These strategies are particularly
prevalent in displaced or highly uncertain con-
texts, where withdrawal or denial can become

Social isolation and ‘atomisation’ — the
breakdown or absence of social ties — signifi-
cantly reduces individual resilience by remov-
ing critical sources of emotional, informational
and practical support (Khullar et al., 2019; Ku-
penko et al., 2023). In policy terms, isolation
functions as a vulnerability multiplier, increas-
ing perceived threat while limiting access to
coping resources and creating a ‘psychologi-
cal vacuum’ that intensifies distress (Joachim

traumatic stress symptoms (Saar-Ashkenazy
et al.,, 2024). In some contexts, even social
support may amplify distress through a ‘pres-
sure-cooker’ effect, where shared trauma in-
tensifies rather than alleviates psychological
burden (Schwarzer, 2024).

persistent and increase psychological strain
(Baran et al., 2024; Chin et al., 2023; Giordano
et al.,, 2024). Coping effectiveness is highly
context dependent: strategies that are gener-
ally adaptive may become counterproductive
under conditions of limited control, such as
conflict or displacement, where acceptance or
cognitive reappraisal are more effective (Li &
Hu, 2022; Schafer et al., 2024).

et al., 2024). In displaced or crisis-affected
populations, prolonged isolation combined
with uncertainty can shift coping strategies
towards short-term survival, delaying recovery
and limiting long-term adaptation (Baran et
al., 2024; Blanc et al., 2021; Rizzi et al., 2023).
While self-reliance may help in the short term,
‘atomised’ coping is generally maladaptive
due to lack of social buffering capacity (Kupen-
ko et al., 2023).
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Discussion

This analysis demonstrates that indi-
vidual resilience has transitioned from being
understood as a static personal trait to being
conceptualised as a dynamic, context-de-
pendent process and an outcome of success-
ful adaptation to adversity. This shift reframes
individual resilience as an active mechanism
shaped by the interaction between individuals
and their environment, rather than a passive
response to stress.

From a measurement and policy per-
spective, individual resilience is most useful as
a mediating construct that helps explain differ-
ences between objective exposure to stress-
ors and subjective psychological outcomes.
Rather than simply identifying distress or pa-
thology, resilience-based approaches capture
the extent to which individuals can mobilise
internal resources — such as self-efficacy, opti-
mism and personal mastery — to cope with and
recover from disruptive events.

Across the reviewed literature, four key findings emerge:

1. Hope as a core enabling factor: hope is
consistently identified as a central cor-
relate of individual resilience, support-
ing goal orientation, planning and sus-
tained engagement under conditions of
adversity.

2. Agency through coping and self-effica-
cy: individual resilience is strongly as-
sociated with active coping strategies,
including problem-focused coping and
cognitive reappraisal. These are rein-
forced by self-efficacy and perceived
control, which support individuals’ be-
lief in their ability to manage and re-
spond to challenges.

3. Resilience paradoxes: the relationship
between distress, exposure and resil-

ience is not straightforward. High psy-
chological distress can coexist with re-
silience, particularly in extreme contexts
such as armed conflict. In some cases
exposure to stress may also strengthen
adaptive capacity through ‘stress inoc-
ulation’, depending on its intensity and
manageability.

4. Methodological convergence on self-re-
porting measurement: the literature
draws on a mixed-methods approach
combining cross-sectional surveys,
longitudinal designs and qualitative
analysis. However, individual resilience
is most commonly operationalised
through self-reporting scales assessing
perceived ability to cope, adapt and re-
cover from adversity.



Concluding discussion

This report aimed to develop a deeper
understanding of how to predict and assess
capabilities among civil populations through
conducting a limited literature review on resil-
ience in this context. This was done against the
backdrop of unfolding crises and wars globally

and the proximity of war for NATO allies cre-
ating the need for understanding vulnerabili-
ties and strengths among the population, and
ultimately to gain knowledge on what creates
a resilient population. Several conclusions are
outlined below.

Using resilience to measure coping
capabilities among a population

Resilience in the context of civil popu-
lations is a complex, multidimensional con-
cept encompassing a range of definitions and
dimensions. It is often framed across three
distinct levels: national, community and indi-
vidual. While approached from different per-
spectives, these levels all seek to describe a
shared capacity — to cope with, withstand and
adapt to unfolding disruptions.

Overall, using resilience as a concept
and empirical instrument has several limita-
tions:

First and foremost, the concept ap-
pears somewhat tautological because of the
conceptual overlap between the explanans
and the explanandum, that is, between the
dependent and independent variables. Both
the concept and its measurement are complex
and sometimes contradictory in both its con-
ceptual and empirical nature. This is particu-
larly true for community resilience, where this
overlap complicates assessments and limits
viable conclusion.

Second, some measurements, especial-
ly of national resilience, are highly contextual
and difficult to adapt across different cultural
contexts, given that it is manifested differently
across various contexts and cultures.®® This is
also true for community resilience, as commu-
nities have a more prominent role in certain
cultural contexts than in others.

Third, the studies mostly rely on self-re-
ported scales and depend on individuals’
subjective assessment of themselves, their
community and their society. The field lacks
studies employing observational metrics tied
to behaviour during a disruption, such as the
extent to which people took vaccines during
COVID-19 or the number of people assisting
their community or continuing to go to work
amid war. Such data could be compared to
subjective attitudes, but are lacking.

Predicting human behaviour and iso-
lating certain variables is notoriously difficult.
The strengths of the studies are instead shown
when integrated with variables related to per-
sonal coping and when the three levels are
compared to each other. Furthermore, the fact
that the studies have mostly been conducted
amid crises or war is a strength, as it shows
people’s attitudes when it matters most (al-
though every disruption is different and thus
findings may not be transferable). Thus, we
believe there is value in using these concepts
and findings to assist future assessments of
coping capabilities among a civil population
group. A good starting point for future stud-
ies would be to use individual and community
resilience along with measurements of hope
and suppressing factors such as psychologi-
cal distress (see recommendations in full in the
executive summary).
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Promoting and challenging factors
and their relationship with resilience

Overall, the results show that there are
multiple factors that might promote or chal-
lenge resilience on all levels. Of these, hope
stands out as a solid promoter of resilience
on all levels, while psychological distress and
sense of danger or perceived threat were
viewed as consistent challenges.

For national resilience, quality of life
and community resilience were consistent
promoters, whereas distress and perceived
threat were identified as challengers. Individu-
al resilience was mostly positively associated
with national resilience, although not always.
Generally, though, one can draw the conclu-
sion that an individual’s personal strength or
self-belief reflects a belief in the strength of
the nation. For community resilience, several
factors, including social support, leadership,
community identity and external institutional
support, were identified as promoters. There
were also several challengers, including sub-
jective elements such as distress, perceived
stress and sense of danger. For individual
resilience, hope, social support, community

Future research

In terms of future research, there are
several areas that would be beneficial to study.

1. Studying the implications of strategic com-
munications amid crisis and war, and atti-
tudes/responses towards messaging aimed
at strengthening citizens’ resolve, would
be interesting and rewarding for StratCom
professionals.

2. Many of the reviewed studies saw resilience
as a dynamic process but did not measure
it across time. More comparative longitudi-
nal studies would therefore be highly inter-
esting. This is also true for qualitative work
on why this might be the case. Longitudinal
or even quasi-experimental studies could

resilience and self-efficacy were factors that
consistently promoted resilience, while psy-
chological distress, sense of danger and so-
cial isolation were among the factors that chal-
lenged individual resilience.

An important caveat in the resilience
research is the apparent contradictions be-
tween research results (and observed reality).
Several studies showed surprising and coun-
terintuitive data with respect to psychological
distress and perceived threat. Despite the fact
that these have been consistently shown to af-
fect resilience negatively across several stud-
ies, real world experience has shown that dis-
tress and higher levels of perceived threat can
coexist with resilience. This has been evident
in the wake of the 2022 invasion of Ukraine,
where the population reported high levels of
psychological distress and a sense of danger,
while simultaneously exhibiting high levels of
resilience and hope (Kimhi et al., 2023). Here,
intense suffering coexists with a determination
to survive and the desire for individuals to con-
tinue to have agency over their lives (ibid.).

provide more accurate estimates of causal
relationships between variables.

3. Some of the examined studies looked into
different population segments and their
resilience levels, and found differences
between evacuees and the general He-
brew-speaking population of Israel. Stud-
ies in other contexts investigating different
societal groups would add to the general
knowledge of the field.

4. Future research should examine the impor-
tance of communities in relation to coping



and individual resilience in highly individu-
alised societies, where such studies hither-
to have been scarce.

5. To go deeperin studying the mechanism of
resilience and its relation to psychological
distress would be of interest to the whole
field.

In conclusion, resilience of civil popu-
lations is a difficult and complex construct to
comprehend. It is dynamic and can shift over
time; it is contextual; it is measured very differ-
ently across studies; it means different things
depending on the level of analysis; and it is
not always clear-cut what elements are part of
the concept and which are external to it. At the
same time, it should be treated as an essential
part of any nation’s strategy to build a credi-
ble defence. If neglected, national and inter-
national capabilities to withstand disruptions
might be severely weakened.
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Appendix

Table A1 — Central concepts used in the study

Acute disruption

Chronic disruption

Crisis

Coping

Acute disruption in the context of resilience refers to an abrupt, severe
and largely unforeseen event that causes significant disturbances to in-
dividuals, organisations or systems. In this context, resilience is under-
stood as the individual and collective capacity to absorb, adapt to and
recover from such shocks.?

Chronic disruption refers to prolonged, persistent or recurring condi-
tions characterised by ongoing and often unpredictable adversity that
disrupts normal activities.> Such conditions lack a clearly defined end-
point and generate sustained uncertainty.

A crisis is an unforeseen event that ‘produces or leads to a dangerous
situation affecting a person, community, society, or planet’.c

Coping represents the ‘efforts to manage stress that change over time
and are shaped by the adaptational context out of which itis generated’.d
It is dynamic and evolves in response to changing situational demands.

@ Melbourne Centre for Cities, and the University of Melbourne. City Resilience. Acute Shocks and Chronic Stresses for

Melbourne. n.d.

b Sarah K. Schéfer, Angela M. Kunzler, Raffael Kalisch, Oliver Tlischer and Klaus Lieb. ‘Trajectories of Resilience and Mental
Distress to Global Major Disruptions’. Trends in Cognitive Sciences 26, no. 12 (2022): 1171-89.

¢ Allison Hahn. ‘Crisis’. EBSCO. 2020.

d Richard S. Lazarus. ‘Coping Theory and Research: Past, Present, and Future’. Psychosomatic Medicine 55, no. 3 (1993):

234-47.

Table A2 — Empirical concepts tested in the studies

Adaptive coping
and emotion
regulation

Community
identity and place
attachment

37

Psychological mechanisms that enable individuals both to maintain or
regain mental health in the face of complex and overlapping societal
stressors as well as manage or moderate external and internal demands
that exceed their personal resources (Rizzi et al., 2023; Schafer et al.,,
2024).

An individual’s perceived relationship and attachment to their commu-
nity (Zhang & Shay, 2018) which can take the form of place attachment,
an emotional connection to their neighbourhood or city (Norris et al.,
2008).


https://www.unimelb.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0008/4636637/City-Resilience_Acute-shocks-and-chronic-stresses-for-Melbourne_Report-.pdf
https://www.unimelb.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0008/4636637/City-Resilience_Acute-shocks-and-chronic-stresses-for-Melbourne_Report-.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2022.09.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2022.09.017
https://www.ebsco.com/research-starters/social-sciences-and-humanities/crisis
https://doi.org/10.1097/00006842-199305000-00002

Hope

Income or
socioeconomic
status

Maladaptive
coping strategies

Psychological
distress

Quality of life or
subjective
well-being

Self-efficacy and
a sense of control

Sense of danger
and perceived
threat

Social isolation
and ‘atomisation’

Social support

Can generally be viewed as a ‘positive emotional state’, a ‘can-do spirit’
or a ‘process of mutual encouragement’ used to provide motivation and
pathway-oriented thinking necessary to manage profound adversity (Ho
et al., 2022; Kaim et al., 2024; Yildirnm& Arslan, 2020).

Defined differently across studies, but includes for example the subjec-
tive assessment of family income relative to national average (Ballada et
al., 2022) and the absence of financial stress or poverty (Schéfer et al.,
2024).

Short-term relief measures during disruptions such as avoidance, disen-
gagement and emotional suppression (Baran et al., 2024; Li & Hu 2022).

Typically defined as manifestations of anxiety and depression or other
broader mental-health problems. Depressive symptoms include perva-
sive low mood, feelings of loneliness, a lack of interest in the world,
sense of worthlessness or hopelessness (Kimhi et al.,, 2023). Anxiety
symptoms include nervousness, feelings of tension, restlessness and
physiological hyper-arousal (ibid.).

Often clustered together and measures subjective assessment of an in-
dividual’s current living condition and life-quality (Ballada et al., 2022;
Kimhi & Eshel, 2012).

The belief in one’s ability to manage challenges contexts such as con-
flict, war and pandemics (Khullar et al., 2019; Schwarzer, 2024). As forms
of personal agency, this ability enables individuals to view adversity as
controllable, and promote better psychological health and subjective
well-being (Yildirim & Arslan, 2020).

Perceived threat can be viewed as an emotional response which forms
part of an individual’s stress response. It is a negative psychological
emotion that results from a harm that has not yet occurred but is possi-
ble (Kimhi & Eshel, 2012).

Sense of danger is also focused on the fear of danger but is more gen-
eral and provides estimations of, for example, how unsafe life might be-
come in general (Kimhi & Eshel, 2012).

Can be understood as the breakdown of social ties. Considered ma-
jor risk factors for mental iliness, increasing vulnerability to long-term
disorders such as PTSD by removing essential emotional and practical
support (Khullar et al., 2019; Kupenko et al., 2023).

Often referred to as social interaction providing actual assistance to
individuals. Often distinguished between actual received support and
perceived support (Norris et al., 2008).
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Table A3 — National Resilience Assessment Scale (NRAS-25)

Identification
with my state

Solidarity and
social justice

(1) Confidence in the prime minister and the government

The prime minister and the government show high leadership ability during
this time of uncertainty

| believe that my government will make the right decision during a time of
crisis

During a national crisis, society in my country will back up government deci-
sions and those of the prime minister

(2) Patriotism
| have full confidence in the fighting ability of my country’s army

| have full confidence in the ability of the security forces of my country to
protect our population

| love my country and | am proud of it

My country is my home and | don’t intend to leave it

| believe that in my country there is a good future for me and my children
(3) Societies coping with crisis

My society has coped well with past crises and will cope well with future
crises

Despite controversies in peacetime, society in my country always unites
during crisis time

Although we had many wars in the past, society in my country has the ability
to cope, if necessary, with another war

| am optimistic about the future of my country
1. Social relations between the different groups in my country are good

2. In my society there is a high level of social solidarity (mutual assistance
and concern for one another)

3. The expression ‘man is wolf to man’ is characteristic of my society
4. Social tension within my society is low

5. In my society there is a reasonable level of social justice



Trust in 1. Trust in the welfare system
national
institutions 2. Trust in the parliament

3. Trust in the education system

4. Trust in the health system

5. Trust in the social security system
Trust in public 1. Trust in the media

justice
2. Trust in the judicial system

Derived from Kimhi et al. (2019).

Table A4 — The conjoint community resilience assessment measure

0
0
A
>
S
o

2. There is mutual assistance and concern for others in my town

4.1 am proud to tell others where | live

6. | have faith in the decision-makers in the municipal authority (regional council)

8. The residents of my town are acquainted with their role in an emergency situation

10. There is trust among the residents of my town

12. There are people in my town who can assist in coping with an emergency

14. | remain in this town for ideological reasons
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16. | believe in the ability of my community to overcome an emergency situation

18. I would be sorry to leave the town where | live

20. The residents of my town are greatly involved in what is happening in the community

@ Derived from Leykin et al. (2013). The original scale consists of 28 items; however, we were not able to retrieve the
remaining 7.

Table A5 — Brief resilience scale (BRS)

| tend to bounce back quickly after hard times

| have a hard time making it through stressful events

It does not take me long to recover from a stressful event

It is hard for me to snap back when something bad happens
| usually come through difficult times with little trouble

| tend to take a long time to get over setbacks in my life

Derived from Smith et al. (2008).
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