Supplementary Materials

Institutional Readiness and the Boundaries of Al Adoption: Evidence from UAE Newsrooms

Journalism and Media - manuscript journalmedia-4524444 (accepted version)

All estimates were computed from the harmonized dataset (N = 336). Three collection streams are
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as a separate Excel workbook.
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S1. Exact and Monte Carlo Tests, Pooling Decisions, and Valid n by Item

Item Valid n Streams X2 df p Cramér’s | % cells Monte Pooled

A\ expected Carlo p

<5

Occupational | 330 3 43.12 6 <.001 .256 25.0 <.001 No
role
Professional | 328 3 30.54 4 <.001 216 11.1 <.001 No
experience
Organization | 249 3 35.93 4 <.001 269 0.0 <.001 No
type
Training 240 3 43.10 8 <.001 .300 33.3 — No
provision
Adoption 183 2 8.36 4 079 214 40.0 .092 Yes
maturity
Perceived 192 3 51.75 6 <.001 .367 41.7 <.001 No
return on Al
investment
Perceived 246 3 10.53 10 395 146 50.0 372 Yes
Arabic-
language
output
quality
Personal 182 2 9.04 5 107 223 41.7 .107 Yes
performance
impact
Expected 181 2 10.48 4 .033 241 40.0 — No
future role
Skills needed | 222 2 1.79 3 618 .090 25.0 — Yes

Note. Chi-square tests of independence across the streams in which each item was asked. Monte Carlo p-values (5,000
permutations) were computed for the items entering the principal analyses; no pooling decision changed. Organization type is
tested on the current instrument's three categories (valid n = 249). A non-significant test is absence of evidence of a difference,
not evidence of equivalence (Section 3.4).




S2. Results by Questionnaire Stream

Pooled distributions with Wilson 95% confidence intervals, followed by counts by stream. Off-scale

categories volunteered by respondents are shown separately.

Variable Category n Valid | % 95% CI Main Second English
n Arabic Arabic

Occupational role Reporter, editor, correspondent, or 136 330 41.2 [36.0, 46.6] 118 6 12
photographer

Occupational role Video producer or digital content 32 330 9.7 [7.0,13.4] 15 14 3
creator

Occupational role Section head or platform/project 60 330 18.2 [14.4,22.7] 53 4 3
manager (leadership)

Occupational role Other 102 330 30.9 [26.2, 36.1] 75 21 6

Professional <3 years 43 328 13.1 [9.9,17.2] 25 13 5

experience

Professional 3-10 years 69 328 21.0 [17.0, 25.8] 45 17 7

experience

Professional >10 years 216 328 65.9 [60.6, 70.8] 189 15 12

experience

Organization type Print or broadcast 161 330 48.8 [43.4,54.2] 137 15 9

(all versions)

Organization type Digital-only platform or news 91 330 27.6 [23.0, 32.6] 55 25 11

(all versions) agency

Organization type Government media office 66 330 20.0 [16.0, 24.6] 57 5 4

(all versions)

Organization type Other 12 330 3.6 [2.1,6.2] 12 0 0

(all versions)

Training provision Adequate training received 61 240 254 [20.3, 31.3] 43 13 5

Training provision Training received but insufficient 76 240 317 [26.1, 37.8] 57 12 7

Training provision Not received: organization does not | 72 240 30.0 [24.6,36.1] 56 16 0
provide it

Training provision Not received although available 22 240 9.2 [6.1,13.5] 20 2 0

Training provision Not received (other wording; off- 9 240 3.8 [2.0,7.0] 4 0 5
scale)

Adoption maturity Stage 1: limited or experimental use | 31 183 16.9 [12.2, 23.0] 23 8 0

Adoption maturity Stage 2: partial use in simple tasks 85 183 46.4 [39.4,53.7] 69 16 0

Adoption maturity Stage 3: regular use in some 44 183 24.0 [18.4,30.7] 42 2 0
processes

Adoption maturity Stage 4: essential element of the 20 183 10.9 [7.2,16.3] 18 2 0
workflow

Adoption maturity Stage 5: near-total reliance 3 183 1.6 [0.6,4.7] 3 0 0

Perceived return on | Clear return 24 192 12.5 [8.5,17.9] 17 5 2

Al investment

Perceived return on | Limited return so far 43 192 224 [17.1, 28.8] 20 19 4

Al investment

Perceived return on | No tangible return 37 192 19.3 [14.3, 25.4] 36 1 0

Al investment

Perceived return on | Cannot be assessed at present 88 192 45.8 [38.9, 52.9] 82 3 3

Al investment

Perceived Arabic- Very poor 6 246 2.4 [1.1,5.2] 4 1 1

language output

quality

Perceived Arabic- Poor 19 246 7.7 [5.0,11.7] 14 1 4

language output

quality

Perceived Arabic- Average 145 246 58.9 [52.7, 64.9] 102 30 13

language output

quality

Perceived Arabic- Good (off-scale) 8 246 33 [1.7,6.3] 8 0 0

language output

quality

Perceived Arabic- Excellent 57 246 23.2 [18.3, 28.8] 43 11 3

language output

quality

Perceived Arabic- Very excellent 11 246 45 [2.5,7.8] 9 1 1

language output

quality




Personal Clearly improved efficiency and 79 182 43.4 [36.4,50.7] 61 18 0

performance impact | quality

Personal Noticeable improvement (off-scale) | 8 182 44 [2.2,8.4] 8 0 0

performance impact

Personal Limited improvement 64 182 35.2 [28.6, 42.3] 56 8 0

performance impact

Personal No noticeable difference 8 182 44 [2.2,8.4] 8 0 0

performance impact

Personal Increased workload or complexity 3 182 1.6 [0.6,4.7] 2 1 0

performance impact

Personal Does not use Al enough to assess 20 182 11.0 [7.2,16.4] 19 1 0

performance impact

Expected future role | Will strengthen and develop my 86 181 47.5 [40.4, 54.8] 65 21 0
role

Expected future role | Will change the nature of my role 41 181 22.7 [17.2,29.3] 37 4 0

Expected future role | May threaten some of my tasks 17 181 9.4 [5.9, 14.5] 16 1 0

Expected future role | Trajectory still unclear 32 181 17.7 [12.8, 23.9] 30 2 0

Expected future role | Will enhance my capabilities (off- 5 181 2.8 [1.2,6.3] 5 0 0
scale)

Skills needed Prompt engineering 74 222 33.3 [27.5, 39.8] 60 14 0

Skills needed Data analysis and visualization 79 222 35.6 [29.6, 42.1] 64 15 0

Skills needed Ethics of machine-generated 63 222 28.4 [22.9, 34.6] 49 14 0
content

Skills needed Critical analysis of AI content (off- 6 222 2.7 [1.2,5.8] 6 0 0
scale)

Note. Organization type is shown across both instrument versions (Table 1; earlier-version options mapped as described in
Section 3.3). Training excludes six unmapped English-stream values. Items not asked in a stream show zero counts for that

stream.



S3. Component Loadings, Communalities, and Number of Readiness Indicators Answered

Indicator Type n M SD Corrected o if Loading (7) | Communality | Loading (6) | Communality
item-total r deleted ) 6

Actual adoption of Al in daily work Implementation 224 56.4 22.8 605 .920 .700 490 — —
outcome

Staff media and digital qualification Resource 222 53.7 229 781 .904 844 712 824 679

Speed of converting ideas into applications Process 276 56.5 26.4 .809 .900 869 .754 864 747

Editorial-technical collaboration Process 221 60.9 25.7 762 .905 834 .696 .848 719

Use of audience engagement in Process 272 59.2 25.5 .803 901 .863 746 878 770

development

Availability of AI and misinformation Resource 270 54.7 29.0 791 .902 .852 726 .862 743

guidance

Accessibility across audience groups Normative 223 55.9 28.1 703 912 782 .611 .805 .648
commitment

Note. Indicators rated 0-100. Loadings are first-principal-component loadings on the listwise-complete cases (n = 218). Six-indicator columns omit actual adoption.

Component 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Observed eigenvalue (7 indicators) 4.74 0.71 0.49 0.36 0.29 0.25 0.17
Parallel analysis, 95th percentile 1.35 1.22 1.11 1.05 0.97 0.90 0.83
Observed eigenvalue (6 indicators) 4.31 0.49 0.42 0.33 0.29 0.17 —

Note. Parallel analysis: 500 random normal datasets of the same size (n =218, 7 variables), seed 2026. One component is retained: the first observed eigenvalue (4.74) exceeds its simulated

threshold (1.35), and the second (0.71) is below both the Kaiser criterion and its simulated threshold (1.22). The simulated thresholds varied by at most 0.01 across alternative seeds.

Statistic Seven indicators Six indicators
Cronbach’s a [95% CI, Feldt] .919 [.901, .934] .920 [.902, .935]
Listwise n 218 218

First component, % variance 67.7% 71.8%
Inter-item correlations: range (mean) .39-.77 (.62) —

Raw vs standardized a A =.0007 —

Composite rule

> 5 of 7 indicators (71.4% of the item pool)

>4 of 6 indicators

Respondents scored (indicators answered)

221 (7:218; 6: 3)

221

Composite M (SD)

56.6 (20.4)




S4. Robustness Check: Main Questionnaire Stream Only

Estimate Pooled % Pooled 95% | Pooled n Main Main Main Shift ClIs overlap
CI stream % stream 95% | stream n (points)
CI

Adoption 12.6 [8.5,18.2] 183 13.5 [9.0, 19.8] 155 1.0 Yes
at stage 4 or
5

Adoption 46.4 [39.4,53.7] 183 44.5 [36.9, 52.4] 155 -1.9 Yes
at stage 2
(partial use)

Training 65.4 [59.2, 71.1] 240 65.0 [57.8, 71.6] 180 -0.4 Yes
absent or
insufficient

Arabic 27.6 [22.4, 33.5] 246 28.9 [22.8, 35.9] 180 1.2 Yes
output
rated
excellent or
very
excellent

Return 65.1 [58.1, 71.5] 192 76.1 [68.8, 82.2] 155 11.0 Yes
absent or
not yet
assessable

Note. Main questionnaire stream = the main Arabic administration; valid n = 155-180 per estimate. Four of five estimates move
by 2 points or less. The share reporting returns as absent or not yet assessable is 11.0 points higher in the main stream than
pooled, with only marginally overlapping intervals, so that proportion depends more than the others on which streams are

pooled.




S5. Robustness Check: Alternative Treatment of the Undocumented

“Good” Category

Four items contain a category that is not a documented response option and was volunteered by

respondents. For perceived Arabic-language output quality, all eight “good” ratings come from the main

stream and were among 20 responses entered on a single day, consistent with transcription of face-to-face

answers (Table 8 note).

Treatment of “Good” Share rated excellent or 95% CI n
(perceived Arabic-language | better

output quality)

Retained as a distinct 27.6% (68/246) [22.4, 33.5] 246
category (primary)

Excluded 28.6% (68/238) [23.2, 34.6] 238
Collapsed into “excellent” 30.9% (76/246) [25.5, 36.9] 246

Variable Target category | Off-scale n Off-scale n Difference
excluded: % collapsed into (points)
target: %
Perceived Excellent 23.9 238 26.4 246 2.5
Arabic-
language
output quality
Personal Clearly 454 174 47.8 182 2.4
performance improved
impact efficiency and
quality
Expected future | Will strengthen | 48.9 176 50.3 181 14
role and develop my
role

Note. Off-scale categories: perceived Arabic-language output quality “good” (n = 8); personal performance “noticeable

improvement” (n = 8); expected future role “will enhance my capabilities” (n = 5); skills needed “critical analysis of Al content

””

(n=6). In correlational analyses the off-scale responses are treated as missing (Section 3.2.2). The primary-task category

“drafting news reports and articles” (n = 6) was also volunteered and is shown separately in Table 2.



S6. Robustness Check: Listwise Deletion

Spearman g (listwise n=76) | Readiness Adoption Training Perceived Perceived Personal
maturity provision Arabic- return on performance
language investment
output quality
Readiness —
Adoption maturity 378 —
Training provision 512 268 —
Perceived Arabic-language .100 .010 .021 —
output quality
Perceived return on .385 .084 347 -.030 -
investment
Personal performance 262 .148 243 126 .042 —
Association Pairwise o Pairwise n Listwise o (n =76) Difference
Readiness x adoption | 0.415 179 0.378 -0.036
maturity
Readiness x training 0.429 193 0.512 +0.084
provision
Readiness x perceived | 0.097 212 0.100 +0.003
Arabic-language
output quality
Readiness x perceived | 0.431 97 0.385 -0.046
return on investment
Readiness x personal 0.226 150 0.262 +0.035
performance

Completers versus non-completers of the adoption item (current Arabic instrument, n = 230: 183

answered, 47 skipped).

Comparison variable Test Result

Questionnaire stream x3(1) 9.07, p =.003 (skipping more common
in the second Arabic administration)

Organization type X*(2) 1.95, p=.377

Professional experience X3(2) 8.24, p =.016 (skipping more common

with <3 years)

Readiness

Mann-Whitney

M=57.2vs.54.2, p=.469

Perceived Arabic-language output

quality

Mann-Whitney

p=.252

Readiness x adoption, inverse-

probability weighted

Weighted o

0 = .408 (unweighted .415); response
model: stream, organization type,
experience

Note. Neither deletion rule removes selection on later modules; the checks indicate its likely direction and size (Sections 3.6.2

and 4.9; Table 10).




S7. Robustness Check: Strict Seven-of-Seven Composite Inclusion Rule

Association 0(=50f7, n 0 (7 of 7) n Difference
primary)

Readiness x 0.415 179 0.417 177 +0.002

adoption maturity

Readiness x 0.429 193 0.443 191 +0.014

training provision

Readiness x 0.097 212 0.090 209 -0.007

perceived Arabic-
language output
quality

Readiness x 0.431 97 0.431 97 +0.000
perceived return
on investment

Readiness x 0.226 150 0.224 148 -0.003
personal

performance

Rule Respondents scored M SD

At least five of seven 221 56.62 20.44

indicators (71.4% of the item

pool; primary)

All seven indicators 218 56.51 20.56

Note. The two composites correlate r = 1.000 (three respondents differ). Ordinal model of adoption maturity: OR per SD 2.587
(primary) vs. 2.585 (strict rule).




S8. Questionnaire (Arabic and English Versions)

The questionnaire was developed in Arabic and administered online through SurveyMonkey (and, for some
respondents, in face-to-face sessions). Part A reproduces the current Arabic instrument from its Word master
(April 2026), checked against a screenshot of the fielded online form; the wording is identical. Part B was
transcribed from a full-page screenshot of the fielded SurveyMonkey English form, because no source file of
the English version is available. In both parts, grids, sliders and required-answer marks are rendered as text,
and question numbers and bracketed annotations are editorial additions. Question order follows each
version. An earlier Arabic version, answered by 82 main-stream respondents between October 2025 and
February 2026, shared the demographic items and three readiness indicators (Section 3.1); it is not

reproduced here.

Part A. Arabic instrument (current version)
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e Lty Al et jala aa 5 elsl_LeY) duadle ) il sall b e lila¥] oASH) 8 5 sine (a1 oLt 13 Cings
L) s 2 se oY alal) clapdi e 2l Llal) oo Asedle Y) Gl Jifiue J o A 53 le Jsanll Sy
Ay sk Ay Gl e Y aadind g 4

(sl a)) sl J203 dllee Gk 58 L ]

o) oA ) i [ Cliaie pade [ and uti ) § el ) (5 sine pilia [ a3 e ¢ ) gean [ Jul e [ ginaa e sl i
(sl

ey Jlaall i 5 il ¢l g 2

Gl i 10 e ST 4 50 10 — 3 (e 40 53 3 e B

(3 sl dla)) Tl e () A all Aagla e 3

oS oo (i telal ANS 5 / i Apad ) duaia ¢(Ae 3/ 52 88) ] e silaa

A Sl lall e @85 Y ol 3855 e 6l I 4

el (38 50 6381 50 ¢ 5T Y [lae €380 50 e ¢Lalal 31 50yt 1AAY) (il

Aesll alga (i aliiie (S8 e Y] Jlee b oelilhial] o lSA) cl ol padinf 4.1
Ana ) seanll Jelil agds (oadle Y s sinal) Jilad e el 45 dpady il 5ol 3555 4.2
Andl Al (5 sinall 33 ga Gaead e ASA 5 A ) @) el 4.3

Ada jie A )y il G50 3as Jee bl ) LS 3 et W i 4.4

A sall Ja13 B Y) J8 (e & SEY) SEY) 5 ol panii a1 4.5

Aolad) e lain¥) 5 4D 48l elihal) (AL o e aall e Yl s sinal 2l 4.6
L= lilaal) AN il ol aladiul apdaiil A sall Jaks Aol s il 55 2a 53 4.7

Al gad s seanll Sy Aleny e ol il olad A8 el 4.8

(S i) ccliladl) clalial) Jie) ) seandl pe Jelill cilily e aliiie S8 ki 4.9
(gle Y (s siadll Zl) e ddlisa) alaliial g ) seanll & 55 21,0 4.10

Agigall 5l ol (8 el i ) ASAN sl aladi) g a8l Ol 631 4,11

(= lilaa¥) S aladiuly Aag yall dyigal) Coglaal) ae A8l% 5 & gun gp Jalail a1y 4,12

S algall & eliaa¥) clSA @l ool axdiud sae 6l )5



Jilat ¢ Gaanll G 521 (2S5 JLAY) (ye (3intl) Y1 im0 ¢ suall midliy s a3 SChAtGPT e s slacell 1 515 pan
Aleldisy ) seand) iy

ot Jigall dlilal o eliba¥) oS4 aladil i i e IS5 .6

5 Loy it Y caiaill ol Jaadl ecae (e 215 ¢l gl B8 Chand al €13 sane Ui aa tmual 5 IS Jaal) 53 5 5 86l (flan
S oy

Soadte ) dandl 8 elilaal) oSO byt i ga A5 (5 siuse alal (aS 7

i ¢80 ol &y i) Clglead) (any b aliiie aladii) (s alge 8 (S aladial ¢ pad aladiul ol 83 gana (o jlas
Leisd Jand) ) S V5 JalS i slie) ¢ adle ) Jandl s 8 ol

felivuiga 3 elihual) ¢S aladin) e Lacasie Ty o cudli s 8

o5 o5 L BB o to 5 Y sl 0 Ly 3 ) S e i€ Ty 5 ool U818 Ty 5 ol ond

s Lealing il alad) SV @l lgad) o Le ol s (39

:L”Ji A gall (5 ginall &e Jalaill cildMal| ‘LJ.UA Lea je g il Jalas tPrompt Engineering )A\j‘ﬂl 4ia

felle 8 (Adaall Cilaglll 5 oanaill) 4y jall A2lL e lilaa¥) o\SAI Cla i B s asii 2 10

Tas 5 jliea 65 )liee $idan gie $Aiimia ¢13a ddima

Sl aadl) ) Bl gl A gl &y 50 e celiha¥) oA i of a8 g5 S 11

a6 Jhaall J15 Y el calga (any 2363 38 ¢ s5un 5 (550 Anpha s €0y sk g (5 )90

100 Y 0 (e s t40 slhae Alal) daadle ) clivega 8 AU il gl Boas i ypasil alind dgall oy jaiy o8 ellind (e .12
(SN

o) danll 3 eliha¥) oS el edll ) (5 5iae 121

L5 Ladle) ol SI Jualids 2 12.2

lee lipdat ) 4 S IS8V Jysatde 50123

Al 3 a0 5 5 ) daad) e AN 3 Al G o slall Ax 2 124

Lpdle Y1 Glaadlls (g sinall jphai A4y ) seenldl Jelii s i 500 12.5

s s 8 Aliaal) Hlally elilaa¥) oA Cal 6 48 Joa ol )l s 4l 531 5126

(Rdlide il & puall HLS & Ale Y 550 ) il apen N Jsa sl 12.7

§elihial) olSA) il & Hlaiind) (e Bl 5 130le clivuge 3383 Ja il 5 13

Al gl il Say Y s sale Bile aa o Y OV i 3 sama dile ¢ Jise s el g Nile can

Leie Ul 5 Lellae o 5 e el G sl Lale Jan Al e likaaW) oS @l jola 5l e 5 el ST 5 Qe JS3 .14
(A s la) (0S4l )

Aallee @il dalaill ¢y il Jin) oDl ) dasdl e Jals celihia¥) oS3 (s 65 43S e saxae All S s .15
(A site Aa)) (s st

(R st Ala]) § e lilaaY) clSA) LS aladiinl g 55 8 duss all Lggal 5 A Al i Al sl 5500 L 16

(R site Ala)) SA0al Al yall JOA L sall Jady e lihaial) oASA aladinl Cpuad o ool alila) 581 L 17

(A 51 Dla)) i sa anl 18

Question numbers and bracketed annotations are editorial additions; they do not appear on the form.



Part B. English version (as fielded)
Al Adoption in UAE Media Institutions Survey (Journalists)

This survey aims to measure the level of artificial intelligence adoption in UAE medjia institutions, assess
digital readiness, and evaluate innovation capacity. Please respond based on your overall assessment of your
organization’s performance. All responses are confidential and used only for research and development

purposes.

1. What is your role within your organization?

Reporter / Journalist / Correspondent / Photographer; Section Head / Platforms Manager / Digital Projects
Manager; Video Producer / Digital Content Creator; Other (please specify)

2. Years of experience in the media field:

Less than 3 years; 3-10 years; More than 10 years

3. Name of your organization: (open)
4. What type of organization do you work in?

Print / Broadcast (TV or Radio); Digital-only Platform / News Agency; Government Media Office

5. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

Scale: Strongly Disagree; Disagree; Neutral / No Opinion; Agree; Strongly Agree
5.1 I'regularly use Al tools in my daily media work.

5.2 Digital and technical tools are available that help me analyze media content and understand audience

engagement.
5.3 Smart and digital technologies help improve the quality of the content I produce.

5.4 We are allowed to experiment with new ideas or workflows without excessive administrative

restrictions.

5.5 Innovation and creative initiatives are encouraged by management within the organization.

5.6 Al-supported media content respects local cultural and social values.

5.7 There are clear guidelines within the organization to avoid bias or misinformation when using Al tools.
5.8 I trust my organization’s commitment to protecting audience data and privacy.

5.9 I regularly review audience engagement metrics (views, comments, shares).

5.10 Audience diversity and different needs are considered in producing media content.

5.11 The digital transformation and use of smart technologies have positively changed my professional role.
5.12 Concerns about Al use are addressed with clarity and transparency.

6. How often do you use Al tools in the following media tasks

Scale: Never; Rarely; Sometimes; Often; Always

Gathering and generating information using tools like ChatGPT; Editing or summarizing texts; Converting
audio into written text; Translation; Producing/editing images and videos; Fact-checking and combating
misinformation; Collecting and analyzing audience data; Managing and distributing content on platforms
7. Overall, how has the use of Al affected your personal professional performance?

Significantly improved efficiency and work quality; Slight improvement; No noticeable impact; Increased

workload or complexity; I do not use Al enough to evaluate its impact

8. Have you received specialized training on Al in your organization?



Yes, I received sufficient training; Training was insufficient; I have not received training and would like to
(with text box)
9. In your view, what are the most urgent skills needed today? (check boxes)

Prompt engineering; Data analysis and visualization; Ethics of handling Al-generated content

10. How do you evaluate the quality of Al-generated Arabic output (Modern Standard Arabic and

dialects) in your work?

Very Poor; Poor; Average; Excellent; Outstanding

11. How would you best describe your organization’s level of artificial intelligence (AI) adoption in
media work?

Limited experimentation or pilot use; Partial use for basic tasks; Regular use in some editorial or digital
workflows; Al is a core component of daily media operations; Near-complete reliance on Al to perform
media work

12. How do you expect Al to affect your professional role over the next 3-5 years?

It will enhance and strengthen my role; It will significantly change my role and responsibilities; It may
threaten some aspects of my role; The impact is still unclear

13. Rating Sliders (0-100%): Please use the slider to indicate the percentage that reflects your
organization’s performance in the following areas:

13.1 Actual adoption level of Al technologies in daily operations

13.2 Media and digital skills readiness of staff

13.3 Speed of transforming innovative ideas into practical applications

13.4 Level of collaboration between editorial and technical teams

13.5 Degree of leveraging audience engagement and trust in developing content and services
13.6 Availability of guidelines on using Al and addressing misinformation

13.7 Accessibility to all audience groups (people of determination, seniors, different languages)

14. In your view, is your organization achieving a clear return on investment (ROI) from its use of Al
technologies?
Yes, a clear and measurable return; A limited return so far; No tangible return at this stage; It is too early or

difficult to assess

15. Please provide one or more examples of Al projects or initiatives currently being developed in your
organization, including their purpose (if possible). (open)

16. Please provide specific examples of how Al is integrated within your media workflow (e.g., editing,
analysis, automation, content processing). (open)

17. What are the main technical or operational challenges your organization faces in expanding the use of
Al technologies? (open)

18. What suggestions do you have for improving or enhancing Al use in your organization in the coming
period? (open)

Note. The English version was translated from the Arabic by the author; no independent back-translation was carried out
(Section 3.2). It differs from the Arabic instrument in four respects that affect comparability: the task item asks how often each of
eight tasks is performed (so the English stream is not included in Table 2); the training item offers three options; the adoption-
maturity, personal-performance and expected-role items were not included in the English stream's analyses; and the highest

Arabic-language output quality option is labelled “Outstanding”. Transcription limitations: Part B was transcribed manually

from a screenshot; two typographical slips on the form were corrected (“The impact is still unclea” to “unclear”; a missing



closing parenthesis in the accessibility indicator). Minor differences in punctuation or line breaks from the online form cannot
be excluded.



S9. Ordinal Models of Adoption Maturity, Brant Tests, and Additional
Robustness Results (separate Excel file)
Supplied as the Excel workbook journalmedia-4524444-Supplementary-59.xlsx, with the following sheets:

* S9a — Full output of the four ordinal logistic models of adoption maturity (odds ratios, 95% Cls,
coefficients, standard errors, p-values, thresholds, fit statistics)

* S9b — Brant tests of the proportional-odds assumption, global and for each predictor, for all four models



