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Identity Perception and Cultural Dimensions

—Comparative Study on Collectivism and Individualism under Chinese and American Cultures

ZHAI Shidei LI Chuan
(School of Foreign Studies China University of Mining and Technology Xuzhou 221116 China)

Abstract: Collectivism in Chinese culture represents the collective identity and differences in social rights and status are
given more emphasis. Face embodies that state of identity and the face of group would be saved by means of other — oriented.
Collectivism also stresses the importance of traditional culture and the general value of collectives any individuals should abide
by the rules of cultural identity of that group. Individualism in America explores the identification to self — value and social i—
dentity and saving face for personal interests. Cultural identity in individualism is not just for the group but also for individu—
als and the latter should be more important. Developing mutual understanding and empathy should be seen as a must for an ef—
fective approach of cross — cultural communication.
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