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guistic ethnography found that culture influences coop-
erative learning and group work. Mulisa and Mekonnen 
(2019) also pointed out ‘in Ethiopia, community views 
cooperative work both as an asset and a liability’, ac-
knowledging the fact that cooperative learning is cultur-
ally influenced (Mulisa & Mekonnen, 2019, p. 503). 
Highlighting the role of culture in cooperative learning, 
Thanh (2014) noted that East Asian culture is not readi-
ly consistent with cooperative learning. Given the im-
port of this newly found factor on cooperative learning, 
calls can be heard for more attention to be paid to the 
role of culture (see Ghahraman & Tamimy, 2017; 
Ghaith, 2018; Hennebry & Fordyce, 2018; Vasileva & 
Ivanova, 2021).

Although these works have evidenced the impact 
of culture on cooperative learning, they were mostly 
concerned with the East Asian countries, or what is 
called the Confucian Heritage Culture (see Flowerdew, 
1998; Inns & Slavin, 2018; Nguyen et al., 2005, 2009, 
2012; Thanh, 2014), and thus have assumed that group 
work is readily compatible with American culture. This 
is evident in Inns and Slavin (2018), where they uphold 
that ‘while cooperative learning is widely accepted in 
Western societies, how might it work in Asian cul-
tures?’ (Inns & Slavin, 2018, p. 235) or in the fact that 
Nguyen et al. (2012) simply identify the origination of 
cooperative learning in some Western universities with 
its congruity with the American culture.

Moreover, while studies purport that essentialisa-
tion and stereotyping of Asian cultures should be 
defied, they fall into the trap of essentialism by seeking 
recourse to the concept of the West, which is explana-
torially inadequate due to its indeterminacy (Vignoles, 
2018).

While the compatibility of group learning with 
American culture is taken for granted and thus, virtually 
no study has vetted it, the complexity with which 
American culture is played out might pose more doubts 
regarding group work. This convolution lies in the fact 
that there is contradictory evidence regarding both the 
individualism and collectivism of American culture. On 
the one hand, a growing body of scholarship shows that 
American culture is marked by individualism or rugged 
individualism, even culminating in stereotype formation 
(see Bazzi et al., 2020; Hofstede, 1986; Hsu & Barker, 
2013; Myers, 2000; Twenge et al., 2013). In fact, this 
strand considers American culture as competitive, 
agentive, prioritising the self over the group, and seek-
ing individual pleasure. On the other hand, there are 
thought provoking reports (see Fischer, 2008; Tamimy 

& Sahragard, 2021) which maintain that American cul-
ture is not monolithically individualistic and includes a 
considerable amount of collectivism as well. This is rei-
fied in the coexistence of proverbs denoting individual-
ism (e.g., ‘every man for himself’) and collectivism (e.g., 
‘every little helps’) within American culture. Fischer 
(2008) surmised, based upon a sociological reflection, 
that this ambivalence might be due to the fact that dif-
ferent areas of activities, better called discourses, might 
have their own specific contingencies, demanding vary-
ing degrees of individualism. However, this argument 
needs more empirical scrutiny (Fischer, 2008). Adding 
more to the complexity of American culture, it must be 
remembered that cultures are dynamic and can change 
longitudinally (DeWall et al., 2011; Twenge et al., 
2013), so it is vital to study the quality of these changes 
(Ogihara, 2017). These contradictions show that the 
compatibility of group work with American culture can-
not be taken for granted.

Before recapitulating this preamble to state the 
problem, it must be mentioned that culturality and his-
toricity have undeniable impact on people’s behaviour 
and learning styles (Lantolf & Poehner, 2014). How-
ever, the interaction between American culture and 
group work is still understudied. This inattention gets 
more serious when one notices that there are reports 
which gainsay the stereotyping of American culture as 
individualistic. Addressing these issues and untangling 
the Americans’ cultural disposition towards group work 
warrants that the status of American culture in terms of 
individualism and collectivism be revisited through 
multiple methodologies.

So, this study draws upon corpus analyses to un-
ravel (a) how collectivistic and/or individualistic Ameri-
can culture is, (b) if there are variations in terms of the 
preference for individualism across different genres of 
American discourse, and (c) how American culture’s 
preference for individualism/collectivism has possibly 
changed over time. This study answers the recommen-
dation of Fischer and Poortinga (2018) to use a mixed-
method research into cultural matters to arrive at more 
convincing findings and heeds the criticism of Schwartz 
(2011) of the statistical integration of individual level 
data at a culture level by opting for the scrutiny of a 
comprehensive corpus of natural language use, which 
is already integrated.

This study can also provide a nuanced understand-
ing of American culture which can contribute to the 
honing of social mediation environments such as edu-
cational group work and cooperative learning.

20   Training, Language and Culture    Training, Language and Culture   21

Collectivism and individualism in US culture: An analysis of attitudes to group work

by Mohammad Tamimy, Leila Setayesh Zarei and Mohammad Saber Khaghaninejad

Collectivism and individualism in US culture: An analysis of 
attitudes to group work
by Mohammad Tamimy, Leila Setayesh Zarei and Mohammad Saber Khaghaninejad

Mohammad Tamimy Shiraz University, Iran m.tamimy@shirazu.ac.ir
Leila Setayesh Zarei Shiraz University, Iran l_setayesh@yahoo.com
Mohammad Saber Khaghaninejad Shiraz University, Iran saber.khaghani@yahoo.com
Article history Received November 10, 2021 | Revised March 12, 2022 | Accepted June 3, 2022
Conflicts of interest The authors declared no conflicts of interest
Research funding No funding was reported for this research
doi 10.22363/2521-442X-2022-6-2-20-34
For citation Tamimy, M., Setayesh Zarei, L., & Khaghaninejad, M. S. (2022). Collectivism and individualism in US 
culture: An analysis of attitudes to group work. Training, Language and Culture, 6(2), 20-34.

Group work has recently gained attention in educational settings, and culture is an important factor influencing group 
work so the connection between the American culture and attitudes towards group work is worth studying. The 
present corpus-based study utilises the Corpus of Contemporary American English (COCA) to determine the current 
and the longitudinal traits of American cultural attitudes, which could influence the Americans’ disposition towards 
collective activities including group work. Analysing the American discourse of different academic genres, it was re-
vealed that while the American culture is predominantly individualistic, it has some potential for collectivism. Interest-
ingly, it was observed that the American cultural is getting slightly less individualistic over time, especially after its indi-
vidualistic soar in the second half of the 90s.

KEYWORDS: American culture, group work, individualism, collectivism, COCA

This is an open access article distributed under the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License which permits 
unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, including transformation and building upon the material for 
any purpose, provided the original author(s) and source are properly cited (CC BY 4.0)

© Mohammad Tamimy, Leila Setayesh Zarei, Mohammad Saber Khaghaninejad 2022
This content is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License

1. INTRODUCTION
Group work, whether instantiated as cooperative 

learning or collaborative learning, is the staple of many 
recent educational recommendations because plenty of 
research undergirds its effectiveness in terms of cogni-
tive, affective, and social gains (see Baye et al., 2019; 
Kyndt et al., 2013; Slavin, 2013; Swanson et al., 2017; 
Van Ryzin & Roseth, 2019). Despite its experimental re-
pute, it is generally underutilised in classrooms (see 
Abramczyk & Jurkowski, 2020; Buchs et al., 2017; 
Gillies, 2003; Gillies & Boyle, 2010; Howe, 2014; Le et 
al., 2018; Mulisa & Mekonnen, 2019; Popov et al., 
2012). This paradox is commonly attributed to factors 

including student preparation, teachers’ beliefs, task 
construction, group composition, communicative skills, 
and curriculum (Abramczyk & Jurkowski, 2020; Abrami 
et al., 2004; Buchs et al., 2017; Gillies & Boyle, 2010).

Aside from those factors, culture is another factor 
whose role in cooperative learning has drawn attention. 
As an instance, Inns and Slavin (2018) maintained that 
‘culture has an impact on how cooperative learning is 
enacted and how students benefit. The differences 
across groups that are evident in the literature may be 
related to how well cooperative learning methods mesh 
with existing cultural norms and values’ (Inns & Slavin, 
2018, p. 258). Tamimy (2019) through a study of lin-
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It must be mentioned that Hogg and Levine (2010) 
suggest that human interpersonal behaviour can be 
placed on a continuum ranging from competition and 
individualism to cooperation. Cooperation is any state 
wherein people lend each other a hand to reach a mu-
tual goal. The opposite of cooperation is competition, 
also described as rugged individualism, wherein any in-
dividual seeks only his or her benefit, necessarily at the 
cost of others’ gains. Between the two extremes, there is 
a state recognised as individualism, which maintains 
that sometimes people neither compete nor cooperate. 
They are simply in pursuit of their own benefit, with no 
regard, either positive or negative, for the others. Simi-
larly, social interdependence theory maintains that indi-
viduals can be independent, or alternatively positively 
or negatively interdependent, resembling cooperation 
and competition (Johnson et al., 2007).

These psychological issues when translated into the 
cultural realm correspond to individualism/collectivism. 
Individualism denotes that individuals are separate with 
substantial differences, so they prioritise their personal 
needs, ideas, values over the group, but collectivism in-
cludes closely intertwined links between the individuals 
and social entities so that shared values and norms are 
preferred to individual benefits and values (Cheng et 
al., 2020). The self-concept theory also is associated 
with these discussions. It relates that people can have 
independent and/or interdependent understanding of 
themselves.

In fact, ‘people with an independent construal of 
the self view the self as unique, private, and au-
tonomous, whereas people with an interdependent 
construal of the self view the self as related to others, in-
corporating and referencing the views of other 
people’ (Cheek & Cheek, 2020, p. 257). This fleshes out 
its kin theories by classifying interdependence into rela-
tional, public, and collective selves, respectively repre-
senting relationships, public image, and group member-
ship.

Since Social interdependence theory and Self-con-
cept theory explain human behaviour in terms of the 
ideas closely similar to those brought up by individual-
ism and collectivism, it would not be unwise to study 
the Americans’ cultural orientations in terms of the 
characterisations these theories provide. Within these 
theories, attention to individuality, rather than com-
monality, is known as a defining characteristic which 
can differentiate subcultures (Cheek & Cheek, 2020; 
Cheng et al., 2020). Therefore, these notions, consistent 
with the procedure suggested by some empirical re-

search (see DeWall et al., 2011; Twenge et al., 2013), 
would be operationally defined as the frequency of first 
person singular /plural pronouns in social interactions.

 
2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
2.1. Language and culture
Awareness of the association between language 

and culture is significant in educational settings (Atkin-
son, 2015; Kramsch, 2014). Language and culture are 
not distinct from each other, and language can portray 
culture which can be inferred from different perspec-
tives. From the sociolinguistic perspective, language 
cannot be separated from its sociocultural context (Du-
bin & Olshtain, 1986). The Sapir-Whorf hypothesis, 
concerning the connection between language and cul-
ture, includes the principles of language determinism 
and language relativity. The first suggests that language 
determines individuals’ thinking or cognition (Hussein, 
2012; Leavitt, 2010). Based on the latter, human think-
ing is dependent on language and each language holds 
a specific world view for its speakers that differs from 
the way in which speakers of other languages perceive 
the world (Carroll, 1956), and the distinctions between 
languages are related to cultural differences (Denissova 
et al., 2019). Sapir Whorf represents the view that lan-
guage is not dissociated from culture, ‘that is, from the 
socially inherited assemblage of practices and beliefs 
that determines the texture of our lives’ (Sapir, 1970, p. 
207), and understanding one of them is not possible in 
isolation from another. From the cognitive linguistic 
point of view, language represents the cultural experi-
ence of its speakers (Geeraerts, 2006). Based on this 
perspective, ‘all cognition is embodied in cultural situa-
tions’ (Gibbs, 1999, p. 156), and meaning making, re-
flection, and emotion are dependent on biological, so-
cial, and cultural experience (Yu, 2014). Considering 
embodied cognition, language is perceived to represent 
culture, and its conceptualisations are shaped within 
the cultural settings (Palmer, 1996; Bugaeva, 2021). In 
fact, the metaphorical expressions used in each lan-

guage convey essential linguistic meaning and have a 
cultural basis. In addition, considering Vygotsky’s 
(1978) perspective, culture offers conceptual categories 
to arrange and sort out the objects and phenomena 
within the world. These concepts are reflected in the 
linguistic signs that transfer across generations, and 
people within different cultures think about the world 
differently based on these concepts. This claim also im-
plies an interconnection between language and culture. 
Furthermore, Byram (1989) explained that ‘the language 
holds the culture through the denotations and connota-
tions of its semantics’ (Byram, 1989, p. 94).

 
2.2. Educational group work
Educational group work is a teaching approach in 

which the students with different proficiency levels join 
small groups and cooperate with each other to achieve 
a particular goal. Hammar Chiriac (2014) explained the 
group work as a way to learn how to think for yourself, 
as well as developing the students’ argumentative abili-
ties and critical thinking within students’ collaboration 
which leads to higher productivity and greater results. 
According to Kirschner et al. (2009), group work has 
economic, social, and specifically academic benefits. It 
provides ‘the opportunity to develop student’s learning 
skills and abilities and helps students to gain more 
knowledge’ (Meiramova & Zhanysbayeva, 2020, p. 
383). It also promotes learners’ achievement (Al-Sheedi, 
2009), improves learning (Smialek & Boburka, 2006), 
assists learners to comprehend concepts well (Al-
Sheedi, 2009; Li et al., 2010), increases discussion 
among individuals (Arumugam et al., 2013; Ibnian, 
2012), and engages the learners completely in the con-
tent of the course (Yazedjian & Kolkhorst, 2007).

Collaboration improves activities such as ‘elabora-
tion, justification and argumentation that trigger learn-
ing mechanisms’, which are not easily achievable in in-
dividual learning (Yadin & Or-Back, 2010, p. 186). In 
addition, it helps the achievement of intrinsic and ex-
trinsic goals, brings the feeling of satisfaction from per-
formance, provides the opportunity to influence others, 

and promotes friendship (Decker et al., 2015). Students’ 
social skills and self-confidence develop, and their 
stress decreases through group study (Petress, 2004). 
Cooperative learning lowers foreign language anxiety 
(Bailey et al., 1999) as well as performance anxiety (De 
Saint Leger & Storch, 2009). Finally, cooperative learn-
ing is a benefit because, as Vygotsky (1978) asserted, 
learners learn to do what they are unable to accomplish 
individually through interaction with an expert person 
or their peers within the group.

 
3. METHODOLOGY
3.1. Corpus
The design of this study can best be described as 

corpus-based because it draws upon a corpus as a tool 
to answer the research questions (Biber, 2010). A cor-
pus is a large collection of naturally occurring language 
usage, representative of a language (McEnery et al., 
2006) whereby research questions can be empirically 
answered (Pérez-Paredes, 2021). Corpus studies are ap-
propriate for focusing on the culture because ‘culture is 
more than a collection of individuals. Culture includes 
assumptions and patterns shared by members; these 
patterns are often reflected in cultural products such as 
TV shows, song lyrics, and books’ (Twenge et al., 2013, 
p. 406). Moreover, corpora are not diluted with biases 
involved in self-reported measurement of beliefs 
(Twenge et al., 2013).

The Corpus of Contemporary American English 
(COCA) is a large corpus of American English which is 
updated biannually and at the time of writing includes 
more than one billion syntactically and semantically 
tagged words used in different genres since 1990 up to 
2021. The data, based on their origin, are divided into 
eight genres, including Conversation, Fiction, 
Magazine, Newspaper, Academic, Web (general), web 
(blog), and TV/Movies. So, COCA is not only a bal-
anced corpus as including different genres, but also 
each of its genres is balanced internally because it in-
cludes different types of material within that genre. For 
instance, the Newspaper genre includes a balanced ar-
ray of language data from different sections of different 
newspapers such as local, news, opinion, etc. The data 
available in COCA is truly naturally occurring language 
and no part of it is fabricated for this corpus.

 
3.2. Data collection procedure
It was noticed that a determining difference be-

tween various psychosocial and cultural theories, in-
cluding social interdependence theory, self-concept 
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It must be mentioned that Hogg and Levine (2010) 
suggest that human interpersonal behaviour can be 
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These psychological issues when translated into the 
cultural realm correspond to individualism/collectivism. 
Individualism denotes that individuals are separate with 
substantial differences, so they prioritise their personal 
needs, ideas, values over the group, but collectivism in-
cludes closely intertwined links between the individuals 
and social entities so that shared values and norms are 
preferred to individual benefits and values (Cheng et 
al., 2020). The self-concept theory also is associated 
with these discussions. It relates that people can have 
independent and/or interdependent understanding of 
themselves.

In fact, ‘people with an independent construal of 
the self view the self as unique, private, and au-
tonomous, whereas people with an interdependent 
construal of the self view the self as related to others, in-
corporating and referencing the views of other 
people’ (Cheek & Cheek, 2020, p. 257). This fleshes out 
its kin theories by classifying interdependence into rela-
tional, public, and collective selves, respectively repre-
senting relationships, public image, and group member-
ship.

Since Social interdependence theory and Self-con-
cept theory explain human behaviour in terms of the 
ideas closely similar to those brought up by individual-
ism and collectivism, it would not be unwise to study 
the Americans’ cultural orientations in terms of the 
characterisations these theories provide. Within these 
theories, attention to individuality, rather than com-
monality, is known as a defining characteristic which 
can differentiate subcultures (Cheek & Cheek, 2020; 
Cheng et al., 2020). Therefore, these notions, consistent 
with the procedure suggested by some empirical re-

search (see DeWall et al., 2011; Twenge et al., 2013), 
would be operationally defined as the frequency of first 
person singular /plural pronouns in social interactions.

 
2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
2.1. Language and culture
Awareness of the association between language 

and culture is significant in educational settings (Atkin-
son, 2015; Kramsch, 2014). Language and culture are 
not distinct from each other, and language can portray 
culture which can be inferred from different perspec-
tives. From the sociolinguistic perspective, language 
cannot be separated from its sociocultural context (Du-
bin & Olshtain, 1986). The Sapir-Whorf hypothesis, 
concerning the connection between language and cul-
ture, includes the principles of language determinism 
and language relativity. The first suggests that language 
determines individuals’ thinking or cognition (Hussein, 
2012; Leavitt, 2010). Based on the latter, human think-
ing is dependent on language and each language holds 
a specific world view for its speakers that differs from 
the way in which speakers of other languages perceive 
the world (Carroll, 1956), and the distinctions between 
languages are related to cultural differences (Denissova 
et al., 2019). Sapir Whorf represents the view that lan-
guage is not dissociated from culture, ‘that is, from the 
socially inherited assemblage of practices and beliefs 
that determines the texture of our lives’ (Sapir, 1970, p. 
207), and understanding one of them is not possible in 
isolation from another. From the cognitive linguistic 
point of view, language represents the cultural experi-
ence of its speakers (Geeraerts, 2006). Based on this 
perspective, ‘all cognition is embodied in cultural situa-
tions’ (Gibbs, 1999, p. 156), and meaning making, re-
flection, and emotion are dependent on biological, so-
cial, and cultural experience (Yu, 2014). Considering 
embodied cognition, language is perceived to represent 
culture, and its conceptualisations are shaped within 
the cultural settings (Palmer, 1996; Bugaeva, 2021). In 
fact, the metaphorical expressions used in each lan-

guage convey essential linguistic meaning and have a 
cultural basis. In addition, considering Vygotsky’s 
(1978) perspective, culture offers conceptual categories 
to arrange and sort out the objects and phenomena 
within the world. These concepts are reflected in the 
linguistic signs that transfer across generations, and 
people within different cultures think about the world 
differently based on these concepts. This claim also im-
plies an interconnection between language and culture. 
Furthermore, Byram (1989) explained that ‘the language 
holds the culture through the denotations and connota-
tions of its semantics’ (Byram, 1989, p. 94).

 
2.2. Educational group work
Educational group work is a teaching approach in 

which the students with different proficiency levels join 
small groups and cooperate with each other to achieve 
a particular goal. Hammar Chiriac (2014) explained the 
group work as a way to learn how to think for yourself, 
as well as developing the students’ argumentative abili-
ties and critical thinking within students’ collaboration 
which leads to higher productivity and greater results. 
According to Kirschner et al. (2009), group work has 
economic, social, and specifically academic benefits. It 
provides ‘the opportunity to develop student’s learning 
skills and abilities and helps students to gain more 
knowledge’ (Meiramova & Zhanysbayeva, 2020, p. 
383). It also promotes learners’ achievement (Al-Sheedi, 
2009), improves learning (Smialek & Boburka, 2006), 
assists learners to comprehend concepts well (Al-
Sheedi, 2009; Li et al., 2010), increases discussion 
among individuals (Arumugam et al., 2013; Ibnian, 
2012), and engages the learners completely in the con-
tent of the course (Yazedjian & Kolkhorst, 2007).

Collaboration improves activities such as ‘elabora-
tion, justification and argumentation that trigger learn-
ing mechanisms’, which are not easily achievable in in-
dividual learning (Yadin & Or-Back, 2010, p. 186). In 
addition, it helps the achievement of intrinsic and ex-
trinsic goals, brings the feeling of satisfaction from per-
formance, provides the opportunity to influence others, 

and promotes friendship (Decker et al., 2015). Students’ 
social skills and self-confidence develop, and their 
stress decreases through group study (Petress, 2004). 
Cooperative learning lowers foreign language anxiety 
(Bailey et al., 1999) as well as performance anxiety (De 
Saint Leger & Storch, 2009). Finally, cooperative learn-
ing is a benefit because, as Vygotsky (1978) asserted, 
learners learn to do what they are unable to accomplish 
individually through interaction with an expert person 
or their peers within the group.

 
3. METHODOLOGY
3.1. Corpus
The design of this study can best be described as 

corpus-based because it draws upon a corpus as a tool 
to answer the research questions (Biber, 2010). A cor-
pus is a large collection of naturally occurring language 
usage, representative of a language (McEnery et al., 
2006) whereby research questions can be empirically 
answered (Pérez-Paredes, 2021). Corpus studies are ap-
propriate for focusing on the culture because ‘culture is 
more than a collection of individuals. Culture includes 
assumptions and patterns shared by members; these 
patterns are often reflected in cultural products such as 
TV shows, song lyrics, and books’ (Twenge et al., 2013, 
p. 406). Moreover, corpora are not diluted with biases 
involved in self-reported measurement of beliefs 
(Twenge et al., 2013).

The Corpus of Contemporary American English 
(COCA) is a large corpus of American English which is 
updated biannually and at the time of writing includes 
more than one billion syntactically and semantically 
tagged words used in different genres since 1990 up to 
2021. The data, based on their origin, are divided into 
eight genres, including Conversation, Fiction, 
Magazine, Newspaper, Academic, Web (general), web 
(blog), and TV/Movies. So, COCA is not only a bal-
anced corpus as including different genres, but also 
each of its genres is balanced internally because it in-
cludes different types of material within that genre. For 
instance, the Newspaper genre includes a balanced ar-
ray of language data from different sections of different 
newspapers such as local, news, opinion, etc. The data 
available in COCA is truly naturally occurring language 
and no part of it is fabricated for this corpus.

 
3.2. Data collection procedure
It was noticed that a determining difference be-

tween various psychosocial and cultural theories, in-
cluding social interdependence theory, self-concept 
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In order to collect the data demanded by the first 
research question, enquiring about the current status of 
American culture in terms of collectivism and/or indi-
vidualism, the corpus of COCA, as a proxy to American 
culture, was searched for the keywords listed in Table 1 
within the period from 2015-2019 and their frequencies 
were reported. Apropos of the second question, asking 
about cross-generic cultural differences, the keywords 
were again searched within the same time span but 
their frequencies were cross-tabulated across eight gen-
res of the COCA, namely, TV/Movie, Spoken word, Fic-
tion, Magazine, Newspaper, Academic, Web, and Blog. 
For the third research question, enquiring about the 
trend of changes in American culture, the keywords 
were searched within five-year time spans provided by 
COCA (1990-1994, 1995-1999, 2000-2004, 2005- 
2009, 2010-2014, 2015-2019) and their frequencies 
were shortlisted. It is worth mentioning, wherever the 
search words had more than one element, for example, 
as with individualism which requires I and me to be 
both searched, their average frequency was counted in 
order to balance the unequal quantity.

Although the frequency count for the keywords 
suggested by the individualism/collectivism model and 
social interdependence theory was important, data col-
lection extended beyond them to include metaphor 
analysis regarding the American expression of 
emotions. As emotions are usually expressed using ad-
jectives, ‘I am ADJ’ was looked up in the COCA. The 
results including 500 records and their frequencies were 
then fed into qualitative analysis and coding. This 
search produced phrases like ‘I’m ready’, ‘I’m tired’, ‘I 
am grateful’, ‘I am ashamed’, in which the adjectives 
used could be marked either as socially engaging or dis-
engaging. They were coded independently by two as-
sessors who were doctorate candidates in applied lin-
guistics. Emotions ‘that are derived from social interde-
pendence and relationally embedded nature of self are 
referred to as socially engaging’ and the emotions ‘that 
are grounded in independence and autonomy of self 
and its separateness from others in a relationship may 
be said to be socially disengaging’ (Kitayama et al., 
2006, p. 891). The reliability of the assessors was found 
to be satisfactory (Kohen’s Kappa= 0.87).

In order to know how individualistic/collective 
American culture currently is, measures of individual-
ism and collectivism as of 1990-2019 were reported 
separately. The 500 records which showed how people 
can describe themselves, either as dependent or inde-
pendent, were coded deductively either as socially en-

gaging, disengaging, or not applicable. The subtotal of 
frequency for each of these categories was calculated 
and was added to the other measures of individualism 
and collectivism. All these measures, according to their 
types, were averaged to arrive at two integrated mea-
sures of the frequency of individualistic and collectivis-
tic linguistic clues. For the second research question, 
the data were cross tabulated based on their genres and 
a chi-square test was used to determine the significance 
of cross-genre variations. And finally, for the third re-
search question, the data was cross-tabulated across 
five-year periods and the difference between each peri-
od with the others was tested using the chi-square.

 
4. RESULTS
The analysis of the data representing individualism 

and collectivism from COCA revealed that American 
culture is overall significantly more individualistic than 
collectivistic (Table 2). Table 3, evincing more details, 
provides evidence that American culture is currently on 
average at least twice as individualistic as collectivistic. 
Among different measures, the first and the second con-
spicuous differences were related to the frequency of 
autonomy in comparison to conformity (ratio= 7.41, 
std. residual > ∓1.96) and independence in comparison 
to dependence (ratio= 3.05, std. residual > ∓1.96). This 
suggests that American culture is individualistic and 
within its individualism, autonomy is of great impor-
tance. This can have an important bearing on the con-
cept of American life-style and American liberty, which 
will be touched upon later in the Discussion section. 
Interestingly, competition was only 40% more frequent-
ly used than cooperation (Table 3), suggesting that 
American culture has also considerable potential for 
collectivism. How this collectivism is born out of the 
individualism and what motivates it will be further be 
discussed below.

To find out if there are any cross-generic differ-
ences in terms of individualism and collectivism, a 2 x 
8 chi-square test was conducted and as Table 4 demon-
strates, there were significant differences between the 
genres in terms of the cultural pattern, individualistic or 
collectivistic (x2(7)= 91282.494, p= .00). The existence 
of individualism was significantly different across al-
most all the genres, save for the blogs (Table 5). The 
blog genre showed no significant differences in terms of 
individualism or collectivism (Std. Residualindiv.= -0.3, 
Std. Residualcollec.= 0.5). Within the other genres, the 
TV/Movies was the most individualistic (81.7%) and the 
academic was the most collectivistic (49.1%). The least 
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theory, and individualism/collectivism introduced for 
the classification of people and cultures, is the weight 
and attention they assign to the self versus others. Self-
oriented independent people consider themselves as 
the centre or focus of different phenomena with little or 
no regard for the communality with others whereas an 
interdependent people define themselves as relative to 
others, giving them a collective vantage and thinking 
point (Cheng et al., 2020; Hogg & Levine, 2010). Thus, 
the individualist self-oriented cultures tend to use first 
person pronouns, I and me, more than first person plur-
al pronouns, we and us (DeWall et al., 2011; Twenge 
et al., 2013).

More attention to personal benefit in contrast to a 
shared goal is another characteristic by which cultures 
can be distinguished. This feature occurs in the fre-
quency of ‘my’ versus our’ and ‘personal/individual’ 
versus ‘common/shared’. Preference for competition or 
cooperation, as another difference between cultures 
(Cheek & Cheek, 2020; Cheng et al., 2020), appears as 
the frequency of ‘competition/rivalry’ versus ‘coopera-
tion/collaboration’.

Consistent with the conceptualisations offered by 
the theories, empirical linguistic ethnographies 
(Tamimy, 2019; Tamimy & Sahragard, 2021) also sug-
gest that egoism/self-interest/selfishness are predictors 
of individualism, whereas altruism/selflessness are 
among the drivers of collectivism, so the frequency of 
their use is an indication of their operational meaning. 
It should not be forgotten that (inter)dependence versus 
independence and autonomy versus conformity are key 

distinguishing concepts (Cheek & Cheek, 2020; Cheng 
et al., 2020). So, the number of examples of use can be 
considered operationally meaningful.

To improve the credibility of the research through 
theoretical triangulation (Ary et al., 2019), self-theory 
was also drawn upon to collect the data because it, 
consistent with the social interdependence theory and 
collectivism/individualism model, maintains that indi-
viduals can be culturally different in terms of their view 
of themselves as independent of or dependent on others 
(Cheek & Cheek, 2020). It defines independent self-
construal as preference for autonomy over connections 
with others while dependent self-construal ‘views the 
self as related to others, incorporating and referencing 
the views of other people and groups in their 
identity’ (Cheek & Cheek, 2020, p. 257). Based on this 
distinction, it is believed that emotions can be socially 
disengaging or engaging, respectively representing in-
dependent self-construal and dependent self-construal. 
Socially engaging emotions, which are normally creat-
ed as result of social ties, represent dependence and so-
cially disengaging ones, more personally oriented such 
as pride, are reflective of independence (Cheek & 
Cheek, 2020). These emotions can be evident in the 
ways pronouns and adjectives are used. For example, 
adjectives such as ‘self-reliant’, ’introspective’, and 
‘strong’ when used in a ‘I TO BE adj [independence]’ 
construction can herald independent self-construal 
whereas adjectives like ‘sympathetic’, ‘popular’, and 
‘beloved’ used in such a construction denote engaging 
emotions and dependent self-construal.

Table 1
The keywords researched in the COCA and their justifying theories/models

THEORY INDIVIDUALISM COLLECTIVISM

Collectivism/Individualism Model
&

Social Interdependence Theory

I/me

my

personal/individual

competition/rivalry

egoism/self-interest/selfishness

independence

autonomy

we/us

our

common/shared

cooperation/collaboration

altruism/sacrifice/selflessness

dependence

conformity

Self-Concept Theory
socially disengaging emotions

(e.g., pride, anger)

socially engaging emotions

(e.g., guilt, shame, friendliness)
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In order to collect the data demanded by the first 
research question, enquiring about the current status of 
American culture in terms of collectivism and/or indi-
vidualism, the corpus of COCA, as a proxy to American 
culture, was searched for the keywords listed in Table 1 
within the period from 2015-2019 and their frequencies 
were reported. Apropos of the second question, asking 
about cross-generic cultural differences, the keywords 
were again searched within the same time span but 
their frequencies were cross-tabulated across eight gen-
res of the COCA, namely, TV/Movie, Spoken word, Fic-
tion, Magazine, Newspaper, Academic, Web, and Blog. 
For the third research question, enquiring about the 
trend of changes in American culture, the keywords 
were searched within five-year time spans provided by 
COCA (1990-1994, 1995-1999, 2000-2004, 2005- 
2009, 2010-2014, 2015-2019) and their frequencies 
were shortlisted. It is worth mentioning, wherever the 
search words had more than one element, for example, 
as with individualism which requires I and me to be 
both searched, their average frequency was counted in 
order to balance the unequal quantity.

Although the frequency count for the keywords 
suggested by the individualism/collectivism model and 
social interdependence theory was important, data col-
lection extended beyond them to include metaphor 
analysis regarding the American expression of 
emotions. As emotions are usually expressed using ad-
jectives, ‘I am ADJ’ was looked up in the COCA. The 
results including 500 records and their frequencies were 
then fed into qualitative analysis and coding. This 
search produced phrases like ‘I’m ready’, ‘I’m tired’, ‘I 
am grateful’, ‘I am ashamed’, in which the adjectives 
used could be marked either as socially engaging or dis-
engaging. They were coded independently by two as-
sessors who were doctorate candidates in applied lin-
guistics. Emotions ‘that are derived from social interde-
pendence and relationally embedded nature of self are 
referred to as socially engaging’ and the emotions ‘that 
are grounded in independence and autonomy of self 
and its separateness from others in a relationship may 
be said to be socially disengaging’ (Kitayama et al., 
2006, p. 891). The reliability of the assessors was found 
to be satisfactory (Kohen’s Kappa= 0.87).

In order to know how individualistic/collective 
American culture currently is, measures of individual-
ism and collectivism as of 1990-2019 were reported 
separately. The 500 records which showed how people 
can describe themselves, either as dependent or inde-
pendent, were coded deductively either as socially en-

gaging, disengaging, or not applicable. The subtotal of 
frequency for each of these categories was calculated 
and was added to the other measures of individualism 
and collectivism. All these measures, according to their 
types, were averaged to arrive at two integrated mea-
sures of the frequency of individualistic and collectivis-
tic linguistic clues. For the second research question, 
the data were cross tabulated based on their genres and 
a chi-square test was used to determine the significance 
of cross-genre variations. And finally, for the third re-
search question, the data was cross-tabulated across 
five-year periods and the difference between each peri-
od with the others was tested using the chi-square.

 
4. RESULTS
The analysis of the data representing individualism 

and collectivism from COCA revealed that American 
culture is overall significantly more individualistic than 
collectivistic (Table 2). Table 3, evincing more details, 
provides evidence that American culture is currently on 
average at least twice as individualistic as collectivistic. 
Among different measures, the first and the second con-
spicuous differences were related to the frequency of 
autonomy in comparison to conformity (ratio= 7.41, 
std. residual > ∓1.96) and independence in comparison 
to dependence (ratio= 3.05, std. residual > ∓1.96). This 
suggests that American culture is individualistic and 
within its individualism, autonomy is of great impor-
tance. This can have an important bearing on the con-
cept of American life-style and American liberty, which 
will be touched upon later in the Discussion section. 
Interestingly, competition was only 40% more frequent-
ly used than cooperation (Table 3), suggesting that 
American culture has also considerable potential for 
collectivism. How this collectivism is born out of the 
individualism and what motivates it will be further be 
discussed below.

To find out if there are any cross-generic differ-
ences in terms of individualism and collectivism, a 2 x 
8 chi-square test was conducted and as Table 4 demon-
strates, there were significant differences between the 
genres in terms of the cultural pattern, individualistic or 
collectivistic (x2(7)= 91282.494, p= .00). The existence 
of individualism was significantly different across al-
most all the genres, save for the blogs (Table 5). The 
blog genre showed no significant differences in terms of 
individualism or collectivism (Std. Residualindiv.= -0.3, 
Std. Residualcollec.= 0.5). Within the other genres, the 
TV/Movies was the most individualistic (81.7%) and the 
academic was the most collectivistic (49.1%). The least 
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theory, and individualism/collectivism introduced for 
the classification of people and cultures, is the weight 
and attention they assign to the self versus others. Self-
oriented independent people consider themselves as 
the centre or focus of different phenomena with little or 
no regard for the communality with others whereas an 
interdependent people define themselves as relative to 
others, giving them a collective vantage and thinking 
point (Cheng et al., 2020; Hogg & Levine, 2010). Thus, 
the individualist self-oriented cultures tend to use first 
person pronouns, I and me, more than first person plur-
al pronouns, we and us (DeWall et al., 2011; Twenge 
et al., 2013).

More attention to personal benefit in contrast to a 
shared goal is another characteristic by which cultures 
can be distinguished. This feature occurs in the fre-
quency of ‘my’ versus our’ and ‘personal/individual’ 
versus ‘common/shared’. Preference for competition or 
cooperation, as another difference between cultures 
(Cheek & Cheek, 2020; Cheng et al., 2020), appears as 
the frequency of ‘competition/rivalry’ versus ‘coopera-
tion/collaboration’.

Consistent with the conceptualisations offered by 
the theories, empirical linguistic ethnographies 
(Tamimy, 2019; Tamimy & Sahragard, 2021) also sug-
gest that egoism/self-interest/selfishness are predictors 
of individualism, whereas altruism/selflessness are 
among the drivers of collectivism, so the frequency of 
their use is an indication of their operational meaning. 
It should not be forgotten that (inter)dependence versus 
independence and autonomy versus conformity are key 

distinguishing concepts (Cheek & Cheek, 2020; Cheng 
et al., 2020). So, the number of examples of use can be 
considered operationally meaningful.

To improve the credibility of the research through 
theoretical triangulation (Ary et al., 2019), self-theory 
was also drawn upon to collect the data because it, 
consistent with the social interdependence theory and 
collectivism/individualism model, maintains that indi-
viduals can be culturally different in terms of their view 
of themselves as independent of or dependent on others 
(Cheek & Cheek, 2020). It defines independent self-
construal as preference for autonomy over connections 
with others while dependent self-construal ‘views the 
self as related to others, incorporating and referencing 
the views of other people and groups in their 
identity’ (Cheek & Cheek, 2020, p. 257). Based on this 
distinction, it is believed that emotions can be socially 
disengaging or engaging, respectively representing in-
dependent self-construal and dependent self-construal. 
Socially engaging emotions, which are normally creat-
ed as result of social ties, represent dependence and so-
cially disengaging ones, more personally oriented such 
as pride, are reflective of independence (Cheek & 
Cheek, 2020). These emotions can be evident in the 
ways pronouns and adjectives are used. For example, 
adjectives such as ‘self-reliant’, ’introspective’, and 
‘strong’ when used in a ‘I TO BE adj [independence]’ 
construction can herald independent self-construal 
whereas adjectives like ‘sympathetic’, ‘popular’, and 
‘beloved’ used in such a construction denote engaging 
emotions and dependent self-construal.
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our
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SELF-CONSTRUAL

I/me
vs we/us

emotions (engaging
vs disengaging)

BENEFIT PREFERENCE

my vs
our

personal/
individual vs 

common/
shared

1111988 3514 381789 15478

Std. Residual= 19.2* -30.80*

Std. Residual= 30.3* 48.40*

420544 1474 176350 11898

BEHAVIOUR

competition/
rivalry vs 

cooperation/
collaboration

3234

-2.9*

4.6*

2311

independence
vs

dependence

3024

992

autonomy 
vs 

conformity

1520

205

PERSONALITY

self-interest/
selfishness vs 

altruism/
selflessness

175

-1.0

1.6

90

2.64 2.38 2.16 1.30 1.40 3.05 7.41 1.94

though collectivism has not varied significantly over the 
period studied, it can be seen that it was at its peak in 
2015-2019 with a significant rise (17.1%, Std. Residual 
> ± 1.96 ). Figure 1 also illustrates the trend of change 
and it can be clearly seen that American culture has un-
dergone a relatively radical rise in individualism and 
then a moderate fall, ending in an estimate of individu-
ality higher than 1990-1994. However, collectivism 
generally evinced a significant rise, but its slope is very 
low, heralding a very gradual change in American cul-
ture towards higher collectivism within the individualis-
tic milieu (Figure 1).

This can happen due to the advent of social net-
works or even increased immigration. The very fact that 
slopes of changes in individualism are not equal to the 
changes in collectivism shows there is no trade-off be-
tween them, suggesting that individualism and collec-
tivism are not at each end of the same variable, rather 
two distinct variables.
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individualistic genre was the Academic and the least 
collectivistic was TV/Movie. Suffice it to mention that 
the amount of collectivism and individualism in the 
academic genre is almost equal.

The trends of change in individualism and collec-
tivism from 1990 to 2019 were also focused on. The 
Chi-square test, represented in Table 6, revealed that 
time and the instantiation of individualism/collectivism 
are not independent (x2(5)= 511.66, p= .00). This sug-
gests that over time significant differences in the amount 
of individualism have occurred in American culture. As 
Table 7 shows, this significance is mostly driven by the 
changes in 1990-1994, 1995-1999, and 2015-2019 , 
but the amount of individualism and collectivism in 
2000-2014 does not seem to have changed significantly 
(Standard residual <± 1.96). According to Table 7, indi-
vidualism reached to its maximum in 1995-1999 
(17.6%, Std. Residual > ± 1.96) and was at its lowest 
level in 1990-1994 (15.4%, Std. Residual>±1.96). Al-

Table 2
The difference between the measures of individualism and collectivism since 2015 till 2019

VALUE df

Pearson Chi-Square 4611.005a 3

Likelihood Ratio 4550.743 3

Linear-by-Linear Association 4435.696 1

N of Valid Cases 2134586 16% 31

.000

.000

.000

ASYMP. SIG. (2-SIDED)

Table 3
American culture as represented in COCA since 2015-2019
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Table 4
The difference between overall frequency of individualism and collectivism across genres
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The difference between individualism and collectivism across different time spans
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though collectivism has not varied significantly over the 
period studied, it can be seen that it was at its peak in 
2015-2019 with a significant rise (17.1%, Std. Residual 
> ± 1.96 ). Figure 1 also illustrates the trend of change 
and it can be clearly seen that American culture has un-
dergone a relatively radical rise in individualism and 
then a moderate fall, ending in an estimate of individu-
ality higher than 1990-1994. However, collectivism 
generally evinced a significant rise, but its slope is very 
low, heralding a very gradual change in American cul-
ture towards higher collectivism within the individualis-
tic milieu (Figure 1).

This can happen due to the advent of social net-
works or even increased immigration. The very fact that 
slopes of changes in individualism are not equal to the 
changes in collectivism shows there is no trade-off be-
tween them, suggesting that individualism and collec-
tivism are not at each end of the same variable, rather 
two distinct variables.
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individualistic genre was the Academic and the least 
collectivistic was TV/Movie. Suffice it to mention that 
the amount of collectivism and individualism in the 
academic genre is almost equal.

The trends of change in individualism and collec-
tivism from 1990 to 2019 were also focused on. The 
Chi-square test, represented in Table 6, revealed that 
time and the instantiation of individualism/collectivism 
are not independent (x2(5)= 511.66, p= .00). This sug-
gests that over time significant differences in the amount 
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Table 7 shows, this significance is mostly driven by the 
changes in 1990-1994, 1995-1999, and 2015-2019 , 
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2000-2014 does not seem to have changed significantly 
(Standard residual <± 1.96). According to Table 7, indi-
vidualism reached to its maximum in 1995-1999 
(17.6%, Std. Residual > ± 1.96) and was at its lowest 
level in 1990-1994 (15.4%, Std. Residual>±1.96). Al-
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discourses. In line with the findings, Twenge et al. 
(2012) investigated the words and phrases used in a 
corpus of the American books that concerned individu-
alism and found a cultural tendency toward the in-
crease of individualism with a focus on self and unique-
ness. While their study revealed the remarkable position 
of individualism within American culture, it did not take 
the cross-generic differences into consideration, unlike 
the current study, and thus, its findings should be used 
with caution. Moreover, Hsu and Barker (2013) also 
found a higher degree of individualism in comparison 
with collectivism in American television advertise-
ments, and American literature showed a greater focus 
on self (DeWall et al., 2011). According to Bianchi 
(2016), economic conditions affect peoples’ perspec-
tives as well as the cultural products and added that the 
economic growth is associated with social change and 
subsequently with greater individualism and self-focus 
within American society. Hence, one reason for the 
changes in the amount of individualism within different 
genres such as TV and newspapers may be due to the 
economic issues.

The study also revealed considerable changes re-
garding individualism within American culture over the 
passage of time, especially during 1990-1999 and 
2015-2019. In agreement with Twenge et al. (2012, 
2013), the study indicated the dynamism of American 
culture and its augmented orientation toward individu-
alism throughout the time under study. The tendency 
toward individualism was considered the lowest 
throughout 1990-1994, and it was the highest within 
1995-1999. Individualism underwent a remarkable rise 
within American culture, then, it experienced a moder-
ate decrease in 2000-2004, albeit higher than the previ-
ous lowest range. But, the change of collectivism within 
the American culture has been trivial and progressed at 
the same rate during the time studied. Although differ-
ences related to collectivism were not salient during 
that time, it reached its highest level between 2015 and 
2019. Based on the study, individualism and collec-
tivism can be considered as two discrete variables 
rather than the two opposite poles of a dichotomous 
variable that is in contrast with Hofstede (1984). This 
contributes to the hotly debated controversy regarding 
the unidimensionality of individualism/collectivism as a 
single construct or their independence as two constructs 
(Taras et al., 2013). Consistent with Taras et al. (2013), 
the findings showed clearly that at the national level, as 
is the case with our study, individualism and collec-
tivism appear as independent constructs. According to 

Hofstede, the shifts in the cultural values can be associ-
ated with ‘the form of forces of nature or forces of hu-
man beings: trade, conquest, economic or political 
dominance, and technological breakthroughs’ (Hofst-
ede, 2001, p. 34) and language use (Hua, 2010).

Furthermore, it was observed that collectivism, not-
withstanding its low growth rate, has significantly in-
creased between 1990 and 2019. This interesting phe-
nomenon can be explained from different vantage 
points. Based on an ecological framework, Vandello 
and Cohen (1999) stated that the individualism/collec-
tivism orientation in US is associated with the environ-
ment and regional history. Therefore, the American 
people had a tendency toward individualism in the re-
gions where the economy was more concerned with 
self-reliant businesses while in the regions where the fo-
cus of the economy was on agriculture, people had a 
tendency toward collectivism as they needed to work 
together.

Moreover, Carter (2018) found that political ideolo-
gy, socioeconomic status, and sociodemographic status 
are more representative of the collectivist values in 
America. Political ideology and socioeconomic status 
influence trust in the government to a great extent, and 
the higher trust rate is associated with more collectivist 
perspectives since constructing democratic political in-
stitutions was due to the need for collective problem-
solving at a broad level (Carter, 2018). In addition, 
Americans consider themselves to be collectivist when 
it includes seeking advice as a way to interact and con-
nect as well as the sense of belonging to in-groups (Oy-
serman et al., 2002). Furthermore, American culture 
can be influenced by immigrants, especially the second 
generation, who have inherited collectivistic values 
from their own culture. Decker et al. (2015) found that 
the Americans are developing a higher tendency for 
group work because they are getting more involved in a 
global economy, so their manifest should be adapted to 
the business requirements. Business students may focus 
on group work to study and resolve business problems 
and to promote social interaction that deals with the 
collectivist orientation (Decker et al., 2015). While 
American students and businesses tend to focus more 
on group work, their orientation toward individualistic 
values seems strong (Sosik & Jung, 2002).

It was found that American culture, despite its slug-
gish move towards collectivism, is dominantly individu-
alistic, but how this translates into the use of group 
work in classes merits attention. Although it might intu-
itively be presumed that collectivism sits better with 

demonstrated that the cultural representations regarding 
group work within American discourse is mixed rather 
than monolithic. Although indicating the potential for 
cooperation, it is individualistic and competitive to a 
larger extent. However, in line with Fischer (2008) and 
Tamimy and Sahragard (2021), the study indicated that 
American culture is not purely individualistic, and that 
it has the possibility to be collectivist. As cultures, like 
the individual selves, encompass contradictions 
(Archer, 1985), American culture employs individual-
ism in some aspects rather than all (Cerulo, 2002), ex-
pecting commitment to the group.

Considering different genres of American 
discourse, representing different social institutions, all 
categories except blogs, were determined as mostly 
representing a significant tendency toward individual-
ism. The greatest preference for individualism was evi-
dent within the TV/Movie genre while the academic 
genre tended to be the most collectivist. Nevertheless, 
the academic genre encompassed almost an equal de-
gree of individualism. This might suggest neutrality 
within the academic genre, which might have been 
transpired due to the different degrees of objectivity or 
subjectivity across different disciplines. Overall, The 
cultural products mentioned prioritise the significance 
of the individual over the group. However, the extent of 
individualism varied across different genres, which 
might be due to the dissimilar nature of those cultural 

5. DISCUSSION
The literature has demonstrated the effective role of 

collectivism, sometimes regarded as cooperative learn-
ing, in educational settings, and culture is considered as 
a significant factor affecting cooperative learning. The 
findings related to the analysis of the corpus from 2015 
to 2019 revealed that American culture tended to be 
more individualistic rather than collectivist as a tenden-
cy toward autonomy and independence is salient 
throughout these years. This implies that American cul-
ture emphasises the individuality of the people, and it is 
not readily consistent with group work or cooperative 
learning by design (Myers, 2000). American people are 
more willing to perceive the world through the lens of 
independence, relying on their own selves (Fischer, 
2008). Similarly, Schwartz (2011), through the analysis 
of the US samples, found that Americans value autono-
my primarily, suggesting individualism. Individualism is 
at ‘the core of American culture and the most represen-
tative integral part of American values. It is a moral, po-
litical and social philosophy, emphasising the impor-
tance of personal, self-contained virtue as well as per-
sonal independence’ (Zhang, 2013, p. 36).

In addition, the scrutiny of the unpacked elements 
of culture showed that American culture is relatively 
more competitive than cooperative. Americans reckon 
that competition promotes individuality, and it is a pro-
gressive belief in life (Zhang, 2013). This finding 

Table 7
The trend of changes in individualism and collectivism over time

1990-1994

205527

208886.7

15.4%

72.6%

11.4%

Count 77457

Expected count 74097.3

% within type 16.4%

1995-1999

234804

230968.0

17.6%

75.0%

13.0%

78094

81930.0

16.5%

2000-2004

221459

221053.1

16.6%

74.0%

12.3%

78007

78412.9

16.5%

2005-2009

223869

223096.3

16.8%

74.1%

12.4%

78365

79137.7

16.6%

2010-2014

224608

224574.8

16.9%

73.8%

12.5%

79629

79662.2

16.9%

2015-2019

220966

222654.1

16.6%

73.3%

12.3%

80669

78980.9

17.1%

Std. Residual 12.3* -13.4* -1.4 -2.7* -.1 6.0*

% of total 4.3% 4.3% 4.3% 4.3% 4.4% 4.5%

% of total

% within time

% within type

Expected count

Count

-7.4* 8.0* .9 1.6 .1 -3.6*Std. Residual

% within time 27.4% 25.0% 26.0% 25.9% 26.2% 26.7%
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discourses. In line with the findings, Twenge et al. 
(2012) investigated the words and phrases used in a 
corpus of the American books that concerned individu-
alism and found a cultural tendency toward the in-
crease of individualism with a focus on self and unique-
ness. While their study revealed the remarkable position 
of individualism within American culture, it did not take 
the cross-generic differences into consideration, unlike 
the current study, and thus, its findings should be used 
with caution. Moreover, Hsu and Barker (2013) also 
found a higher degree of individualism in comparison 
with collectivism in American television advertise-
ments, and American literature showed a greater focus 
on self (DeWall et al., 2011). According to Bianchi 
(2016), economic conditions affect peoples’ perspec-
tives as well as the cultural products and added that the 
economic growth is associated with social change and 
subsequently with greater individualism and self-focus 
within American society. Hence, one reason for the 
changes in the amount of individualism within different 
genres such as TV and newspapers may be due to the 
economic issues.

The study also revealed considerable changes re-
garding individualism within American culture over the 
passage of time, especially during 1990-1999 and 
2015-2019. In agreement with Twenge et al. (2012, 
2013), the study indicated the dynamism of American 
culture and its augmented orientation toward individu-
alism throughout the time under study. The tendency 
toward individualism was considered the lowest 
throughout 1990-1994, and it was the highest within 
1995-1999. Individualism underwent a remarkable rise 
within American culture, then, it experienced a moder-
ate decrease in 2000-2004, albeit higher than the previ-
ous lowest range. But, the change of collectivism within 
the American culture has been trivial and progressed at 
the same rate during the time studied. Although differ-
ences related to collectivism were not salient during 
that time, it reached its highest level between 2015 and 
2019. Based on the study, individualism and collec-
tivism can be considered as two discrete variables 
rather than the two opposite poles of a dichotomous 
variable that is in contrast with Hofstede (1984). This 
contributes to the hotly debated controversy regarding 
the unidimensionality of individualism/collectivism as a 
single construct or their independence as two constructs 
(Taras et al., 2013). Consistent with Taras et al. (2013), 
the findings showed clearly that at the national level, as 
is the case with our study, individualism and collec-
tivism appear as independent constructs. According to 

Hofstede, the shifts in the cultural values can be associ-
ated with ‘the form of forces of nature or forces of hu-
man beings: trade, conquest, economic or political 
dominance, and technological breakthroughs’ (Hofst-
ede, 2001, p. 34) and language use (Hua, 2010).

Furthermore, it was observed that collectivism, not-
withstanding its low growth rate, has significantly in-
creased between 1990 and 2019. This interesting phe-
nomenon can be explained from different vantage 
points. Based on an ecological framework, Vandello 
and Cohen (1999) stated that the individualism/collec-
tivism orientation in US is associated with the environ-
ment and regional history. Therefore, the American 
people had a tendency toward individualism in the re-
gions where the economy was more concerned with 
self-reliant businesses while in the regions where the fo-
cus of the economy was on agriculture, people had a 
tendency toward collectivism as they needed to work 
together.

Moreover, Carter (2018) found that political ideolo-
gy, socioeconomic status, and sociodemographic status 
are more representative of the collectivist values in 
America. Political ideology and socioeconomic status 
influence trust in the government to a great extent, and 
the higher trust rate is associated with more collectivist 
perspectives since constructing democratic political in-
stitutions was due to the need for collective problem-
solving at a broad level (Carter, 2018). In addition, 
Americans consider themselves to be collectivist when 
it includes seeking advice as a way to interact and con-
nect as well as the sense of belonging to in-groups (Oy-
serman et al., 2002). Furthermore, American culture 
can be influenced by immigrants, especially the second 
generation, who have inherited collectivistic values 
from their own culture. Decker et al. (2015) found that 
the Americans are developing a higher tendency for 
group work because they are getting more involved in a 
global economy, so their manifest should be adapted to 
the business requirements. Business students may focus 
on group work to study and resolve business problems 
and to promote social interaction that deals with the 
collectivist orientation (Decker et al., 2015). While 
American students and businesses tend to focus more 
on group work, their orientation toward individualistic 
values seems strong (Sosik & Jung, 2002).

It was found that American culture, despite its slug-
gish move towards collectivism, is dominantly individu-
alistic, but how this translates into the use of group 
work in classes merits attention. Although it might intu-
itively be presumed that collectivism sits better with 

demonstrated that the cultural representations regarding 
group work within American discourse is mixed rather 
than monolithic. Although indicating the potential for 
cooperation, it is individualistic and competitive to a 
larger extent. However, in line with Fischer (2008) and 
Tamimy and Sahragard (2021), the study indicated that 
American culture is not purely individualistic, and that 
it has the possibility to be collectivist. As cultures, like 
the individual selves, encompass contradictions 
(Archer, 1985), American culture employs individual-
ism in some aspects rather than all (Cerulo, 2002), ex-
pecting commitment to the group.

Considering different genres of American 
discourse, representing different social institutions, all 
categories except blogs, were determined as mostly 
representing a significant tendency toward individual-
ism. The greatest preference for individualism was evi-
dent within the TV/Movie genre while the academic 
genre tended to be the most collectivist. Nevertheless, 
the academic genre encompassed almost an equal de-
gree of individualism. This might suggest neutrality 
within the academic genre, which might have been 
transpired due to the different degrees of objectivity or 
subjectivity across different disciplines. Overall, The 
cultural products mentioned prioritise the significance 
of the individual over the group. However, the extent of 
individualism varied across different genres, which 
might be due to the dissimilar nature of those cultural 

5. DISCUSSION
The literature has demonstrated the effective role of 

collectivism, sometimes regarded as cooperative learn-
ing, in educational settings, and culture is considered as 
a significant factor affecting cooperative learning. The 
findings related to the analysis of the corpus from 2015 
to 2019 revealed that American culture tended to be 
more individualistic rather than collectivist as a tenden-
cy toward autonomy and independence is salient 
throughout these years. This implies that American cul-
ture emphasises the individuality of the people, and it is 
not readily consistent with group work or cooperative 
learning by design (Myers, 2000). American people are 
more willing to perceive the world through the lens of 
independence, relying on their own selves (Fischer, 
2008). Similarly, Schwartz (2011), through the analysis 
of the US samples, found that Americans value autono-
my primarily, suggesting individualism. Individualism is 
at ‘the core of American culture and the most represen-
tative integral part of American values. It is a moral, po-
litical and social philosophy, emphasising the impor-
tance of personal, self-contained virtue as well as per-
sonal independence’ (Zhang, 2013, p. 36).

In addition, the scrutiny of the unpacked elements 
of culture showed that American culture is relatively 
more competitive than cooperative. Americans reckon 
that competition promotes individuality, and it is a pro-
gressive belief in life (Zhang, 2013). This finding 
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group work than individualism (see Flowerdew, 1998; 
Kyndt et al., 2013), their relationship is not this straight-
forward because Brown (2007) noted that group/pair 
work, regardless of its surface similarities with collec-
tivism, demands some qualities including active learn-
ing, expressiveness, openness, and low power distance 
to perform effectively, qualities which are not strongly 
embraced much by collectivistic societies. Similarly, 
Ghahraman and Tamimy (2017) highlighted that ‘there 
are complex relations between culture and CL [coopera-
tive learning]. ...it was evident that cultural dimensions 
differently affected different processes of CL’ (Ghahra-
man & Tamimy, 2017, p.108) and observed that al-
though collectivism can partially enhance group work 
through its effect on task cohesion, there are stronger 
factors such as uncertainty avoidance, assertiveness, 
and power distance which advantage individualism 
over collectivism in its positive influence on group 
work. These findings together suggest that individual-
ism, and in turn American culture, is fertile for group 
work.

 
6. CONCLUSION
Considering the increasing significance of group 

work within academic contexts in recent years and the 
role that culture plays in cooperative learning, the 
present study employed a corpus-based analysis to in-
vestigate the position of individualism and collectivism 
within American culture to unveil its trend toward 
group work. The study revealed a cultural tendency to-

ward greater individualism and competitiveness with a 
lower potentiality for cooperation, which indicated that 
to a considerable extent Americans do not have a 
favourable attitude toward group work. This is due to a 
great emphasis that is devoted to autonomy and inde-
pendence in American culture in contrast to conformity 
and dependence. In cultures where individualism gains 
a great importance and dominance, ‘the self is regarded 
as independent and autonomous and defined by a 
unique constellation of attributes, preferences, and val-
ues’ (Bianchi, 2016, p. 567). Moreover, examining dif-
ferent genres within COCA represented that the cultural 
products (i.e. TV/Movie, Spoken, Fiction, Magazine, 
Newspaper) more or less include greater degrees of in-
dividualism. However, the academic genre has almost 
an equal preference for both individualism and collec-
tivism. The changes within the American corpus 
throughout the time studied have also displayed a cul-
tural orientation toward individualism. The study sug-
gests that the implementation of group work or cooper-
ative learning is culture-dependent, and American cul-
ture has an ambivalent attitude toward it.

This study involves some delimitations and limita-
tions. In the trend analysis it was confined to 
1990-2019 so it only shows the contemporary changes, 
but it is certain that culture, by its nature, undergoes 
more salient transformation in the long run. The future 
research is recommended to triangulate the data from 
COCA with those available from the Corpus of Histori-
cal American English (COHA).
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group work than individualism (see Flowerdew, 1998; 
Kyndt et al., 2013), their relationship is not this straight-
forward because Brown (2007) noted that group/pair 
work, regardless of its surface similarities with collec-
tivism, demands some qualities including active learn-
ing, expressiveness, openness, and low power distance 
to perform effectively, qualities which are not strongly 
embraced much by collectivistic societies. Similarly, 
Ghahraman and Tamimy (2017) highlighted that ‘there 
are complex relations between culture and CL [coopera-
tive learning]. ...it was evident that cultural dimensions 
differently affected different processes of CL’ (Ghahra-
man & Tamimy, 2017, p.108) and observed that al-
though collectivism can partially enhance group work 
through its effect on task cohesion, there are stronger 
factors such as uncertainty avoidance, assertiveness, 
and power distance which advantage individualism 
over collectivism in its positive influence on group 
work. These findings together suggest that individual-
ism, and in turn American culture, is fertile for group 
work.

 
6. CONCLUSION
Considering the increasing significance of group 

work within academic contexts in recent years and the 
role that culture plays in cooperative learning, the 
present study employed a corpus-based analysis to in-
vestigate the position of individualism and collectivism 
within American culture to unveil its trend toward 
group work. The study revealed a cultural tendency to-

ward greater individualism and competitiveness with a 
lower potentiality for cooperation, which indicated that 
to a considerable extent Americans do not have a 
favourable attitude toward group work. This is due to a 
great emphasis that is devoted to autonomy and inde-
pendence in American culture in contrast to conformity 
and dependence. In cultures where individualism gains 
a great importance and dominance, ‘the self is regarded 
as independent and autonomous and defined by a 
unique constellation of attributes, preferences, and val-
ues’ (Bianchi, 2016, p. 567). Moreover, examining dif-
ferent genres within COCA represented that the cultural 
products (i.e. TV/Movie, Spoken, Fiction, Magazine, 
Newspaper) more or less include greater degrees of in-
dividualism. However, the academic genre has almost 
an equal preference for both individualism and collec-
tivism. The changes within the American corpus 
throughout the time studied have also displayed a cul-
tural orientation toward individualism. The study sug-
gests that the implementation of group work or cooper-
ative learning is culture-dependent, and American cul-
ture has an ambivalent attitude toward it.

This study involves some delimitations and limita-
tions. In the trend analysis it was confined to 
1990-2019 so it only shows the contemporary changes, 
but it is certain that culture, by its nature, undergoes 
more salient transformation in the long run. The future 
research is recommended to triangulate the data from 
COCA with those available from the Corpus of Histori-
cal American English (COHA).
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1. INTRODUCTION
We are living in a new world in which all the 

world’s cultures are open to us. As Wilber (2007) points 
out, because of breakthroughs in global telecommuni-
cations and social media, knowledge is now global – 
knowledge, experience, wisdom, and reflection are 
open to study by all. However, students are still pursu-
ing their university studies abroad and experiencing the 
difficulties of adapting to their new environment while 
completing their studies successfully (Mouhoubi-Mes-
sadh & Khaldi, 2022). Living in another country has 
been made more difficult by the pandemic, climate 
change and by international disagreement affecting 
visas and ease of travel but a new paradigm has 
opened. Faced with the threat of climate change and 
world pandemic and with the huge spread of in-

ternational communication via social media and infor-
mation and communications technology, we are enter-
ing a new paradigm (Tkachenko & Khukhlaev, 2022). 
We are inhabitants of one planet, members of one 
species with diverse expression, facing common prob-
lems which eventually will determine our survival. 
How do we incorporate this new cultural paradigm into 
our teaching?
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