63 3=

BJECT

: MECHANISM
- =il A?
< ® & L\wironm ENT
ECO @‘ 61
PERFORMANCE

HIHUZH Gt

MECHANISM SOCIETY




o
r
w
fol

I71LIS &

L

The Strategic Importance of Team Effectiveness in the Al 1 PAL S
Era: An Integrated SER-M and Shared Mental Model Case ade
Study of Toss
Hed
E8H 2|CiN0| XNE|, RAEYAY DX FEHAUS @9 i
S

HHUZZ Yot

MECHANISM SOCIETY




o™
r
w
ol

HAHLZ S+

Journal of Mechanism Management

2026.09

WU E et

MECHANISM soOClI






Contents

LS A

I. The Strategic Importance of Team Effectiveness in the
Al Era: An Integrated SER-M and Shared Mental Model Case
Study of Toss 1

Az

II. 28X 2 do] XM=, X FAEY A D|X|= S HAHUS
19

uH ] . "k

‘_I%O —17] I

O

A

e

[e)
T






The Strategic Importance of Team Effectiveness in the Al Era:
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Abstract

This study proceeds from the premise that, in the Al era, organizational competitive
advantage is determined not by the mere possession of technology but by how teams
jointly understand and execute technology, data, goals, and roles. To this end, it integrates
the input-mediator-output-input (IMOI) perspective of team research, the shared mental
model with its dimensions of awareness, communication, and execution, and the SER-M
(Subject-Environment-Resource-Mechanism) strategy model together with the resource
orchestration literature, and it conducts a theoretical single-case study of the Korean
fintech platform Toss. The study reconceptualizes team effectiveness not as an outcome
variable of organizational management but as a microfoundational mechanism through
which strategic elements respond actively to environmental change via Al (execution) and
are converted into performance. The analysis interprets Toss's customer-centered goal (S),
digital and Al environment (E), data/UX/human resources (R), and experiment/feedback
mechanism (M) as an integrated structure that strengthens team effectiveness through the
awareness, communication, and execution of the shared mental model. The study offers a
conceptual framework linking strategy research and team cognition research, presents eight
testable research propositions, and argues that organizations pursuing Al transformation
must design team-level shared cognition and execution structures alongside technology

investment.
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1. Introduction

The diffusion of artificial intelligence (Al) is shifting the logic of organizational competition
from the possession of technology to the capability to use it. Large-scale data, algorithms,
automation tools, and generative Al are rapidly changing organizational decision making and
task performance, yet performance differences remain substantial even among organizations
that have adopted the same technology. These differences often stem less from the technology
itself than from a team's capacity to interpret goals, share information, and coordinate
execution priorities (Raisch & Krakowski, 2021: Rai et al., 2019). When Al is introduced into
an organization, what determines whether it translates into performance is not the capability
of the tool but the collaborative structure through which humans and Al jointly define
problems and align judgments (Seeber et al., 2020; Jarrahi, 2018).

Organizations in the Al era face the pressures of uncertainty and speed simultaneously.
Markets change quickly, customer demands become more differentiated, and algorithm-based
decision making reconfigures existing job boundaries. In this environment, a team is not a
mere task unit but a strategic unit that senses environmental information, recombines
resources, and renews its execution mechanisms (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006: Ilgen et al., 2005).
Team effectiveness, therefore, should be understood not as a dependent variable of
organizational management but as a key condition that converts Al-based strategy into actual
performance.

This claim invites an obvious objection. Team effectiveness has mattered in every era, and
asserting its importance under Al risks restating a familiar truth in new vocabulary. The
study takes that objection as its point of departure. What changes with Al is not whether
teams matter but the mechanism by which they matter: the bottleneck of collective work
shifts from acquiring information to agreeing on which of many machine-generated
alternatives deserves action; errors in shared understanding propagate at machine speed and
scale; and the scarce resource behind competitive advantage moves from technology, which
markets equalize, to interpretive capacity, which they do not. These three shifts, developed in
Section 2.1 and revisited in Section 9, are what make team effectiveness a strategic rather
than an administrative question in the Al era.

Building on this problem awareness, the study integrates three theoretical streams. First,
the IMOI (input-mediator-output-input) perspective of team research frames team
effectiveness not as a static outcome but as a cyclical and emergent process (Ilgen et al.,
2005: Mathieu et al., 2019). Second, the shared mental model perspective holds that
cooperation and coordination proceed effectively when team members form a common
cognitive structure regarding tasks, goals, roles, and resources (Cannon-Bowers et al., 1993;
Klimoski & Mohammed, 1994). Third, the SER-M strategy model explains strategy as the
interaction of Subject, Environment, Resource, and Mechanism, and the WSM
(weight—sequence—mechanism) framework addresses the weighting and execution order of
limited resources (Cho, 2014, 2024; Cho & Moon, 2022).

The case examined here is Toss. Prior SER-M case research explains that Toss, from the
position of a financial underdog, competed with traditional financial institutions and built an
asymmetric competitive advantage by combining the resolution of customer inconvenience,
UX/UI capability, data-based agility, and execution mechanisms (Kang & Min, 2026). From the
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perspective of the Al era, the present study reinterprets this strategy as a case of team
effectiveness in which a team clearly shares goals, communicates rapidly, and executes
repeatedly.

The study has three aims: to redefine the strategic meaning of team effectiveness in the Al
era from the IMOI and SER-M perspectives; to argue theoretically that the awareness,
communication, and execution of the shared mental model constitute the mechanism that
converts strategic elements into performance; and to explain, through the Toss case, why
team effectiveness becomes a condition for sustainable competitive advantage in Al-based
organizations, while presenting testable research propositions.

2. Theoretical Background

2.1 Team Effectiveness in the Al Era: From IPO to IMOI, and
Human-AI Collaboration

Team effectiveness has been discussed as the degree to which a team simultaneously
achieves the quality of its outputs, the growth of its members, and the capacity for future
collaboration (Hackman, 1987, 1990). Early research described teams through a linear
input-process-output (IPO) structure, but subsequent research extended this into the
input-mediator-output—input (IMOI) perspective (Illgen et al., 2005). This perspective involves
two key shifts. First, the mediating variables within a team are not merely a "process' but
include affective and cognitive emergent states: second, outputs cycle back as inputs to the
next episode. As a result, team effectiveness is redefined as a dynamic phenomenon that
emerges and is learned over time rather than a static outcome (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006:
Mathieu et al., 2019). Marks et al. (2001) theorized that such team processes are organized as
episodic cycles of planning, action, and reflection, showing that team effectiveness is a
product of repeated coordination and learning.

This perspective becomes more important with Al. Teams become arenas in which humans
and Al tools jointly constitute decisions, as algorithms, data pipelines, and automation tools
are incorporated as members of collaboration (Seeber et al., 2020). Seeber et al. (2020), in a
research agenda involving 65 collaboration scientists, conceptualized Al as a "machine
teammate" that participates with humans in cognitive decision making by inferring, learning,
and proposing information. Raisch and Krakowski (2021) noted that Al simultaneously
produces a paradox of automation and augmentation: some tasks are automated, yet humans
are required to exercise more complex judgment, coordination, and responsibility, so the two
logics cannot be neatly separated in the managerial domain. Rai et al. (2019) argued that
next-generation digital platforms evolve into human-Al hybrids, and Jarrahi (2018) discussed
human—-AlI symbiosis as central to organizational decision making under uncertainty,
complexity, and equivocality.

2.1.1 The Authors' Position: Al as a Conditional Teammate

These accounts leave a question unanswered that this study must settle before proceeding:
in what sense, exactly, is Al a member of the team? The literature offers two poles. One
treats Al as a teammate that participates in cognitive work (Seeber et al., 2020); the other
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treats it as an instrument whose effects depend on how people wield it (Jarrahi, 2018). We
take neither pole. Our position is that Al is a conditional teammate — a participant in the
team's cognitive work whose membership is not a fixed property of the technology but a
variable determined by the team.

The argument rests on three asymmetries that survive even the most capable systems. Al
does not author the team's purpose; it optimizes against objectives set elsewhere, so the
question of what is worth doing remains outside its competence. Al does not bear
accountability; when an automated recommendation produces harm, responsibility travels to
human actors, and this asymmetry is not a temporary artifact of immature technology but a
condition of how organizations assign consequence. And Al does not hold the final authority
of contextual judgment, because the tacit, political, and ethical particulars that qualify a
recommendation are precisely what is least represented in its training. On these three counts,
Al participates in cognition without occupying the position of a full member.

What follows is the study's central analytic commitment. If Al's teammate status is
conditional rather than given, then the condition itself becomes the object of inquiry — and
that condition is the team's shared mental model. A team whose members hold a common
frame for interpreting, testing, and integrating machine output can absorb Al as a genuine
contributor: a team without that frame receives the same output as noise, or worse, as
unexamined instruction. The degree of Al's teammate status is therefore an outcome of team
cognition, not an input to it. This is why the present study places the team's cognitive
architecture, rather than the sophistication of its Al resources, at the center of analysis, and
why the propositions in Section 4 treat absorptive capacity (P7) and psychological safety (P8)
as the conditions under which machine output becomes usable knowledge.

2.1.2 Why Team Effectiveness Weighs More Heavily under Al

Granting that teams have always mattered, three structural changes make their cognitive
quality more consequential now than before. The first is a relocation of the bottleneck. For
most of the history of organizational decision making, the binding constraint was the scarcity
of information; generative and predictive systems have replaced that scarcity with abundance,
and the constraint has moved to selection — deciding which of many plausible
machine-generated alternatives deserves resources. Selection is not a computational problem
but a problem of shared criteria, which is to say a problem of team cognition. Al thus raises
the marginal return to team effectiveness rather than substituting for it.

The second change concerns the propagation of error. When execution is mediated by
automated pipelines, a mistaken shared understanding is no longer confined to the pace and
reach of human action; it is encoded, replicated, and applied at machine speed across every
case the system touches. The cost of misalignment therefore grows non-linearly with the
degree of automation, and the value of getting alignment right grows with it. Raisch and
Krakowski's (2021) observation that automation intensifies rather than relieves the demand for
human judgment describes the same phenomenon from the side of the individual manager; at
the team level it appears as an increase in the penalty for cognitive divergence.

The third change concerns where scarcity now resides. Frontier models and analytic tooling

are increasingly available on equal terms through markets, which means the technology itself

satisfies fewer and fewer of the conditions that make a resource a source of sustained

advantage (Barney, 1991). What remains difficult to purchase or imitate is a team's
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accumulated capacity to interpret machine output against its own context, to detect when the
model is wrong, and to convert a recommendation into coordinated action. In resource-based
terms, the locus of inimitability has migrated from the tool to the interpretive routine
surrounding it. These three shifts — selection replacing acquisition, non-linear error
propagation, and the migration of scarcity — are the substantive reasons the Al era changes
the weight of team effectiveness, and they are what the Toss case is used to examine.

2.2 The Shared Mental Model: Awareness, Communication,
Execution, and Team Cognitive Architecture

The shared mental model refers to a cognitive structure through which team members
commonly understand tasks, goals, roles, and modes of interaction (Cannon-Bowers et al.,
1993: Klimoski & Mohammed, 1994). A team in which such a model is formed can coordinate
implicitly without explaining all information explicitly and can cooperate quickly even in
exceptional situations. Mathieu et al. (2000) demonstrated that shared mental models affect
team performance through team processes, and the meta-analysis by DeChurch and
Mesmer-Magnus (2010) and the 15-year review by Mohammed et al. (2010) confirmed that
shared team cognition is consistently related to team processes and performance.

Kang and Kim (2026) developed a shared mental model scale suited to the Korean
industrial and organizational context and proposed a three-factor structure of awareness,
communication, and execution. Awareness denotes a common understanding of tasks, roles,
values, and goals: communication denotes information sharing and interaction: and execution
denotes joint action in task performance and resource use. This structure is particularly
useful for explaining team effectiveness in the Al era, because information provided by Al
tools acquires meaning through awareness, becomes a coordination resource within the team
through communication, and is converted into customer value and performance through
execution. Leonardi's (2011) perspective on the imbrication of human and material agencies
supports the process by which the affordances and constraints of Al tools combine with a
team's existing ways of working to produce a new common system of execution.

The successful formation and updating of a shared mental model presupposes a relational
foundation. According to Edmondson (1999), a team's psychological safety—a belief that
members can share opinions, errors, and uncertainties without fear of criticism—induces
learning behavior that drives team performance; when such safety is absent, communication
becomes superficial and errors are concealed, delaying the updating of the mental model.
Because Al service organizations are environments in which expertise across development,
design, data, and compliance intersects, cross-boundary teamwork that integrates

heterogeneous knowledge is a precondition for innovation (Edmondson & Harvey, 2018).

2.3 The SER-M/WSM Strategy Model and Resource Orchestration

The SER-M model defines strategy as an integrated structure of Subject, Environment,
Resource, and Mechanism. Here, the subject denotes the will and direction of execution, the
environment denotes external conditions, resources denote the organization's tangible and
intangible capabilities, and the mechanism denotes the operating principle by which the
subject implements strategy using resources and the environment (Cho, 2014; Cho & Moon,
2022). WSM (Cho, 2024) is an analytical framework that clarifies the relative weight and the
sequence of execution among these elements. Because it indicates how an organization with
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limited resources sets optimal priorities and builds feedback loops, its strategic value is
especially high in environments of high uncertainty such as startups and organizations
undergoing Al transformation.

The resource discussion of SER-M aligns with the resource-based view and the dynamic
capabilities perspective in strategic management. The resource-based view (Barney, 1991)
regarded valuable and non-substitutable resources as sources of competitive advantage but
was criticized because the mere possession of resources does not translate directly into
performance. The dynamic capabilities perspective (Teece et al., 1997) therefore emphasized
the ability to integrate and reconfigure resources amid rapid environmental change, and the
resource orchestration discussion (Sirmon et al., 2011) explained that managers' proactive
actions to bundle and leverage resources overcome the execution gap between resources and
performance. Absorptive capacity—the ability to receive and assimilate external knowledge,
including data provided by Al (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990)—functions as a foundation for
organizational innovation. The present study extends this theoretical discussion to the team
level and argues that team effectiveness is the microfoundational orchestration capability that
realizes the resources and mechanism of SER-M as substantive performance.

2.4 The Logic of Integration: Why These Theories Must Be
Combined

Combining theories is not a contribution in itself. An integration earns its place only if
each component fails in a way the others repair, if the combination performs work that
neither performs alone, and if its removal would leave something observable unexplained.
This section makes that case in three steps — necessity, function, and consequence — before
the integrated model is presented in Section 4.

2.4.1 Necessity: What Each Theory Cannot Explain Alone

SER-M explains the coherence of strategic elements: how a subject aligns environment,
resources, and mechanism into a workable configuration. What it does not explain is variance
in execution among firms whose configurations are equivalent. Two organizations may hold
comparable data assets, face the same regulatory environment, and articulate the same
customer-centered purpose, yet differ sharply in what they ship and how quickly they correct
course. SER-M locates the elements but is silent on the human process through which
elements become action; in this sense it is a structure without content.

The shared mental model has the opposite limitation. It explains, with considerable
empirical support, how convergent team cognition lowers coordination costs and improves
performance (Mathieu et al., 2000: DeChurch & Mesmer-Magnus, 2010). What it does not
explain is where the content of that cognition comes from. A team may be highly aligned
around the wrong problem, and nothing internal to the theory identifies which shared
understanding is strategically correct. It is a process without structure. The IMOI perspective
adds the temporal dimension both lack — outputs returning as inputs (Ilgen et al., 2005) —
but cannot by itself specify what circulates through the cycle.

The two deficits are complementary rather than merely different. SER-M supplies the
content that team cognition lacks by specifying which purpose, which environmental signals,
and which resources warrant collective attention; the shared mental model supplies the
mechanism that SER-M lacks by explaining how such content becomes coordinated action;
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and IMOI supplies the temporal logic by which execution outcomes revise both. The
integration is motivated by this complementarity, not by an interest in comprehensiveness.

2.4.2 Function: What the Integrated Frame Does

The combined frame performs three functions that are visible in the analysis that follows.
It translates: strategic elements expressed at the organizational level — a purpose, a market
condition, a resource endowment — are converted into objects a team can hold in common,
which is the work of awareness. It selects: under Al, where the volume of plausible options
exceeds any team's capacity to pursue them, a shared frame determines which signals and
recommendations enter deliberation at all, which is the work of communication. And it
recycles: execution results, including failures, re-enter the next cycle as revised
understanding rather than as isolated outcomes, which is the work of the mechanism read
through IMOI. Each function corresponds to a dimension of the shared mental model and to
an element of SER-M, and Table 1 in Section 4 states these correspondences explicitly.

2.4.3 Consequence: What Is Lost Without the Integration

The strongest test of an integration is what becomes inexplicable in its absence, and the Toss
case supplies two such residuals. Read through SER-M alone, Toss's organizational choices —
a directly responsible individual for each decision, small cross-functional teams, short
experiment cycles — appear as administrative detail rather than strategy, because SER-M has
no vocabulary for why the same resources require this particular coordination architecture.
Read through the shared mental model alone, the content of Toss's alignment is arbitrary:
the theory explains that the team converged, but not why convergence formed around the
simplification of customer inconvenience rather than around any other candidate. Only the
combined reading accounts for both: the strategic subject fixed what was worth converging
on, and the team's cognitive architecture determined whether that content survived contact
with execution. This is the explanatory gain the integration claims, and Sections 5 and 6

examine it against the case evidence.

3. Research Method

This study adopts a single-case study approach for the purpose of theory elaboration. In
situations where phenomenon and context are intertwined and strategy and organizational
processes cross in complex ways (Eisenhardt, 1989; Yin, 2018), a case study is effective for
extending existing theory into new contexts and deriving testable propositions (Eisenhardt &
Graebner, 2007). Rather than statistically generalizing from the Toss case, the study focuses
on theoretically advancing the operating principles of team effectiveness in the Al era through
the combination of IMOI, shared mental model, and SER-M theories. Toss, as a representative
and revelatory single case of data- and Al-based fintech transformation, is well suited for
deriving theoretical insight (Siggelkow, 2007).

The reliability of the data was secured through triangulation anchored on three prior
studies. First, the shared mental model scale study (Kang & Kim, 2026) defined the constructs
of awareness, communication, and execution. Second, the structural-relationship study (Kang,
2026) extracted the process through which goal clarity is expressed as team effectiveness.
Third, the Toss case study (Kang & Min, 2026) was used to reconstruct the SER-M elements
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and the weight-sequence (WSM) structure, supplemented by public disclosures and the
literature (Jang et al., 2024: Viva Republica, n.d.).

The analytical procedure was as follows. In the first step, the core concepts of each data
source were extracted, and the four elements of SER-M were mapped onto the three factors
of the shared mental model at the construct level. In the second step, Toss's strategy
execution process was reinterpreted using pattern matching (Yin, 2018). In the third step, an
integrated model was established and research propositions for subsequent empirical study
were derived. Finally, rigor was pursued through triangulation of data sources, an explicit
linkage of concepts and evidence, and the consideration of alternative interpretations.

4. Integrated Research Model and Propositions

The integrated model (Figure 1) takes a cyclical IMOI structure in which SER-M elements
generate team effectiveness through the shared mental model (awareness, communication,
execution), and this result is fed back as the basis for Al-based strategic agility. In this
model, the shared mental model operates not as a mere psychological state but as a driver
that translates strategic elements into substantive execution. Moreover, environmental
uncertainty and the weight and sequence of WSM act as variables that moderate the intensity
of this strategic conversion, adding dynamism to the model.

Feedback (IMOI)

Strategic Elements Team Coghnitive
(SER-M * WSM) Mechanism (SMM)
Subject Awareness
Environment N Team
Communication Effectiveness
Resource
Mechanism 4 Execution
Al-based
Strategic Agility
\ .
Env. Uncertainty
* WSM Weight/Sequence

Figure 1. Integrated research model: SER-M - Shared Mental Model - Team Effectiveness in
the Al era

The connection between SER-M elements and shared-mental-model-based team effectiveness

is summarized in Table 1.

Table 1. Connection between SER-M elements and shared-mental-model-based team
effectiveness

SER-M element Meaning in the Al era Shared mental model Implication for team
link effectiveness




Strategic subject that . .
. . Reduces divergence in
defines the purpose, Awareness: common . .
. . goal interpretation and
Subject customer value, and understanding of what . . .
L aligns the direction of
goal priorities of Al and why .
. execution
transformation
Simultaneous change . . . ..
. Communication: rapid Mitigates decision delay
in technology, . . .
. . sharing of external and information
Environment regulation, platform . . .
. change and internal disconnection under
competition, and . . .
. information uncertainty
customer expectations
Data, algorithms, Execution: converting Connects technological
UX/UI, talent, resources into resources to real
Resource N
organizational culture, concrete tasks and customer value and
Al tools responsibilities performance
Experimentation,
. The repeated loop of Strengthens team
. feedback, DRI, agile - . .
Mechanism . awareness-communicat | learning speed and
operation, automated L . o
o ion—execution performance stability
monitoring

Note. SER-M. Cho (2014, 2024). the three-factor shared mental model: Kang and Kim (2026).

On the basis of the above logic and the preceding theoretical review, the following eight
research propositions are presented (Table 2). Each proposition rests on a specific theory and
is testable in future team-level empirical research. Propositions 7 and 8 carry particular
weight for the argument of Section 2.1.1: if Al's status as a teammate is conditional on the
team's capacity to interpret and safely question machine output, then absorptive capacity and
psychological safety are the conditions that make that status attainable, and their empirical

examination is a direct test of the conditional-teammate position.

Table 2. Research propositions of the integrated model

No. Research proposition Theoretical basis

The higher the goal clarity set
by the strategic subject of Al
P1 transformation, the stronger
the shared awareness among
team members.

Goal-setting theory; SMM

The greater the environmental
uncertainty from Al and digital
transformation, the more

P2 important the communication
dimension of the shared mental
model becomes for team
effectiveness.

IMOI; cross-boundary teamwork

Al resources such as data,
UX/UI, and algorithms are
converted into team

P3 effectiveness when the
execution dimension of the
shared mental model is in
place.

Resource orchestration




Rapid experimentation and
feedback mechanisms raise
team effectiveness by

P4 repeatedly updating the
awareness, communication, and
execution of the shared mental
model.

IMOI cycle; episodic team
processes

The clearer the weight and
execution order of strategic
P5 elements. from a WSM WSM: resource orchestration
perspective, the more a team
concentrates limited resources

on core problems.

Team effectiveness functions as
the key mediating mechanism
P6 through which SER-M SER-M; dynamic capabilities
coherence leads to Al-based
strategic agility.

The higher a team's absorptive
capacity, the more effectively
the information and

P7 recommendations generated by
Al are converted into team
effectiveness through the
shared mental model.

Absorptive capacity; human—-AlI
hybrid

The higher the team's
psychological safety, the more
the sharing and updating of
awareness, communication, and | Psychological safety; team
execution are promoted, learning

strengthening team
effectiveness in the Al
environment.

P8

Note. SMM = shared mental model. Propositions 7 and 8 are theoretically added and extended in this
study.

5. Analysis of the Toss Case

Toss began with simple money transfers and expanded into a financial platform, redefining
the complex authentication and procedures of traditional financial institutions as the strategic
problem of "customer inconvenience." This study interprets that process through the four
elements of SER-M and the three dimensions of the shared mental model (Kang & Min, 2026).

5.1 Subject: Customer-centered goal clarity and the strategic
subject

In the Toss case, the core of the strategic subject lies in the clear orientation toward
"simplifying the financial experience." In an Al-based team environment, this functions as
concrete goal clarity. Because the team's task is defined as solving customer problems rather
than technical implementation, members come to share a consistent criterion for the use of
Al and data. The subject element is therefore directly linked to the awareness dimension of
the team's shared mental model. Even when technological development exposes members to
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indicators and possibilities in many directions, a clearly set strategic subject's goal provides a
reference for decision making and concentrates the team's cognitive resources on core tasks.
This is the selection function of Section 2.4.2 observed in a specific setting: the purpose does

not merely motivate, it filters.

5.2 Environment: Digital financial transformation and the spread of
Al

Toss's strategic environment was a space where the complexity of traditional finance, rising
mobile demand, regulatory change, and platform competition intersected. In the Al era, the
financial environment further compels the simultaneous satisfaction of personalization
demands together with security, compliance, automation, and explainability. Amid such
environmental plurality, the quality of internal team communication determines the success or
failure of innovation. When organizations of different functions—development, design, data,
risk—define problems in fragmented languages, innovation is delayed; but a team that shares
and interprets environmental information across boundaries turns the tension between
regulation and customer experience into an opportunity for innovative design (Edmondson &
Harvey, 2018).

5.3 Resource: Data, UX/UI, Al tools, and agile talent

Toss's core resources rest on data-based user understanding, intuitive UX/UI design, an
agile organizational culture, and rapid deployment capability (Jang et al., 2024). In the Al era
these resources are advancing through combination with algorithmic recommendation,
behavioral analysis, and automation tools. However, as the resource-based view points out
(Barney, 1991; Sirmon et al., 2011), the mere possession of superior resources does not
guarantee performance. It is precisely here that the execution dimension of the shared mental
model is required. When roles and priorities, the locus of responsibility, and criteria for
success are clearly shared among members, technological resources become a strong catalyst
for task accomplishment. Conversely, when such execution models do not align, only
inefficiencies such as duplicated development, diffusion of responsibility, and experiment

fatigue result.

5.4 Mechanism: Rapid experimentation and feedback loops

Toss's execution mechanism can be summarized as the simplification of customer
experience, rapid experimentation and iterative feedback, directly responsible individual (DRI)
decision making, and the operation of small cross-functional teams (Kang & Min, 2026). The
mechanism required in the Al era means not mere task automation but the continuous design
of a learning loop. Even though Al algorithms analyze customer behavior and recommend
optimal alternatives, interpreting that data, implementing it in actual service design, and
validating it responsibly remain the team's distinctive structural role (Raisch & Krakowski,
2021). This is the conditional-teammate relation of Section 2.1.1 in operating form: the
algorithm proposes, the team decides what the proposal means and who answers for it. When
this mechanism operates smoothly, team effectiveness raises both the speed and the quality of
strategy execution, and through the cyclical learning process emphasized by the IMOI model,
it accumulates the organization's strategic agility.
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Customer-centric Goal (S)
Simplifying finance

Digital - Al Environment (E)
Regulation - Platform
competition

Data - UX - Al Resources (R}
Agile talent

Experiment - Feedback (M)
DRI - Cross-Functional teams

N

\ 4

Shared Mental Model

Awareness

Communication

Execution

Learning Loop

Team

Y

Effectiveness

Y

Customer Value
& Asymmetric Advantage

Figure 2. Al resources - Shared Mental Model - Team Effectiveness conversion structure

(Toss case)

Table 3. SER-M analysis of the Toss case and its team-effectiveness implications

SER-M element

Core content of the Toss case

Reinterpretation from a
team-effectiveness view

A clear strategic orientation
toward resolving customer

Goal clarity forms awareness

Subject . . . and unifies the team's criteria
inconvenience and making .
. for judgment
finance easy
Mobile finance demand, the Rap.ld commum’catlon O.f
. . environmental information
. complexity of traditional . .
Environment . coordinates the tension between
finance, Al and platform .
- regulation and customer
competition .
experience
Data, UX/UI, Al tools, agile Resources are converted into
Resource talent and organizational customer value through a
culture shared execution model
DRI, rapid experimentation, Iterative learning strengthens
Mechanism feedback loops, service team effectiveness and
simplification accumulates strategic agility
Prioritizing the resolution of Weight and sequence'
; . concentrate the team's energy
WSM customer inconvenience and

expanding functions in stages

and resources on core
problems

Note. Case content reconstructed from Kang and Min (2026).

6. Discussion

The central claim of this study is that in the Al era a firm's competitive advantage
"how the
strategically organizes those resources." As the Toss case shows, a customer-centered vision

depends not on ‘“"which technological resources it possesses’ but on team

(subject), a digital financial environment (environment), data and UX/UI capability (resource),
- ‘lz -



and a rapid execution system (mechanism) are each significant in their own right, but only
when they interlock through team-level awareness, communication, and execution are they
converted into substantive strategic performance. This is consistent with prior work holding
that orchestration fills the execution gap between the mere possession of resources and the
creation of performance (Sirmon et al., 2011).

This result also aligns with existing shared-mental-model research. The shared mental
model is a mechanism that lowers coordination costs and raises performance through
cognitive alignment among team members (Mathieu et al., 2000; DeChurch & Mesmer-Magnus,
2010). In the Al era in particular, coordination extends beyond human communication to
algorithms, data pipelines, automation tools, and regulatory standards, so the complexity of
coordination increases sharply (Seeber et al., 2020; Leonardi, 2011). The shared mental model
must therefore evolve beyond cognition within the human team into a common interpretive
frame that encompasses human-Al collaboration, and a team's absorptive capacity and
psychological safety (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990: Edmondson, 1999) become key drivers that
promote this theoretical extension.

Two implications follow from the conditional-teammate position advanced in Section 2.1.1.
The first concerns where improvement efforts should be directed. If machine output becomes
usable knowledge only through a team's interpretive frame, then Iinvestment in model
capability vyields returns bounded by that frame, and the binding constraint on Al
performance in most organizations is cognitive rather than technical. The second concerns
the unit of theorizing. Studies that treat Al adoption as a firm-level variable will find
inconsistent performance effects, because the same technology passes through team-level
interpretive structures of widely varying quality; the conditional-teammate view predicts
precisely this heterogeneity and locates its source.

This study also combines the macro-level SER-M model with micro-level team-effectiveness
research. Whereas existing strategy theories concentrated on individual elements—industry
structure (Porter, 2008), resources (Barney, 1991), and dynamic capabilities (Teece et al., 1997)
—SER-M provides an integrative view of these elements. This study establishes that the actual
unit through which this integrated strategy operates in the field is the team, and that the
microfoundational mechanism converting macro-level strategic coherence into concrete
execution performance is team effectiveness. This supplies the microfoundations discussion of

strategic management with a concrete and observable mechanism, namely team cognition.

7. Theoretical and Practical Implications

Table 4. Theoretical and practical implications of this study

Category Implication

By combining the SER-M strategy model with the
shared mental model and IMOI theory, the study
Theoretical 1 presents an integrative framework linking
strategy research (macro) and team cognition
research (micro).

It reconceptualizes team effectiveness in the Al

Theoretical 2 era not as an outcome variable but as a

_13_



microfoundational mediating mechanism that
converts strategic elements into performance.

It extends the shared mental model's awareness,
communication, and execution into a common
Theoretical 3 interpretive frame for human-AI collaboration
and presents absorptive capacity and
psychological safety as facilitating conditions.

Before introducing Al, organizations must align
Practical 1 goal clarity, problem priorities, and success
criteria at the team level.

Data, Al, and UX resources are converted into
performance when a cross-functional team has
a communication structure and a responsibility
mechanism (e.g., DRI).

Practical 2

Management should manage the returns on Al
investment not only by short-term efficiency but
also by indicators of team learning speed,
coordination quality, and execution stability.

Practical 3

8. Limitations and Future Research

Because this is a single-case study for theory elaboration, it does not statistically verify
causal relationships among variables. Although the Toss case theoretically presents the
operating principles of team effectiveness in the Al era, future research should empirically
analyze the structural relationships among SER-M coherence, the shared mental model, team
effectiveness, and Al-utilization performance across many organizations. The eight
propositions derived here can be operationalized and tested through team-level surveys and
behavioral indicators in subsequent research.

A second limitation concerns evidence. Because the case was reconstructed mainly from
public data and existing literature, the study could not directly measure the actual
perceptions of Toss members, the operation of individual teams, or specific levels of Al
utilization; mixed methods combining in-depth interviews, participant observation, system log
data, and surveys would address this. A third concerns level of analysis: the shared mental
model is inherently a team-level concept, so future research should go beyond averaging
individual perceptions and verify team-level sharedness using team identifiers, r_wg, the
intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC), and multilevel modeling (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006). A
fourth concerns measurement itself — how to capture the human—AIl shared mental model, in
which Al enters as a conditional team member rather than an instrument, remains an open

methodological problem (Seeber et al., 2020).

9. Conclusion

This study began with an objection rather than a claim. Team effectiveness has mattered
in every technological era, and to assert its importance under Al is, on its face, to restate
something long known. The contribution of this paper lies in specifying what actually changes
— not whether teams matter, but the mechanism through which they matter and the
magnitude of the consequences when that mechanism fails.

- 14 -



Three structural shifts carry that specification. The bottleneck of collective work has
moved from acquiring information to selecting among machine-generated alternatives, which
converts the central problem of teamwork from search into shared criteria and thereby raises
the marginal return to cognitive alignment. The propagation of error has changed character:
when execution is automated, a mistaken common understanding is no longer bounded by
human pace but is encoded and applied at scale, so the penalty for misalignment grows
non-linearly with automation. And the locus of scarcity has migrated: models and tooling are
increasingly purchasable on equal terms, while a team's capacity to interpret machine output
against its own context, to recognize when the model is wrong, and to convert a
recommendation into coordinated action remains difficult to imitate. In resource-based terms,
inimitability has moved from the tool to the interpretive routine around it. These are the
reasons the Al era changes the weight of team effectiveness, and they are reasons of
mechanism rather than of emphasis.

The Toss case illustrates the argument in operating form. A customer-centered purpose
fixed what was worth converging on; small cross-functional teams and directly responsible
individuals determined whether that content survived contact with execution: and rapid
experiment cycles returned outcomes as revised understanding. Neither the strategic
configuration nor the team's cognitive architecture explains the result alone — a point
developed in Section 2.4 and observed in Sections 5 and 6.

The claim advanced here is falsifiable rather than exhortatory, and it should be treated as
such. If team effectiveness matters more under Al, then the association between shared
cognition and performance should strengthen as the intensity of Al use in a team's work
increases; if that moderation is absent, the argument fails. Propositions 7 and 8 specify the
conditions under which the moderation should appear — absorptive capacity and
psychological safety — and Section 8 sets out the multilevel, mixed-method designs required
to test them. The measurement of a human-Al shared mental model, in which the conditional
teammate is included as an object of shared cognition rather than as an instrument, remains
the open problem this line of work must solve next.

What the study offers, then, is not the counsel that organizations should attend to their
teams. It is an account of why the returns to that attention have changed, a specification of
the cognitive mechanism through which strategic elements become performance, and a set of
propositions by which the account can be tested and, if wrong, discarded.
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shche AMlg o 4 gick
oA, =4 AsidE giAzZ 2 23S gidez FAEo oy, 284 24il JiE AHA7t
chopd Tejeh 22w ARAY olfolA Fus k2 sjee MPAT 55 P AmE W} o
of <E 3> 284 o] Ad AY, AR ML 22)1 5o xAAee] BAS e Fa 6
9 MRS et ol
<E 3> LA Ao HSt sfe] M
APAHA E) 2 EEICEN
02 Ao EA 2 A(NICU) 925 ooz 2jto] m24(leader e xror(x
tembhard & 1 incusiveness)ol A2 21 Mgl Axlel iR ezl wAlg wep | 10 HE TS
dmondson | oy iy obxiziol Ho ANEE AoiE UIRS . meA | 0o GadCh.
= o o T o x 21 =
(2006) B LIPS SEIPES)
Carmel o] Aate OWTA% oz meA ajoilel A 884 B4 3x
ATl 9 8% a9AES Apwstn, LA ool Ad HEZS | AR HURClF)
o ooy | I 22Aiel Aol BEIE g AUg ASE. £ @7E | 42N enuel)
Zast 2 b Aot o] HE2 Akgstn Qe
Randel,
Galvin, Shore, | A%7Hbelongingness)®t 184 Q1A (uniqueness) % g Aoz | AAAAL-A2A
Ehrhart, | =84 2]04l9] ol24 sldwalal ohAl J1x] 2ld ssHss AAlst | Jukjwe()), Fol
Chung, Dean | of. ol% ripe] @A 2ty AT 7Y o] AlAtwi & |4-#240ho)xo)%
& Kedharnath | Al-Hassani, 2021)9] o] &Cj& o}2ish (%)
(2018)
HEY EAIZ|Q 224} 207HL Ao s meA gjgilo] 22t A
Choi, Tran & | %} HAIsiSo] 0jx]= ko] 7jel-22 a4 (person-job fit)o] | u]-SAINE(E),
Kang (2017) | Oi/H&EZS ZAEsto2s mga o2|gil Futo] 2abd wmAS Siu | Jiel-z% &ghd(oh)
akels
52 2ax 15388 AEsAtste] mgA 2oilo] AAlAlRS Ui
Chen & Lin | 22x @do] mxl= oste Asst Az, AN G0 | LU(E), 244
(2022) (complete mediation) A3S Stoh= AMLE 201 & 284 294! | (Tf)
o] Fute FAAREE A2lA J]AIS Axol Hl24 WAL AJAt
= 3070 71%, 407 m2AER” A4 304%S Oidoez m8A Y oA WE(X), 3
Chang, Ma & | Alo] 224&}9] =& A 8= (proactive behavior)o] O]x|x= koA % ;0 }\_]' ﬂ?ﬂﬁ) Oﬂ’i}i
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7Hd H3: 2AARs ARAE A 8(-)9 g2 ulE Zojot

2. ABEA

AERAE APd7E EU2 2VdE A8 8ottt AR ez 284 2lfid2 Carmeli, A.,
Reiter-Palmon, R., & Ziv, E.(2010)7} 7Retstn =) MsRad
a

20211014 Wetelo] BET V) 2L AHGSISICh FANAE WRAH20150] A18T 2E vlo
2 Avo] W 5 2T BEUCH APAE AL WE(2016)0] AHGE T} BFL AHESH
of 275t

MRRARE 20249 19 15URE 28 2097h] AERETA AN PHASS o HRERAE A
Atk PAIMOE & 25089 MEAIS wlmsto] Bl4E HEA F 2HUF 3T UEAE A
517 23088 BAlo] ALgSlSIch SARAE SPSS 23.0, AMOS 200 EAMTIAS s BAs}
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3 18 . 2 4
= 104‘33(45 2%) 1= ﬁﬂg% EH 200471 29%(12.6%), 300 79%5(34.3%), 40tf 587
AL 50th o] 64(27.8%)02 UEHTE. E3F A9l ARY, Fo] 319(13.5%), w2l 573(24.8%),
W7 383(16.5%), } % o4l 1048(45.2%)01dt}. AMA7|Z= 5| 0]gto] 54%5(23.5%), 5H-10
Hol 41%5(17.8%), 111d-20'd 51%(22.2%), 219-309 61%Y(26.5%), 31'd ol L&5AF 239
(10.0%)°.2 LteRITE

d] =
A=)

A B H18(%)
o T 182 79.1
S ol 48 20.9
D 126 5.8

xoloju el
=Eol SET] 104 45.2
200} 29 12.6
o 301} 79 34.3
401} 58 25.2
500 ol 64 27.8
A, 24 31 13.5
. o] 57 24.8
FEs) 38 16.5
PSP 104 452
5ydojgt 54 23.5
59-104 41 17.8
N ESMPds 119-204 51 22.2
214-304 61 26.5
31 o 23 10.0
XA 230 100.0

4.2. ¥XZA4}

D) BN el Aol NHy AE

B AP AT ATvso] XE NEA AP PIASL olu] BA HAATOIN UA ASH 2
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= BA 2 \_%

shalth. @9l Hslk(factor loading)> YU¥HA 7]&<Q1 0480 H% 03740}71] 0.62 x&3}o] mch
Aok L Adk 1.0 o]4] ofolAll gkg 71l ROJ% B% W £EEQH 259 37 2919 FARA
Y& 63.708%2 UEIHTE TietA Angol Wase 7|E oo duEe Ad Zez w



Cronbach's Alpha 32 A

=3
thgo2 540 ALgE AR AYS AESIA Ao Awge
fei 3 AT} <& 40 et Qi

< 4> FPHLEY ARE PE At
1 Hx A% , R
e e arm A Cronbach's Alpha 7|4
Z8A 2til 7 6 0.897
ZALE 5 4 0.788
A ! 5 0.825
al 19 15

A ALes 0~1 Ato]9] & BRItk &4 Cronbach's alpha 310l 0.6 o]ifo]H ThA|2 Al2|=of
A7 Y= "HASH aFolzty WU <®E 4>04 ESo] A AE9 Cronbach's Alpha 7|47t
0.7880]|4] 0.8979] ¢ . 0]2]8t Cronbach's Alpha A$2 & of 2 o] AREE

HAge) AREE &

rlo
P
lo
fru

2) PN By B

e Bolol ALl MY Qo2 YEHL A HAstY

Q1B XM (Confirmatory Factor Analysis: CFA)S A|8§51% 00§

< 5> 39" golEA At

ARSI o BEstlmate > S E C. R D
Z8AZHAl4 1.000 0.871
e WS 1 o
284 ggAl L8R 2H A6 0.967 0.856 0.060 16.052 .000
ZE8AHI2 0.743 0.749 0.056 13.178 .000™
ZE8A AL 0.917 0.790 0.064 14.288 .000™"
Z2AAE ] 1.000 0.795
ZAIAZ] RSP 0.901 0.670 0.103 8.722 .000™
ZRRXE]2 0.838 0.718 0.092 9.094 .000™
Al O X ER|AS 1.030 0.695
oA EHA A OXE| AL 1.259 0.853 0.154 8.183 .000"
RO AEAT 1.197 0.682 0.145 8.271 .000™

1. fixed parameter n=230

model fit: x*=82.196, p=0.000, df=32, x%/df=2.569

RMSEA= 0.083, TLI=0.929, CFI=0.949

™ p< 0.001
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CFl x|5olc}. gbgo2 x{CMIN)E pgko] 0.05 o]olwl Agst 2102 WHsio] RMSEAE 0.1 ©f
3l TLL CFI R4 0.9 olgol®l Mgt Zoz wosttio|s, dx|E, 2008 5lE1eolA =25

AE, 2018).

HEdel geld QoA Ai <& 4olN mSo ZPmgel AY

5l
)
>
rr
8
N
(0¢]
&
©
2
Q
N
w
N

512 $5910 9lck T3t 02 M= A4 RMSEA, TLL CFl 2% 7|52 $55t2 gick. J2joz &
O aolEA A LA oA, AANE, HRAEAY AAHANN FFHLA o2t P2t

So2FE 0.001014 B5 oI5t o2 W,

3) 7| =EAF FEBA 24, CR 3} AVE

<E 6> ATUAE 2ol AU JIZEAY L YU BA AnE HolEn otk 58] APULE
N5 719 JUBA et wol&(Pearson)d] FUALE Halsto] FEsAC)

Z8A
A b 0= Al 1D AEHA
AP 3ot HEFHA} CR 2104 ZAAZ] ARAEHA
EEES
5.5768 1.1396 0.890 0.669
Bl
0.559""
ZRAAZ] 4.6359 1.1912 0.772 0.532
(0.3124)
K] a _ * % _ * %
o 3.8888 1.2448 0.778 0.153 0.258 0.542
AEFA (0.0234) (0.0665)
™ p< 0.01, ( )= square value of correlation number, XI5t ZX}= AVE
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<E 65014 B0 LEA AU RANNE B+ FBIAL BEA 2uyn ARrEx, 2
2l xR ABAEAL B9 YTHIAS Wolt Zoe Waldch E3 SRS LA
e et 2% 25 78 MmN W@ 557682 UEh} Tha 28 259 Zoe eyt £
AR, A PAEA0] OFF WSAE 22} 4.6359, 3.88882 ST 53] EAME FAAESY A
DAL} BE o5l e e 0|59 AU HlIA TG FThe AT Aol Yt A
o2 590t EAME 29718 HEREBAIN Lot BATYUSE ol S8 FAHY £
A, 5% A7 5 2L ok ARE A hdo] wet 2astol gok oS SIS APH AL
2 olo]d ¢Jao] 97 Eolct

<E 6014 APFULE 270 T3t CR 3k AVE 3 $BALE AT g2 FAT 4 Aok APHAEY
CRZto] B 0.70 0§02 Ueh} 73450l Qe QA 570l N2go] Fueoichs UL e
Ch B3 APHAESO AVE H 201K QoIR ML Aol AArE lolch. AVE e 2 050 Bcf 2 3
oA Zew yeigt PAMes BeA 2y 0.669, £AAL 0532, 12]0 APAEA 0.5422Hs AL
g 4 otk 1202 ATWASL 29 SR AU kD BUHD £3 APHASY AVE ol
HUALE AFS QuT BE 2 o] WFCH Beb APHASS TEeos A BAL Qctn B
et

AFRHS 7lgto 2 WA ARTMEL AESt Al TEAWHARY BAS Agsigtt S9] Aney
o MY Eel WAS 20| WA FUs] 9leto] NEE WHI|FS MYAR(O]sH, YA|E, 2008)0]
mieb <® 7>0] Uehd 71Eg AEatrt AtieEye A8t dpwase] Ras A o
Yoo BEARIL YHEES tEctn Mgtk 3 aEUgA REe] 2 AE: 54Rdo] ®
FATETE 5] diEoll FL AR E ARSI <& 2 FRARY EA0A gEAl AN
RYE A4 HASIL 1 wE7|ED vag 8 Qokt Zolth 1xRye] AR ALE A
A1, FR2yo] AgL= x%=82.195(dF32, p=0.000) x%df2.569, RMSEA=0.083, TLI=0.929,
CFI=0.9492 UEh} A2 Ades =2 JAo=z SRl
<R > LARDHE AT K5
Model x? df Qé/df) TLI CFI RMSEA
_ 82.195
20¥ . . . .
TERRY (p=0.000) 32 2.569 0.929 0.949 0.083
wHrE - - 3.00]5t 0.90]4 0.90]%F 0.10]5}

M

ATRYo) A AAH LS 2] ABAZ LA517] 5] AMOS 200 T2 IRL Fsto] F=
ACPS|

<E o4 BEol LA Aty mAA H(+ FFS UIX(B-0.551, p<0.001) Ao e}



Hoth ole Z8&A ddie £/ Aldsts 2AFEE e RANEE SHRITE ujolt. o =&
A Aol deh A+ A, 2022 olu]s], 2026)01A4 5l W&t St W] A Axfo]
oh W 284 oy ARLEH2dE eANCR fouigt IFE UIAIA] Y= Z(B=-0.194,
p=0.050)2.2 gt&{Zlct.

Estimate
A
71 A4 B 5 S. E. C. R. p
1. Z8A 24 — £A412 0.533 0.551 0.075 7.078 ok k
2. 28A 24 — ADAEHA -0.158 -0.194 0.081 -1.961 0.050
3. RAAE] — RAOAEHA -0.090 -0.106 0.088 -1.026 0.305
1. fixed parameter n=230
model fit: x?=82.196, p=0.000, df=32, x%/df=2.569, RMSEA= 0.083, TLI=0.929, CFI=0.949
**xx, p<0.001
A Uiy AEA 7Ho] wel/do] weh AARHEEY, 2026)004= ZE&A 2|tjilo] A
7l eaE Zhethe Aol =RIE QI AR Z8EA U4 £F0] =2 RAAE= Pl
g AEe 59 9 40 0% 34 Roln § AENAS U aRdoR Uak Eaw) #a
=lo, ol ZEA 2o aFo] W2 4ol H|s] A5 Fg au. A L EA Ayt
AeaEdA 7te] chobet VUYL ASATLES Folof A Beiol A7jHoh
oz ML ARAE~d] SAMOR Qojulgt JFS vlAx] Pt Z(B=-0.106. p=0.305)

1980 Ch=A7]de] TR0l HEstE A 22 FAEE 2 8% AAH o o4 128
TAZI7E Al 52 71dEEY 2REsts o 4 Qe dAo] Holoh 2REsPt 6§ Aeted
A S AR ARG o]0l & sttt ol et Y1 Wiole] tefdol B AR 714 o
G Y olprh Fagt Aol Ha o
& doMe 284 2Hiol =4

MEjet AR AE Ao oA 4 UAUSS AF BASHC
FAHOR ASSWA Aot AT NERERA AATHUES hYOR HEAAE ANSHL
AT BEAIRE B BASITE 2F ARA 31088 57 A2stol dpRadoly AR At
2 AEstoc
B AT WA AFEy At o 2ok M, £8F elie aAAlEd FHe A%
UJAI(B=0.551, p<0.001) 02 caigrt. ol EEA ciio] tfet A7 2Fo] kolda® P2y
So] ARA 2EE FoPITks A2 uidich olelet AFEA Ak LA oy §842 9
F3 Zlolth. wetd L8A| eloiyol £AYu ol A 0lek Northouse(2022)2] 5742 FUjo]
Ae AzHos 4z Zolch EM, L8 lie Anicesd A8 4FS vlAA FE Ao
2 welgch olelsh Aple ZgA el AEA 719 chdl WAE AEW HYATEIY,
2004; WEL, 2026)2 Eh2 APPES 2T Bt Aok HE AARITL AW, ARAE K8
~EZ A0 AR JFL UIAIA e o2 et
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A Aot opyel, 28R 2lojido] £E &0A AAAQ g HF|sH
iRl A& - (psychological gateway)olet= &2 AJARSHCE
Mayer, Davis & Schoorman(1995)9] Z=ZXAlg] E3rndo] w=2H Al
(benevolence), Z2]1 JAl/d(integrity)ol2t= Al AFEY] x|Zto=z J/d=ict, g

lo

wole FAstn oAy Wl AeiAsln A4S HEst: BES vl of Hjzie YUY AU
A2 HAAZIE FAMA WAl F, B Ao e Z8A oidy 2N 19 3
S S|

J(+)0] WAL ol2MozE the FYAAM Awet @ 4 ok Drucker(1992)7F Qo] AIAstAS
o, P4¢ol 2tg Mt olgt 12 Zobsp] mhZo] obyet 19] Aol ATt A, &
34 (integrity)'o] thet We wRolck ZEA e v olald A AFE mATl ol
T Gy fFol2t Bk & ok,

g, &AM ARAEad g3t A%e OlAA g Zo® Uekd AuHp=-0.106,
p=0.305) she) MPATY 553 vlnT ) Bh FAI AL AAFTE IA <E 204 AE
5t Chen & Lin(2022), Chang, Ma & Lin(2022), Oney(2026)2] ¢1= & RAAZ|7} L&A 2]
At 22AL] YEA AR A Abolg SosH oGt ALS Sholsteict. oleldt Aok 2
APt 2T NLLERAetE £xo] AU 544, 5 AHS AN SRR Mot AAT thrAo]

U

i

et A28 28cte EAEE RYG7|dolale WEoA 7]Qlshs Ao H
olg|st ZAAE AEAEH AT} 2o} 240 gt Alg] SFEECHE XY, wtfEE, Al 9
g 5 AL AAY +x2A EAo] o IA FeE 7HsAdo] =i Zojoh o] HojA

th2 Oney(2026)9] A9} =
oA x=A4I=]7}F Agste &2
olglgt =98 FFY o, &

0.

o | = - o
ngA 2oyl ‘Aat=A Bet ohst mgA 2loAlel bt &4 Ade SAEs ‘S22 of
7 94 Adrks Holr}. thk B ok

= 2RI ARAEH AR oAl S R4
j7§d dgto] AR o2 SR EX] ol on 2 Fukuyama(1995)7F AHg]A Al2](social trust)
2R3} AFE]9] AabdS Feohes A4 AMto R st AAE, 2AAIRIS FubF @7 Al
079 estErh= A71A9 2AEY, @3, 121 RAXCRFI 22 BHop AEAQ A
3t F7F A7t Basiota weHE ofZ2] Dirks & Ferrin(2002)9]
| Agtsts Algle] gt oj7fiSE ofel 2RISR R AEE 4 Qlong &5 Ao
AR S 2EHSE AASHAY Mayer et al (1995)9] 53 -vle]-dA SUAIAHER A23}
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stof APEste Aol 2ARIRY ArIAE Bot st gtsle b 79T Jlez wud
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AR AV £ 2RNE FHOE E TANY & Yok EAME, FB 5 obdol HoH
ol xxo] Aortet BRI HGA i Tadt 4 ABfY AHOE ofr|7uct xR
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Abstract

The mechanisms of Inclusive Leadership’'s Impact on
Organizational Trust and Job Stress

You Sung Baek Ki Chan Park Chan Woo Jung

This study empirically analyzed the mechanisms through which inclusive leadership affects
organizational trust and job stress. Specifically, a survey was conducted among employees of Seoul
Metro—a local public enterprise under the Seoul Metropolitan Government—and the collected sample
data were subjected to statistical analysis. A total of 230 valid questionnaires were processed to test
the hypotheses established in the research model.

The empirical analysis yielded the following results. First, inclusive leadership was found to have a
positive (+) effect on organizational trust (3=0.551, p<0.001). This indicates that higher levels of perceived
inclusive leadership lead to higher levels of organizational trust among members, thereby
demonstrating the utility of inclusive leadership. Second, inclusive leadership was found not to have
a direct effect on job stress. Third, organizational trust was found not to have a direct effect on job stress.

Keywords: Diversity, Inclusive Leadership, Organizational Trust, Job Stress
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