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Theoretical challenges of team identification
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Chung-Ang University

[Purpose] Lock and Heere (2017) argued that two different theories of social identity theory(SIT) and
role identity theory have been used in previous studies of team identification. However, they failed to
provide why such phenomenon existed in the literature of team identification. Thus, the first purpose of
the study is to provide the possible reasons why the two theories were used as the ground of team
identification in the previous literature. In addition, the current study examined whether team
identification was properly developed from SIT by incorporating the cases of organizational identification
and consumer-company identification in business literature. [Results & Conclusion] There are two
possible explanations on why the two theories have been used in team identification studies. First, in
the initial studies of team identification, theoretical ground of team identification was lacking. Thus,
without a firm theoretical guidelines, authors might have used the two theories as the ground of team
identification. Second, as previous literature noted, the two theories are like the two different sides of a
single theory. Thus, authors may have not recognized the need of differentiating the two theories and
used the two theories as the ground of team identification. This study also examined whether team
identification was properly developed from SIT. The social category in team identification includes two
different social identities(team members and fans), which is quite different from a social category with
single identity in it. The locus of social category of team was arbitrarily expanded to include fans in the
same category. This case is quite similar with consumer-company identification in marketing literature.
Future study needs to examine whether the locus of social category can be expanded to include two

different social identities.
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