Table 1 Comparison of the Agentic AI Intensity Index with existing disclosure-based technology constructs
	Property
	AI adoption reviews [7]
	Bank digital transformation index [8]
	Digital transformation measures [6]
	Text-based economic indices [9, 10]
	AAII (this article)

	Unit of measurement
	Firm, qualitative
	Bank-year
	Bank-year
	Firm-quarter or country-month
	Bank-year and disclosure-date

	Source text
	Mixed secondary
	Annual reports
	Annual reports, financial data
	Earnings calls, newspapers
	Annual report, MD&A, earnings calls

	Separates autonomy from adoption
	No
	No
	No
	Not applicable
	Yes, by authority weighting

	Separates agentic from generative AI
	No
	No
	No
	Not applicable
	Yes, contrast dictionary

	Keyword derivation documented
	No
	Partial
	No
	Yes
	Yes, Delphi protocol

	Inter-rater reliability reported
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes, α and κ thresholds

	Dimensional structure tested
	No
	No
	No
	Partial
	Yes, EFA and CFA

	Construct validity evidence
	No
	No
	No
	Yes, criterion only
	Yes, four-part assessment

	Normalised for disclosure length
	Not applicable
	Partial
	No
	Yes
	Yes, plus AI-mention baseline

	AI-washing mitigation specified
	No
	No
	No
	Partial
	Yes, specificity scoring

	Endogeneity strategy
	Not applicable
	Fixed effects
	Fixed effects
	Varies
	Seven complementary designs



Table 2. Hypothesis-to-test mapping
	Hypothesis
	Primary outcome
	Estimator
	Identification support
	Rejection criterion

	H1
	Cost-to-income ratio
	Two-way fixed effects
	IV, system GMM, PSM
	β ≥ 0 at 5%

	H1a
	Cost-to-income ratio
	FE with AAII² and lags
	Distributed-lag specification
	Quadratic term not significant

	H2
	Fraud and AML false-positive rate
	Two-way fixed effects
	IV, PSM
	β ≥ 0 at 5%

	H2a
	Subgroup approval-rate gap
	FE with subgroup interaction
	PSM
	Gap not increasing in AAII

	H3
	Operational-risk event count
	Negative binomial FE
	System GMM, CS-DiD
	β ≤ 0 at 5%

	H3a
	Event count by workflow class
	Stratified negative binomial
	Workflow-level AAII
	Homogeneous across classes

	H4
	Cumulative abnormal returns
	Market-model event study
	Placebo on generative-only events
	CAR indistinguishable from zero

	H4a
	CAR × deposit-franchise exposure
	Cross-sectional CAR regression
	Sub-sample splits
	Interaction not significant

	H5
	All of H1–H3
	FE with moderator interactions
	Five-way decomposition
	Composite interaction not significant



Table 3 Theoretical derivation and factor weights of AAII dimensions
	Dimension
	Definition
	Theoretical derivation
	Weight wd
	Example disclosure evidence

	D1 Execution authority
	Systems that initiate or settle transactions within a delegated mandate
	DCT seizing
	0.30
	Autonomous payment release; automated limit-setting

	D2 Decision autonomy
	Systems that make binding decisions without case-level human approval
	DCT seizing
	0.25
	Straight-through credit adjudication; automated case closure

	D3 Multi-step workflow scope
	Breadth of chained tasks the system plans and self-corrects across
	DCT transforming
	0.20
	End-to-end onboarding; multi-agent orchestration

	D4 Governance and oversight architecture
	Formal structures created specifically to supervise autonomous systems
	DCT transforming; TOE organisational
	0.15
	Agent-specific model-risk committee; kill-switch protocol

	D5 Environmental and infrastructural embedding
	Integration into payment rails, vendor platforms and regulated processes
	TOE environmental
	0.10
	Agentic settlement integration; supervised sandbox participation


Table 4 Validation acceptance thresholds
	Step
	Statistic
	Threshold
	Action if not met

	Delphi
	Median diagnosticity rating
	≥ 5 of 7
	Drop term

	Delphi
	Interquartile range
	≤ 2
	Return to supplementary round

	Delphi
	Dimension allocation
	≥ 70% agreement
	Split term or drop

	Human coding
	Krippendorff’s α, tier
	≥ 0.80
	Revise manual, retrain, new sample

	Human coding
	Krippendorff’s α, dimension
	≥ 0.75
	Revise manual, retrain, new sample

	Human coding
	Cohen’s κ, pairwise
	≥ 0.61
	Retrain coder

	Scale
	Cronbach’s α
	≥ 0.70
	Report dimensions separately

	EFA
	Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin
	≥ 0.70
	Re-specify dimension set

	EFA
	Bartlett’s test
	p < 0.05
	Re-specify dimension set

	CFA
	CFI; RMSEA; SRMR
	≥ 0.90; ≤ 0.08; ≤ 0.08
	Re-derive weights from loadings

	Model classification
	α against human gold standard
	≥ 0.80
	Revise prompt, new calibration sample

	Model classification
	Tier 2–3 human review
	100%
	Not applicable, mandatory

	Stability
	Spearman ρ across runs
	≥ 0.95
	Report as unstable, do not use

	Convergent validity
	ρ with external indicators
	≥ 0.50
	Investigate before use

	Discriminant validity
	ρ with general AI index
	0.30–0.70
	Re-weight (upper) or re-classify (lower)



