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Abstract 

Collective intentionality lies at the heart of solidarity and social action. 
Collective intentions refer to thinking in a “We-mode” oriented toward the 
social group, contrary to individual-oriented thinking in “I-mode”. Theories 
in philosophy and sociology have long recognized the importance of collec-
tive intentions for solidarity. Yet, less is known about how collective inten-
tions affect solidarity on different levels of analysis. The dissertation aims to 
introduce collective intentions to sociological research and to close the re-
search gap by studying the relationship between collective intentions and sol-
idarity. In study I, we study collective intentions in small group dynamics via 
an online experiment. We find that collective intentions are strongly related to 
solidarity and emerge through social interactions in groups. Study II uses com-
putational text analysis and qualitative in-depth reading to investigate how US 
governors draw on collective intentionality to mobilize people during the 
COVID-19 pandemic. We find that political leaders evoke collective 
intentionality by emphasizing unity, vulnerability, action, and community 
boundaries. While Democratic governors emphasize a shared agency between 
government and citizens, Republican governors highlight more of a top-down 
approach to governmental action. Similarly, study III examines political lead-
ers’ use of collective intentionality and the distribution of governmental and 
civic roles across nine countries during the coronavirus pandemic. While all 
political leaders highlight the importance of unity, solidarity, and social action 
in public speeches, I find that political leaders’ narrative on the distribution of 
governmental and civic roles does not align with existing patterns across party 
lines. Finally, study IV focuses on whether politicians’ use of collective inten-
tionality in times of crisis influences peoples’ solidary intentions and behavior 
in an online experiment. We find no evidence that collective intentionality in 
political speeches affects solidarity, suggesting that collective intentionality 
cannot be built through speech acts only, without being based on shared we-
experiences, community, and trust. Taken together, the studies in this disser-
tation contribute to research on collective intentionality and solidarity. Within 
social group interaction, collective intentionality fosters social cohesion and 
solidarity. In crises, collective intentionality provides insight into the group 
boundaries, responsibilities, and distribution of roles.  



Sammanfattning 

Kollektiva intentioner är en viktig faktor för socialt handlande och en central 
faktor för solidaritet. Kollektiva intentioner innebär att individer har ett “vi-
läge” i motsats till ett individorienterat “jag-läge”. Sociologiska och 
filosofiska teorier har länge framhävt betydelsen av kollektiva intentioner för 
solidaritet, men trots detta vet vi lite om hur kollektiva intentioner påverkar 
solidaritet på olika analysnivåer. Denna avhandlings syfte är att introducera 
konceptet kollektiva intentioner för att studera förhållandet mellan kollektiva 
intentioner och solidaritet. I studie I studeras kollektiva intentioner i mindre 
gruppers dynamiker med ett onlineexperiment. Vi finner att kollektiva 
intentioner har ett starkt samband med solidaritet och uppstår genom sociala 
interaktioner inom grupperna. I studie II används datorbaserad/storskalig 
textanalys och kvalitativ djupläsning för att undersöka hur amerikanska 
guvernörer använde kollektiva intentioner för att mobilisera människor under 
COVID-19-pandemin. Vi finner att politiska ledare använder kollektiv 
intentionalitet genom att lyfta fram enighet, sårbarhet, handling och gränserna 
för den egna gruppen. Demokratiska guvernörer betonar ett delat ansvar 
mellan regering och medborgare, medan republikanska guvernörer betonar en 
mer toppstyrd strategi för att bekämpa pandemin. Likaledes undersöks i  studie 
III  politiska ledares användning av kollektiv intentionalitet för att fördela 
ansvaret mellan medborgare och stat i nio länder under COVID-19-pandemin. 
Även om alla politiska ledare lyfter fram vikten av enighet, solidaritet och 
sociala åtgärder i sina tal, finner jag att de politiska ledarnas berättelser om 
ansvarsroller inte stämmer överens med mönster som finns över 
partigränserna. Avslutningsvis, flyttas fokus i studie IV till om politikers 
användande av kollektiv intentionalitet i kristider påverkar människors 
solidariska intentioner. Detta studeras i ett onlineexperiment och vi finner inga 
bevis för att kollektiv intentionalitet i politiska tal påverkar solidariteten. Detta 
tyder på att kollektiv intentionalitet inte kan byggas upp enbart genom tal utan 
även måste vara baserad på delade vi-upplevelser, gemenskap och förtroende. 
Sammantaget bidrar studierna i denna avhandling till forskningen om 
kollektiva intentioner och solidaritet. Kollektiv intentionalitet utgör ett 
kraftfullt verktyg för att främja social sammanhållning och solidaritet i 
grupper. I krissituationer får även kollektiv intentionalitet en mer betydande 
roll då det framhäver gruppers gränser, ansvar och rollfördelning.  
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Introduction 

“Solidarity does not assume that our struggles are the same struggles, 
or that our pain is the same pain, or that our hope is for the same 
future. Solidarity involves commitment, and work, as well as the 

recognition that even if we do not have the same feelings, or the same 
lives, or the same bodies, we do live on common ground”        

(Ahmed, 2004, p. 189). 

The foundation of society is built on solidarity. Sociologists have long recog-
nized the importance of solidarity (e.g. Durkheim, [1895] 1960). Solidarity 
can strengthen social cohesion (e.g. Negură, Gașper, & Potoroacă, 2021; Sha-
lihin & Sholihin, 2022), helping to overcome societal problems. Yet, we face 
more complex and dynamic obstacles to solidarity in a globalized and ad-
vanced technological world. Solidarity can be overshadowed by individual 
hardship, intergroup conflict, resource scarcity, and growing global inequali-
ties. The need for more solidarity becomes particularly visible in times of cri-
sis. For example, the coronavirus pandemic unveiled the dramatic extent of 
health inequalities, requiring the collective efforts of all segments of society 
to work together to save lives. Yet, Papataxiarchis (2016) ponders how we can 
speak of solidarity in societies riven by antagonism at all levels of social inte-
gration – between neighbors, villages, or political factions (p. 205). In light of 
increasing segmentation linked to polarization, conflict, or crises, the need to 
strengthen solidarity becomes imperative.   

One crucial factor in strengthening solidarity is collective intentionality. 
Collective intentions refer to thinking within social groups contrary to indi-
vidual-oriented thinking (Tuomela, 2007; 2013), such as putting the collec-
tive’s needs above one’s own needs. Politicians and activists alike have long 
recognized the power of “we” and highlighted the need for more collective 
action to strengthen societies. For example, United Nations Secretary-General 
António Guterres states on the climate crisis that “[w]e have a choice. Collec-
tive action or collective suicide. It is in our hands.” (Clifford, 2022). In a sim-
ilar vein, Phylicia Rashad argues that “[w]hen women come together with a 
collective intention, magic happens” (Ferguson, 2016), and Pieter Heerma 
(2022) advocates for “less me and more us. (…) This time cries out for hope, 
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for community spirit, for solidarity.” To face external threats and societal 
problems, societies require more resilience and sustained solidarity over time.  

Collective intentionality is an important concept for the social sciences and 
the real world. The ability to think and act within our social groups, nurturing 
the “we” over the “I” in social situations, facilitates helping and engaging with 
others as well as nourishing solidarity among people. For instance, collective 
intentionality does not only shape our daily thinking in small settings (e.g., 
“we are cooking together” versus “I am cooking”) but is also a powerful force 
on a larger scale when people put the collective before oneself, for example 
sacrificing some of one’s own comfort or advantages to facilitate broader so-
cial well-being. Thus, understanding how collective intentions can foster sol-
idarity is a crucial endeavor that can help to overcome pressing societal prob-
lems, such as intragroup conflict associated with increased migration, or com-
plying with COVID-19 recommendations. Specifically, collective intention-
ality has the power to shift the focus back on “commitment, and work, as well 
as the recognition that even if we do not have the same feelings, or the same 
lives, or the same bodies, we do live on common ground” (Ahmed, 2004, p. 
189) by emphasizing the “we” over the “I”.  

The present dissertation uses qualitative, quantitative, and computational 
techniques to study how collective intentionality shapes solidarity on different 
levels of analysis. The thesis consists of a Kappa that presents an overarching 
theoretical framework, a description of the methodological approach, a sum-
mary of studies and concludes with a discussion. Following the Kappa, four 
empirical chapters are presented that shed light on how collective intentional-
ity and solidarity are intertwined on the micro, meso, and macro level. 

Theories of Collective Intentionality 
 
The concept of collective intentionality describes “a collective impetus for ac-
tion” (Steele & King, 2011, p. 59), a “power of minds to be jointly directed at 
objects, matters of fact, states of affairs, goals, or values” (Schweikard & 
Schmid, 2020, p. 1). Such we-thinking and we-reasoning is the foundation of 
social cohesion and solidarity (Kirgil & Voyer, 2022). Solidarity is often 
placed within the context of communities as solidary behavior is commonly 
observed in social groups that are characterized by a common history, culture, 
language, as well as values, beliefs, and norms (Laitinen & Pessi, 2014, p. 8). 
Yet, through directing our thinking and intentions toward the collective ‘we’ 
extending beyond our immediate community and moving beyond individual-
level thinking we can address societal problems, such as climate change, nat-
ural catastrophes, or social conflicts: “Individuals who adopt the we-mode do 
not assess a situation from their distinct individualistic perspectives, but rather 
from the perspective of the collective they identify with” (Saaristo, 2006, p. 
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41). Collective intentions can emerge based on social identity (e.g. Bagozzi & 
Dholakia, 2006; Chen, Hiele, Kryszak, & Ross, 2020; Shen, Cheung, & Lee, 
2013), trust (e.g. Shen, Lee, Cheung, 2014), commitment (e.g., Shen, Lee, & 
Cheung, 2014; Morschheuser et al. 2017), shared responsibility (Chen, Hiele, 
Kryszak, & Ross, 2020; Kirgil & Voyer, 2022), and group norms (e.g., Chen, 
Hiele, Kryszak, & Ross, 2020; Dholakia, Bagozzi, & Pearo, 2003; Morsch-
heuser et al. 2017). Many scholars (e.g., Bratman, 1997; Tuomela, 2008) have 
argued that individual intention alone cannot explain collective action where 
common interests, goals, and values are involved (Shen, Cheung, & Lee, 
2013, p. 708).  

Since Durkheim’s ([1895] 1960) pioneering contributions of mechanic and 
organic solidarity, solidarity has received much attention (Althammer, 2019). 
Today, studies of solidarity can range from individuals’ prosocial behaviors 
or attitudes to the social protection of welfare states on the macro level (Al-
thammer, 2019; Laitinen & Pessi, 2014). Solidary behavior describes cooper-
ative and fair behavior in public good situations, helping behavior in a situa-
tion of need, trustworthy action in cases of temptation to breach, and consid-
erate action in a mishap situation (Lindenberg, 1998; Lindenberg, 2006, p. 9). 
The theory of collective intentionality suggests that – contrary to the emphasis 
on individualism dominant in the social sciences – truly social action is essen-
tially “we-mode action” (Saaristo, 2006, p. 41). For three decades, a rich re-
search tradition in philosophy has demonstrated the value of collective inten-
tionality for social action (e.g. Bratman, 1999; Searle, 1990; Tuomela, 2007). 
Yet, little empirical research aims at closing the gap between philosophical 
analyses and social scientific studies (Okamoto, 2020; Saaristo, 2006). In this 
section, I present different theoretical conceptualizations and forms of collec-
tive intentionality, which are reflected in Durkheim’s concept of collective 
consciousness, Walther’s conceptualization of collective intentions as we-ex-
periences, and collective intentions as a performance from a symbolic inter-
actionist perspective. 

Durkheim’s Concept of Collective Conscious 
The concept of collective intentionality dates back to Durkheim’s ([1895] 
1960) theoretical work on collective conscious in his book, The Division of 
Labor in Society. In this work, Durkheim ([1895] 1960) distinguishes between 
two types of consciousness: personal and collective conscious. While personal 
consciousness describes individual personality, collective consciousness rep-
resents society, enabling people to pursue collective interests (Durkheim, 
[1895] 1960). In Division of Labor, Durkheim ([1895] 1960) argues that col-
lective consciousness is a distinct and crucial construct in social sciences:  

“The totality of beliefs and sentiments common to average citizens of the same 
society forms a determinate system which has its own life; one may call it the 
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collective or common conscience. […]. It is the psychical type of society, a type 
which has its properties, its conditions of existence, its mode of development, 
just as individual types, although in a different way. Thus understood, it has the 
right to be denoted by a special word.” (Durkheim, 1960, p. 80). 

 
Collective consciousness, thus, describes the psyche of society, which lives 

and acts within us based on shared values, beliefs, and sentiments (Durkheim, 
[1895] 1960, p. 129). Both types of consciousness are present within individ-
uals. The concept of collective consciousness is a fundamental element of ac-
tion and solidarity. In this regard, Durkheim ([1895] 1960) differentiates be-
tween two forms of solidarity: mechanic and organic solidarity. While me-
chanic solidarity describes a society that is a more or less organized totality of 
beliefs and sentiments common to all the members of the group, organic soli-
darity is a system of different, special functions in which definite relations 
unite (Durkheim, [1895] 1960, p. 129).  

Moreover, mechanic solidarity functions as a centripetal force: Individual-
ity is something that society possesses (Durkheim, [1895] 1960, p. 130). Indi-
viduals share the same values, beliefs, and norms that shape their collective 
consciousness. “Solidarity which comes from likenesses is at its maximum 
when the collective conscience completely envelops our whole conscience 
and coincides in all points with it. But, at, that moment, our individuality is 
nil. It can be born only if the community takes a smaller toll of us” (Durkheim, 
[1895] 1960, p. 130). In contrast, the centrifugal force in organic solidarity 
arises from the division of labor of each individual, presenting a sum of each 
part (Durkheim, [1895] 1960). While mechanical solidarity describes the em-
bodiment of the collective life and vanishing personality, organic solidarity is 
based on individuality and forms a unity out of the individual elements (Durk-
heim, [1895] 1960). 

In sum, Durkheim distinguishes between two distinct concepts that are im-
portant for social life: collective conscious and solidarity. Collective con-
sciousness depicts an independent social fact that can affect social cohesion 
and solidarity in society. Yet following Durkheim ([1895] 1960), “the full un-
derstanding of collective forces is possible only through the methods of soci-
ology: introspection will not suffice” (Olen & Turner, 2015, p. 958) due to the 
unconscious element of collective consciousness. Following Durkheim, col-
lective consciousness is located on the group level, which is reflected in peo-
ple’s consciousness. Moreover, Durkheim’s theoretical analysis proposes that 
the stronger collective consciousness is present in people, the stronger the sol-
idarity in communities. Following Durkheim’s ([1895] 1960) theoretical line 
of reasoning, the concept of collective intentionality is i) a crucial and unique 
social fact, which ii) arises from shared values, beliefs, and norms, iii) can 
influence solidary behavior, and iv) can only be fully studied on a group level 
and not through individual introspection alone. Durkheim’s theorizing on col-
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lective consciousness provides the first sociological conceptualization of col-
lective intentions as a valuable social fact and outlines its importance for sol-
idarity. 

Collective Intentionality as We-Experience 
Adding to Durkheim’s theoretical framework of collective consciousness, 
Gerda Walther (1923) develops a phenomenological understanding of collec-
tive intentionality, which is at its roots, social and group-based. A phenome-
nological approach to collective intentions studies how collective intentions 
are experienced within a shared space and context because collective inten-
tions cannot be adequately observed from the outside (Zahavi, 2022, p. 7).  

Although the concept of collective intentionality has received much atten-
tion in philosophical theorizing, collective intentionality remains an implicit 
rather than explicit concern in sociology (Steele & King, 2011, p. 61). This 
may be due to the fact that Durkheim has argued that collective intentions can 
only be fully studied on a group level (Durkheim, [1895] 1960), but sociology 
tends to focus on individual action. The philosophical literature on collective 
intentionality mainly addresses action-oriented collective intentions (Zahavi, 
2022). In doing so, the focus lies on the specific ingredients of collective in-
tentionality within a particular social situation, such as going for a hike or 
painting the walls  (Zahavi, 2022). In this dissertation, I argue that in order to 
grasp the phenomenon of collective intentions and solidarity in sociology, we 
need to add to the existing literature by re-examining the role of the social 
group in matters of collective intentionality and solidarity from a phenomeno-
logical lens.   

Walther’s (1923) phenomenological analysis begins with the idea that the 
consensus between members of a community is the core element of commu-
nity life. Community life is defined by shared we-experiences both within and 
beyond the same time and space (Walther, 1923). In her work, Walther (1923) 
identifies different types of communities: reflexive communities (i.e., families 
or friendships) and iterated communities (i.e., political parties or associations). 
While reflexive communities can be characterized by their self-serving pur-
pose (Selbstzweck), iterated communities are governed by a structural purpose 
such as organizing or funding the community. Walther (1923) concludes that 
a shared consensus and a shared focus of attention on a common object are 
not sufficient for we-experiences to emerge. Instead, a common intentional 
object or shared purpose of community life is necessary (Walther, 1923 p. 68). 
Moreover, we-experiences must clearly be distinguished from I-experiences, 
shared I-experiences, or merely functional we-experiences (Zweckgemein-
schaften). Walther (1923) argues that, besides I-experiences, individuals in-
tentionally, unintentionally, or consensually integrate shared we-experiences 
into their self. We-experiences emerge from the ‘I’ and ‘They-in-Me’ experi-
ences of shared members of a community (Walther, 1923, p. 71). As a result 
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of socialization, one might, for instance, come to feel a deep sense of belong-
ing to one’s community and come to perform actions and have experiences 
that are not simply characterized or experienced as an ‘I do’, but as a ‘this is 
how we do things’ (Zahavi, 2022, p. 6). For two people, A and B, to share an 
experience i) both A’s and B’s experiences must be focused on a shared in-
tentional object, ii) A has to empathize with B’s experience and vice versa, iii) 
there has to be a mutual empathetic consensus of each other’s experiences 
(Walther 1923, p. 85, Schweikard & Schmid, 2020).  

Experiences within groups are a crucial element of social interaction, some-
thing sociologists have long recognized: “Groups exemplify Durkheimian so-
cial facts in being more than the individuals who participate. They are also 
facts on the ground where interaction gets done” (Fine, 2012, p. 32). Although 
research on collective intentionality has focused on the group as an entity, 
group experiences have received less attention. Walther’s (1923) ground-
breaking work, though largely forgotten today, shifts the focus back to the 
core of the group: its experiences. Studying collective intentionality from a 
phenomenological perspective means studying how collective intentionality 
emerges endogenously through social interaction within groups and moves 
away from the duality between individuals and groups. Walther (1923) sug-
gests that social interaction and the experience of shared feelings, beliefs, and 
sentiments create collective intentionality. From a phenomenological lens, 
collective intentionality is created by we-experiences grounded within social 
groups and shaping communal solidarities. 

Collective Intentionality as Cultural Performance 
In contrast to studying collective intentionality as a we-experience that 
emerges endogenously within groups, collective intentionality can also be part 
of cultural performance, a “social process by which actors, individually or in 
concert, display for others the meaning of their social situation” (Alexander, 
2006, p. 32). Social actors can try to consciously or unconsciously convey 
their meaning to others, wishing others to believe (Alexander, 2006). How-
ever, successful performance depends on how well social actors can convince 
their group members that their performance is true (Alexander, 2006, p. 32). 
Social performances consist of symbolic references, rituals, and gestures (Al-
exander, 2006). One important element of every performative act is the system 
of collective representation (Alexander, 2006). Collective representations re-
fer to “[t]he ideas, beliefs, and values elaborated by a collectivity and that are 
not reducible to individual constituents” (Scott & Marshall, 2009, p. 1), which 
express collective realities and provide an indispensable cultural framework 
for meaningful action (Durkheim, [1912] 1995, p. 9; Turner & Whitehead, 
2008, p. 45). Durkheim argues that a requirement for collective representation 
is the collective consciousness that is acting and reacting to each other (Durk-
heim, [1912] 1995, p. 232). On the one hand, collective intentionality can be 
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a crucial part of successful social performances. For example, group members 
can use collective intentionality as a cultural performance to encourage soli-
darity and social action. On the other hand, the cultural performances of col-
lective intentionality may not encourage solidarity and social action if the per-
formance is not convincing to others. Studying the conditions under which 
collective intentionality as a performance influences solidarity enhances our 
understanding of the meaning-making of solidarity on the meso-level. 
 
In light of existing theories, collective intentionality is a rich theoretical con-
cept that can emerge endogenously through we-experiences in social groups 
but can also be part of social performances. In this dissertation, I argue that 
collective intentionality is both something that can be experienced bottom-up 
within groups and something that can be performed in social interactions to 
convey meaning and influence others. 

Review of the Literature 
The present section reviews empirical research on collective intentionality and 
solidarity. Due to the scarce empirical studies on collective intentionality, I 
consider all existing journal articles in the social science literature that demon-
strate the value of collective intentionality for sociological research. In con-
trast, research on solidarity comprises a vast literature. By reviewing the liter-
ature, I uncover which areas of solidarity are less understood and studied. Both 
reviews are organized by the macro, meso, and micro levels. 

Collective Intentionality 
Despite the sociological origin of collective intentionality, the concept of col-
lective intentionality has remained an implicit rather than explicit concern in 
sociology (Steele & King, 2011, p. 61). Instead collective intentionality was 
routinely studied in phenomenology and existential philosophy (Schweikard 
& Schmid, 2020), and was later brought into cognitive psychology through 
studies of cognitive development (see for an overview, Rakoczy, 2017; Kirgil 
& Voyer, 2022). Some research in the social sciences aimed at closing the gap 
between philosophical analyses and social scientific studies (e.g., Okamoto, 
2020). Looking at existing published scientific articles on collective intention-
ality a clear picture emerges that research on collective intentionality is dom-
inated by philosophy and psychology (see Figure 1), and not by sociology. 
One-third of research on collective intentionality stems from philosophy 
(36%) and one-fifth from psychology (20%; Figure 1). In contrast, sociologi-
cal research only makes up 6% of the total research on collective intentional-
ity, a total of 22 studies in sociology. Yet, only one article consisted of empir-
ical research with the remaining articles focusing on theory. These numbers 
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also reflect the uniformity across research areas as the publications appear 
only across a range of 80 fields.  
  

 

 
 

Figure 1. All articles in Web of Science on Collective Intentionality across Fields (Web of Science, 
2022b). Top 9 fields out of a total of 80 fields. 

 
In comparison, among Scopus journal articles on collective intentionality 
(n=388), collective intentionality received the most attention from the arts and 
humanities (30%), social sciences (26%), and psychology (14%). Among the 
top ten journals in the field of social science articles (n=187), philosophy jour-
nals present the largest group (23%).  

Despite a lack of empirical research in sociology, empirical evidence across 
disciplines demonstrates the value of collective intentionality in sociology. 
The following subsection reviews all existing empirical studies on collective 
intentionality located on the macro, meso, and micro levels that emphasize the 
value of collective intentionality.  

Macro-Level: Institutions, States, and Leadership 
Davis (2013) studies the history of the three Italian city-states Genoa, Flor-
ence, and Venice in the period between the eleventh and sixteenth centuries 
to explain the emergence of institutions and the state. From 1081 onwards, 
early communes in North Italy emerged as corporations of common citizens 
protecting the city through armed companies of residents, formal tax collec-
tion, and representation of residents in the town government (Davis, 2013). 
Local juridical and self-governing institutions, such as confraternities, neigh-
borhood associations and companies, communal armies, and guilds, emerged 
by the mid-thirteenth century (Davis, 2013). Davis (2013) argues that the po-
litical system arose among self-conscious citizens with a common goal and 
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describes the development of political institutions as a form of collective in-
tentionality:  

“That is, in the minds of multiple individuals, forming a collectivity, an institu-
tion exists as a “social fact” by means of its linguistic representation. Moreover, 
for the institution to perform certain functions, all individual participants must 
recognize the common purpose of this institution — the state being such an 
institution — and must agree on the rules of regulation as well as on the proce-
dures of decision-making underlying that institution’s functioning” (p. 232). 

 
In Genoa, Florence, and Venice, the communes displayed shared responsibil-
ity by taking an oath of loyalty and declaring a common purpose, as well as 
engaging in public discourse on the meaning of citizenship, the role of citi-
zens, and collective decision-making (Davis, 2013, p. 233). Moreover, mem-
bers of the North Italian communes developed self-awareness as a collective 
entity that shared collective beliefs, commitments, and intentions (Davis, 
2013). For example, Popolo’s commitment to honoring its debt became more 
credible, which allowed debt to be issued against the expected collection of 
tax revenues that enabled the commune to improve infrastructure, access to 
justice, and the provision of public goods (Davis, 2013, p. 234). Davis (2013) 
concludes that collective intentionality in North Italian communes played a 
crucial role in the emergence of the political system and that the concept of 
collective intentionality helps to account for deliberate institution and state-
building beyond existing approaches in the literature. 

Meso-Level: Organizations, Initiatives, and Families 
On the meso level, Steele and King (2011) use meta-ethnography to examine 
collective intentionality in organizations and develop an understanding of how 
collective intentionality emerges through the interplay of organizational iden-
tity and strategic decision-making. Steele and King (2011, p. 62) argue that 
organizations and collectives are distinctive entities with emergent properties 
that cannot be reduced to the individuals that constitute them. In this line, col-
lective intentionality is a specific and particularly significant social form 
(Steele & King, 2011). Organizational identity, defining “who the organiza-
tion is”, entails a distinct entitativity and nature of the organization that both 
maintains and enables collective intentionality through both the appearance of 
coherent action and the structuring of internal deliberation over a strategic de-
cision (Steele & King, 2011, p. 86). This study highlights that social groups, 
such as organizations, function as social actors that enable and maintain col-
lective intentionality for strategic decision-making. 

Hasanov and Beaumont (2016) investigate the value of collective inten-
tionality for understanding the role of urban self-organization (USO) in con-
temporary discussions in planning practice. Moving beyond the traditional ac-
tor/agency model, Hasanov and Beaumont (2016) analyze three case studies 
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of semi-structured interviews with key representatives of three distinct civic 
initiatives and a local government representative, as well as traditional and 
social media data from a phenomenological perspective. Across all three case 
studies, Hasanov and Beaumont (2016) identify one common feature: collec-
tive intentionality as “the idea of creating an improved and inclusive social 
environment, where every member of the community can pull together with 
like-minded individuals and sustain a collective social performance.” (p. 242). 
Processes of USO stimulate and engage context-specific collective awareness, 
consciousness, and behavior that can be captured through the notions of col-
lective intentionality (Hasanov & Beaumont, 2016, p. 243). These authors 
conclude that collective intentionality possesses the potential to trigger the 
voluntary or the community sector (Hasanov & Beaumont, 2016). 

Schänzel and Smith (2014) examine the collective intentionality of holi-
daying together as a family group, its meanings as well as collective and indi-
vidual experiences over time. They conduct qualitative interviews with ten 
families, both individually and collectively, across three time points (i.e. pre-
holiday, post-holiday, and final interviews) to capture the dialectic tensions in 
family life between collective conditions and individual needs (Schänzel & 
Smith, 2014). Family dynamics during holiday experiences capture both the 
collective intentionality of the family as a collective entity as well as the indi-
vidual needs of each family member. The collective intention of spending time 
with the family during the holiday results in both positive and negative effects 
on group dynamics, such as highlights of social connectedness through sports 
activities as well as stress and intra-family tensions through enforced family 
time on car journeys (Schänzel & Smith, 2014). These authors conclude that 
for optimal family functioning a balanced level of collective intentionality of 
togetherness and individual needs must be worked out because an overempha-
sis on family time can result in conflicts within the group dynamic (Schänzel 
& Smith, 2014). Schänzel and Smith (2014) confirm that the “we-mode” func-
tions as the primary perspective during family holidays compared to the “I-
mode”, emphasizing collective leisure experiences, social identity, and togeth-
erness over individual pursuits and identities. 

Micro-Level: Collective Intentionality and Individual Behavior in 
Groups 
Shen, Cheung, and Lee (2014) study longitudinal data collected from 202 wiki 
users from Mainland China to assess the effect of individual and collective 
intentions on online social behavior in crowdsourcing communities. The find-
ings reveal that both individual and collective intentions significantly predict 
contributing behavior in the communities, though collective intentions played 
the largest factor in predicting social behavior (Shen, Cheung, & Lee, 2014). 

In an experiment, McClung and colleagues (2017) study the cooperative 
behavior of 138 students in Switzerland. These authors find that in-group 
members engaged more in shared intentionality, whereas out-group members 
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discussed individual goals more. Moreover, shared intentionality was the cru-
cial mechanism underlying successful cooperation.  

These empirical studies present first evidence about how collective inten-
tionality at different levels of analysis matters for group dynamics and soli-
darity. On the macro level, collective intentionality fosters the emergence of 
political systems from the bottom up and generates meaning from the top 
down. On the meso level, collective intentionality influences strategic deci-
sion-making in organizations, intra-group dynamics during family holidays, 
and participation in the voluntary or community sector. On the micro level, 
studies show that collective intentions shape online social behavior in 
crowdsourcing communities and cooperative behavior in small groups. How-
ever, a systematic analysis of collective intentionality on the micro, meso, and 
macro levels is missing. 

Solidarity 
In contrast to collective intentionality, sociological research on solidarity is 
broad and diverse with many publications in various disciplines (see Figure 
2). Sociology is the most dominant discipline comprising 11% of all publica-
tions across 235 research areas. 

 

 

Figure 1. All Web of Science on Solidarity articles across Fields (Web of Science, 2022b). Top 9 fields 
out of a total of 235 fields.  

 
At the micro-level, solidarity consists of attitudes and behaviors that are 

cooperative towards individuals or groups while displaying a sense of value-
based commitment (Laitinen & Pessi, 2014; Thome, 1999: 102; Tranow, 
2019, p. 36). Research has identified five elements of solidarity on the micro-



12 

level (May, 1996) that shape individuals’ moral commitment: group identifi-
cation, shared sentiments, common group interests, shared values and beliefs, 
and readiness to show moral support (May, 2007, p. 194).  

At the macro level, solidarity is commonly associated with the distribution 
of resources in welfare systems, such as income distribution, social services, 
or taxation (Laitinen & Pessi, 2014). For example, solidarity legitimized gov-
ernments’ support for social groups and the emergence of welfare states as a 
political reaction to modern market economies’ rising economic and social 
needs (Althammer, 2019). Research on the macro-level shows, for instance, 
to what extent social welfare systems influence peoples’ commitment to soli-
darity (Arts & Gelissen, 2001).  

While substantial literature is focused on the micro and macro levels con-
cerning solidarity, less research has addressed the meso-level discursive ef-
fects of solidarity (Wallascheck, 2019). Solidarity on the meso-level refers to 
the meaning-making process of information as well as social interaction be-
tween individuals and the public sphere (Wallascheck, 2019, p. 5). Katz 
(1957) argues that media actively shapes common identities and solidarities 
by shifting the attention from reality to the social sphere as an ideal that ought 
to be (Alexander & Jacobs, 2002, p. 28). The shared public narratives can 
operate as a cultural sphere in which individuals actively construct their un-
derstanding of real and ideal civil society by filtering overarching discourse 
and narratives through multiple public spheres and communities (Alexander 
& Jacobs, 2002, p. 29). In this regard, media text can function as cultural ma-
terial that communicates between the public sphere and individuals, generat-
ing different meanings and understanding of reality. Yet, different framings 
of concepts can affect individuals’ behavior (e.g., a meta-analysis by 
Kühberger, 1998) as well as their understanding (e.g., Chen, Monroe, & Lou, 
1998; Garcia-Retamero & Galesic, 2010; Igartua & Cheng, 2009). Although 
solidarity also appears in various framings and contexts in public discourse 
(Wallascheck, 2019), its determinants and effects are less known.  

Yet, both the meaning-making related to solidarity as well as solidary group 
dynamics are less understood. Adding to existing literature, this dissertation 
shows how the investigation into collective intentionality sheds light on both 
the meaning-making of solidarity and its determinants as well as group dy-
namics in cooperative social interactions. 

Research Questions and Dissertation Aims 
Although some previous empirical studies demonstrate the value of collective 
intentionality for sociological research, a systematic understanding of how 
collective intentionality is empirically linked to solidarity is still missing. In 
contrast, despite a vast amount of empirical research on solidarity, it is less 
understood how meaning-making related to solidarity takes shape and how 
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solidary group dynamics evolve – based on the theory presented above, it is 
likely that collective intentionality is strongly implicated in these processes. 
To fill this research gap, this dissertation poses four research questions that 
aim to bring consideration of collective intentionality into the sociological 
consideration of solidarity: 

 
1. How necessary and sufficient is collective intentionality – when can a 

group succeed without it and when can a group fail despite having it? 
2. How manufacturable is collective intentionality? 
3. How does collective intentionality vary across contexts? 
4. How influential is the performance of collective intentionality when it 

comes to solidary intentions and behaviors? 
 

To answer these research questions, this dissertation comprises four empirical 
chapters using a variety of methods and data to address the link between col-
lective intentionality and solidarity on different levels of analysis. The disser-
tation aims to make empirical and theoretical contributions to the existing lit-
erature by introducing collective intentionality both as an experience and as a 
performance, bringing the concept of collective intentionality into sociologi-
cal research and presenting its real-life application to a relevant sociological 
phenomenon, and investigating how collective intentionality can strengthen 
solidarity on micro, meso, and macro-level. 
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Data and Methodology 

The thesis uses a combination of quantitative, computational, and qualitative 
research methodologies to investigate the relationship between collective in-
tentionality and solidarity. A multimethodological approach makes it possible 
to study the different levels of analysis of collective intentionality and solidar-
ity and facilitates the triangulation of the research findings (Heesen, Bright, & 
Zucker, 2019). In Chapter 1, we conducted an experiment using a Public 
Goods Game (PGG), in which participants contributed to shared resources 
within their group, to measure how bottom-up solidary group dynamics 
emerge over time and their relation to collective intentionality. To statistically 
capture the different levels of analysis, we performed multilevel latent Markov 
models on Bayesian estimation that allowed us to estimate latent classes on 
the level of rounds, individuals, and groups. Similarly, in Chapter 4, we con-
ducted an experiment to assess the conditions under which collective inten-
tionality in political speeches influences solidary intentions and behavior link-
ing the macro and the micro level. Randomized experiments are considered 
the gold standard for identifying causal effects because differences in the out-
come variable can be causally attributed to different treatment conditions 
(Petzold, 2022, p. 48). In Chapters 2 and 3, we analyzed text corpora of polit-
ical addresses during the coronavirus pandemic through computational tech-
niques and qualitative in-depth reading based on Nelson’s (2020) computa-
tional grounded theory approach. The methodological approach is described 
in detail in each empirical chapter respectively. 

The data of the online experiments in studies I and IV were collected via 
the online participant pools Amazon Mechanical Turk and Prolific. MTurk is 
the most commonly used crowd working platform and offers reliable results 
that have successfully been replicated in economics and the social sciences 
literature (see Palan & Schitter, 2018). In addition, Prolific offers a more di-
verse participant pool with more naivety (Peer et al., 2017). Studies I and IV 
collected behavioral data from anonymous US participants in accordance with 
ethical guidelines. Studies II and III are based on text data from US press con-
ferences and national addresses across countries during the coronavirus pan-
demic. The text data of study II consists of transcripts from governors’ 
COVID-19 press conferences conducted in nine US states between March and 
April 2020. The data of Study III presents a collection of political speeches 
from nine English-speaking countries in March 2020. 
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 To capture the phenomenon of collective intentionality and solidarity in its 
full complexity, the dissertation measures collective intentionality at different 
levels of analysis. Due to a sparsity of empirical research on collective inten-
tionality, the dissertation introduces new measures of collective intentionality, 
also on different levels of analysis. On the micro and meso levels, we develop 
survey questions that capture the we-mode thinking in group interactions. On 
the macro level, we create a new measurement of collective intentionality in 
text. Additionally, the dissertation uses a methodological triangulation to as-
sess the relationship between collective intentionality and solidarity at differ-
ent levels of analysis. Research indicates that using a single method to study 
social phenomena provides less accurate research findings (Heesen, Bright, & 
Zucker, 2019). In contrast, using triangulation through different methods re-
duces the uncertainty about the reliability of any given method (Heesen, 
Bright, & Zucker, 2019). Triangulating quantitative, computational, and qual-
itative research methodologies allows one to overcome methodological limi-
tations and provides confirmatory support (Heesen, Bright, & Zucker, 2019).  



16 

Ethical Considerations 

The data used in the dissertation does not contain any personal or sensitive 
data. The studies received ethical approval or were exempt from external eth-
ical review. The research complies with GDPR guidelines. Respondents who 
participated in studies I and IV received fair rewards for their participation in 
line with the ethical guidelines.  

Concerning studies I and IV, participants were required to consider their 
views on solidarity, which they may not have previously reflected on. This 
entails a potential risk for participants to feel a sense of discomfort or uncer-
tainty from having to form opinions about a new subject, and the cognitive 
load could lead to frustration. Moreover, participating in the study entails a 
potential risk of making participants uncomfortable by being reminded of cri-
ses. However, the crisis in our study refers to a fictitious event, respondents 
provide informed consent before participating in the study, complete the sur-
vey online, and are in control of the situation. We further minimize risks of 
discomfort through the selection of questions and how we ask the questions. 
To minimize uncertainty, the respondents receive clear information about the 
purpose of the survey and about the possibility to skip questions and to end 
the study whenever they wish. The results are phrased in a manner that avoids 
profiling or discriminatory perspective. Risks regarding anonymity are mini-
mized by presenting results only at the group level. Moreover, for the partici-
pants, the experience of answering the survey can also be positive and inter-
esting. Crises have shaped our lives in recent years and political speeches have 
become a very important tool to help us understand the current situations. The 
long-term goal of our study is to better understand how political press confer-
ences in crises can influence people’s willingness to engage in solidarity. The 
risks that have been raised are less likely, while the benefits are tangible. Ques-
tions about solidarity usually do not make participants uncomfortable. Under-
standing how political speech affects solidarity in crises provides valuable in-
sights for future crises. 

Regarding studies II and III, political representatives may feel that their 
speech is not represented in the way they might have intended when they gave 
the speech. However, the research does not focus on the political leader’s char-
acter or personal political views but examines a large number of words by 
studying how collective intentions are used in different texts. Qualitative text 
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analysis focuses on the content of collective intentions in speech. Computa-
tional text analysis analyzes data at an aggregated level. To avoid and prevent 
possible stereotyping of our results, we provide a clear interpretation of the 
data on an aggregate level and do not single out any politician in our conclu-
sion and discussion. On the contrary, through our leveled investigation and 
conclusion, we can stop stereotyping by showing nuanced differences on an 
aggregated level. Understanding collective intentions in different political 
contexts helps us understand the social and political spheres and their link to 
solidarity. By presenting nuanced research results, we contribute to new the-
oretical, methodological, and empirical insights. 
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Thesis Structure and Summary of the Studies 

The present dissertation includes studies of collective intentionality and soli-
darity on different levels of analysis with different methodological approaches 
through four empirical studies. Study I focuses on collective intentionality in 
small group dynamics, and Studies II and III address the macro level and the 
importance of collective intentionality for cultural governance. Study IV ex-
amines the macro-micro link by investigating how collective intentionality on 
the macro level can influence individuals’ willingness to engage in solidaristic 
behavior in times of crisis.  

Study I uses experimental data from an online public goods game to capture 
the complexity of cooperation sustainability with novel multilevel modeling, 
fostering our understanding of solidarity and group dynamics. Despite empir-
ical research over the past three decades providing fundamental insights into 
cooperative behavior in social groups (e.g., Fehr & Gächter, 2002), between-
group differences in cooperation sustainability remain less clear. To fill this 
research gap, we investigate the interplay between exogenous and endogenous 
factors on cooperation in small groups. To uncover endogenous group 
dynamics, we performed multilevel latent Markov models on Bayesian 
estimation, which allows us to estimate latent classes on the level of rounds, 
individuals, and groups. We study exogenous factors by investigating 
situational tightness vs. looseness, and monetary vs. symbolic frames on 
cooperation sustainability. According to the Tightness Looseness Theory 
(Gelfand et al., 2011), tight situations (e.g. a job interview) exhibit a restricted 
range of appropriate behavior and stronger behavioral expectations, while 
loose situations (e.g. a party) provide a wider range of permissible behavior 
(Gelfand et al., 2011, p. 1101). We hypothesize that tight situations increase 
cooperation sustainability compared to loose situations due to higher 
situational constraints. Moreover, we expect money primes to decrease 
cooperation sustainability in small groups. To endorse tight vs. loose 
expectations, participants played a tightness (vs. looseness) game before 
engaging in a public goods game and received instructions with varying 
primes (monetary vs. symbolic). We measure collective intentionality via 
survey items. Our key findings show that both endogenous and exogenous 
factors are critical to uncovering the complexity of cooperation sustainability. 
Between-group differences in public good dilemmas can emerge through 
different decision strategies of individual classes that are nested within group 
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classes, and within different exogenous conditions, such as tight vs. loose 
situations. Groups exposed to tight situations reveal higher levels of 
cooperation sustainability than groups exposed to loose situations. Money 
primes revealed a null finding. Collective intentionality showed the strongest 
association with cooperation, presenting a crucial element for sustainable 
cooperation. Successful groups revealed higher levels of collective 
intentionality than unsuccessful groups. The findings of study I suggest that 
groups are less likely to succeed without collective intentionality and that 
groups with high levels of collective intentionality are less likely to fail. 
Groups with high levels of collective intentionality tend to succeed in 
cooperation over time. 

Study II examines how US governors draw on collective intentionality to 
mobilize solidaristic behavior during the COVID-19 pandemic. During the 
coronavirus pandemic, many public figures used press conferences as a tool 
for crisis communication (Villegas, 2020). Press conferences presented an im-
portant medium to display leadership, reassure the public and foster collective 
efforts (Allcott et al., 2020). Simultaneously, research highlights the im-
portance of unity and collectivity during crisis communication (Bligh, Kohles, 
& Pillai, 2005). Against this background, study II investigates how political 
leaders across US states construct collective intentionality in COVID press 
conferences and to what extent collective intentionality varies across states. 
For this reason, we built a text corpus of US governors’ public addresses 
across nine US states, providing a unique opportunity to study collective in-
tentionality from a sociological perspective. Using a triangulation approach, 
we analyze the text corpus computationally and qualitatively through in-depth 
reading and develop a new measure of collective intentionality in text by an-
alyzing the combination of we-talk and we-intentions evoking social ties to 
prosocial behavior. We consider themes of social boundaries, vulnerabilities, 
and social inequality. Our results show that we-talk is linked to collective in-
tentionality across all the states and the party divides through references to 
unity, collectivism, vulnerabilities, and action. However, the results also show 
that collective intentionality – although a crucial mechanism of cooperation – 
can create conflict: Political leaders’ call to collective action and the required 
inaction by health mandates resulted in conflicting messages, possibly de-
pressing people’s compliance with recommendations. Moreover, the findings 
show a difference across political parties. While Democratic governors were 
more likely to treat ordinary people’s compliance with the recommendations 
as a call to action in the form of staying home to save lives, in Republican 
administrations, however, this particular crisis resulted in a call to inaction 
among ordinary people especially relative to the high-level work of political 
and economic leaders managing the medical system and planning for eco-
nomic recovery. Across political party lines, social inequalities received little 
attention compared to other themes. Study II makes theoretical, methodologi-
cal, and empirical contributions by introducing collective intentionality to 
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sociological research, presenting a new measurement and novel findings in 
this research. 

In study III, I investigate how political leaders differ in their use of collec-
tive intentionality across countries, and how political ideologies define gov-
ernmental and civic roles as part of collective intentions during the corona-
virus pandemic. Despite the importance of collective intentionality in political 
speeches, less is known about collective intentionality in political speeches 
beyond the US context and how political ideologies across countries shape 
governmental and civic roles as part of we-narratives. The distribution of roles 
presents an important element of collective intentionality that links to solidar-
ity and social action. Adding to existing literature, the comparative cross-
country study sheds light on whether collective intentions and the distribution 
of roles are consistent across different contexts (e.g. countries or ideologies) 
or whether they are context dependent. Building a text corpus of national ad-
dresses of nine English-speaking countries during the COVID-19 pandemic 
in March 2020 (n = 133 926), I analyze the text data through computational 
and qualitative techniques. Using the computational grounded theory ap-
proach by Nelson (2020), I measure collective intentionality and roles both 
computationally and qualitatively via in-depth reading. The analysis reveals 
three key findings. First, political leaders across all countries emphasized 
unity and call for solidarity and social action. Second, liberal leaders relied 
more on narratives that focus on a whole-of-society approach, while conserva-
tive leaders tended to emphasize a hierarchical or a twofold approach. The 
whole-of-society approach presents a narrative of equality and shared respon-
sibility between governmental and civic duties and enforcement. In contrast, 
the hierarchical approach emphasizes governmental actions and responsibili-
ties, portraying citizens as engaged citizens in health-related action with a 
more passive, compliant, and trusting nature. The twofold approach stresses 
the empowerment of the people with strong governmental enforcement in 
cases of non-compliance. Third, governmental and civic roles across different 
political ideologies were out of sync with existing patterns of political ideolo-
gies. Despite a large literature on bipartisanship and political polarization, 
these findings demonstrate that political ideologies are not as rigid and uni-
versal as anticipated but present a more complex empirical phenomenon that 
can vary in unsettled times compared to settled times. Moreover, the differ-
ences across political ideologies exemplify how collective intentionality can 
be performed differently across contexts.  

In study IV, we test whether political speeches with collective 
intentionality affect peoples’ solidarity in a crisis situation. Research suggests 
that political speeches matter in crises for sensemaking and solidarity. While 
some research suggests a pathway from political rhetoric to public action via 
social identification (Vignoles et al., 2021), others point to the ineffectiveness 
of political speeches due to high levels of political distrust (Kane & Patapan, 
2010). However, the causal link between political speeches and solidarity 
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during crises is unknown. To add to the existing literature, two studies (n=918) 
examine whether politicians’ speeches in times of crisis actually influence 
people’s solidarity in an online experiment. As collective intentionality 
presents a crucial element to political speeches, especially in times of crisis, 
we study the three key features of collective intentionality that are suggested 
by existing philosophical theories. Tuomela (2013) argues that for collective 
intentionality to affect we-mode group solidarity the group requires i) an 
authoritative group reason to motivate activities, ii) group-based collectivity, 
and iii) group-based collective commitment (p. 247). During the experiment 
of study 1 (n=601), participants were exposed to different political speeches 
to assess whether political speeches emphasizing collective intentionality in-
fluence people’s solidarity. First, the participants were asked to imagine that 
there has been a severe earthquake in their home state where they live and a 
prominent politician of their state addressed everyone in a political speech on 
the current situation. Participants in the baseline condition were exposed to 
factual speech without collective intentionality. The political speech varied 
across conditions. The results of Study 1 revealed no effect of political 
speeches with collective intentionality on participants’ solidary intention or 
behavior. To replicate the findings of Study 1 and to investigate whether the 
null findings are due to a potential framing effect of the earthquake scenario, 
we collect data from 317 US respondents. In study 2, we measured a third 
condition with no speech and replicated the null effect of political speeches 
on solidary intentions and behavior. These results reveal a robust finding of 
the ineffectiveness of political speeches on solidarity. In light of previous re-
search findings suggesting a pathway between speeches and solidarities, our 
findings point to the possibility of reverse causality: existing differences in 
political speeches in times of crisis could be the reflection of existing solidar-
ities in the population. Our results suggest that collective intentionality and 
solidarity cannot be built through social performance only, without being 
based on shared we-experiences, community, and trust. 
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Discussion 

The studies included in this dissertation examined how collective intentional-
ity shapes solidarity on different levels of analysis using quantitative, compu-
tational, and qualitative approaches. The dissertation findings provide answers 
to the four overarching research questions. 

First, how necessary and sufficient is collective intentionality – when can a 
group succeed without it and when can a group fail despite having it? Our 
findings show that successful groups have higher levels of collective inten-
tionality compared to unsuccessful groups with lower levels of collective in-
tentionality, suggesting that collective intentionality is necessary for success-
fully cooperating in small groups over time. Groups are less likely to succeed 
without collective intentionality and groups with high levels of collective 
intentionality are less likely to fail.  

Second, how manufacturable is collective intentionality? The results of the 
dissertations revealed that collective intentionality can function as part of a 
cultural performance. Political leaders use collective intentions both 
intentionally and unintentionally in their crisis communication to try to foster 
social action and solidarities. Specifically, political speeches contain high 
levels of collective intentionality that are conveyed through we-talk linked to 
unity, collectivism, vulnerabilities, and action. However, our findings also 
suggest that political speeches with high levels of collective intentionality do 
not cause increases in solidarities and that collective intentionality emerges 
through we-experiences during social interaction. Overall, the findings sug-
gest that collective intentionality may be manufacturable, but this does not 
imply effectiveness. Instead, the dissertation indicates that collective inten-
tionality is most effective when based on we-experiences within a group and 
cannot be influential through speech acts only. 

Third, how does collective intentionality vary across contexts? The results 
indicate that collective intentionality is a crucial element across all contexts, 
however, the meaning of collective intentionality is highly context-dependent 
(e.g. state-level, country-level, or political differences). Based on the contexts, 
collective intentionality can refer to different group boundaries, identifica-
tions, vulnerabilities, and actions.  

Fourth, how influential is the performance of collective intentionality when 
it comes to solidary intentions and behaviors? Our results show that political 
speeches with collective intentionality do not cause increases in solidarities. 
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Yet, empirical research has observed differences in solidarities across contexts 
in times of crises and across political speeches (e.g. states or countries; Vi-
gnoles et al., 2021). To shed light on this conundrum, the findings of the dis-
sertation could suggest a reverse causality, such that collective intentionality 
in political speeches may reflect existing solidarities in the population. Indeed, 
some research has shown how public opinion can lead politicians to change 
their speeches (Hager & Hilbig, 2020). In this regard, political speeches could 
function as a reflection of existing solidarities by providing a framework and 
narrative of existing solidarities. However, for collective intentionality to be 
successful and influential it needs to be based on shared we-experiences, com-
munity, and trust, and even collective intentionality as performance possesses 
its roots in shared we-experiences within groups.   

The dissertation makes several theoretical, methodological, and empirical 
contributions. First, the dissertation has developed the theoretical concept of 
collective intentionality by identifying two types of collective intentionality: 
collective intentionality as experience and performance. By engaging with the 
largely forgotten phenomenological and theoretical analysis of Gerda Wal-
ther, I show how collective intentionality can emerge endogenously through 
we-experiences in social groups but can also be part of social performances. 
Most importantly, I demonstrate the importance of the social group for collec-
tive intentionality and solidarity. Secondly, in this dissertation, we make meth-
odological contributions by creating a new measurement of collective inten-
tionality in text analysis (Kirgil & Voyer, 2022). Thirdly, we make novel em-
pirical contributions by showing how cooperation sustainability unfolds in 
group dynamics, how collective intentionality is used as part of a social per-
formance during times of crises, and the ineffectiveness of political speeches 
when they are not backed by shared we-experiences, community, and trust.  
 The dissertation also faces several limitations. The data of studies I and IV 
come from US participants. The US is a unique context due to its high levels 
of polarization and bipartisanship, which can limit the generalizability of these 
studies. Moreover, both studies used experimental designs with limited exter-
nal validity. However, the dissertation does not claim any generalizability of 
the link between collective intentionality and solidarity. Both studies I and IV 
demonstrate the importance of the context. In the dissertation, I show how 
context-dependent collective intentionality and solidarity are to uncover group 
dynamics or meaning-making in political speeches. Thus, the findings support 
the idea of studying context-specific cases to uncover the relationship between 
collective intentionality and solidarity. Moreover, the selection of political 
press conferences and speeches in studies II and III suffers from some biases. 
With a convenience sample, we used political speeches that were available 
online at the onset of the global COVID-19 pandemic. Yet, the selection is 
likely to have included states and countries that have provided the necessary 
infrastructure to systematically record, transcribe and publish the political 
speeches either on governmental websites or other platforms. Though the aim 



24 

of the studies was not to generalize its findings beyond its context, but rather 
to study how collective intentionality is performed in COVID-19 press con-
ferences and political speeches. 

In conclusion, collective intentionality and solidarity present fundamental 
elements in societies. The present dissertation revealed that collective inten-
tionality can be crucial for solidarity, and is something to be built in commu-
nities and social groups through we-experiences, trust, interaction, and com-
munity. Although collective intentionality can be studied at different levels of 
analysis, collective intentionality is most effective when it is rooted in group-
ness. Within social group interaction, collective intentionality presents a pow-
erful force that is intertwined with cooperation and solidarity. In crises, col-
lective intentionality provides insights into the group boundaries, responsibil-
ities, and distribution of roles, which are likely reflections of peoples’ solidar-
ity. To be most impactful, it appears that collective intentionality and 
solidarity emerge endogenously on the level of the group. Collective inten-
tionality cannot be manipulated without being backed by we-experiences – 
even in times of crisis. To foster social solidarity, collective intentionality re-
quires to be built from the bottom up within social groups and communities.  
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