Supplementary Tables

Table S1: Descriptive Statistics and Tests of Normality for Total Well-being (n = 588)
	Statistic
	Value
	SE / df
	p

	Mean
	118.89
	.846
	—

	95% CI for Mean — Lower Bound
	117.23
	—
	—

	95% CI for Mean — Upper Bound
	120.56
	—
	—

	5% Trimmed Mean
	119.07
	—
	—

	Median
	120.00
	—
	—

	Variance
	421.13
	—
	—

	Std. Deviation
	20.52
	—
	—

	Skewness
	−.280
	.101
	—

	Kurtosis
	.068
	.201
	—

	Minimum
	44.00
	—
	—

	Maximum
	161.00
	—
	—

	Range
	117.00
	—
	—

	Interquartile Range
	32.00
	—
	—

	Tests of Normality

	Test
	Statistic
	df
	p

	Kolmogorov–Smirnov (Lilliefors correction)
	.070
	588
	< .001

	Shapiro–Wilk
	.981
	588
	< .001


Note. Total Well-being score range: 44–161. Skewness (−.280, SE = .101) and kurtosis (.068, SE = .201) are within acceptable bounds (±1.0). Both normality tests reach significance due to large sample size (n = 588); parametric analyses are justified given the near-normal distributional shape and known robustness of regression under these conditions
Table S2: Internal Consistency Reliability — Cronbach's Alpha (α)
	Scale / Instrument
	N of Items
	Cronbach's α

	Artificial Intelligence Literacy
	12
	.757

	Technology Readiness Index
	16
	.872

	Student Well-being
	23
	.940

	Total Scale (all 51 items)
	51
	.936


Note. Acceptable reliability: α ≥ .70 (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994); Good: α ≥ .80; Excellent: α ≥ .90. N of items confirmed from IBM SPSS v.27 Reliability Statistics output. Listwise deletion applied.
Table S3: Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) Measure and Bartlett's Test of Sphericity, by Instrument
	Instrument
	N items
	KMO
	Bartlett's χ²
	df
	p

	AI Literacy Scale
	12
	.872
	2348.408
	66
	< .001

	Technology Readiness Index
	16
	.861
	3680.217
	120
	< .001

	Student Well-being Questionnaire
	23
	.949
	7602.503
	253
	< .001


Note. Each instrument's items were factor-analyzed separately (not pooled). All three KMO values exceed the 0.60 minimum and fall in the ‘meritorious’ (AI Literacy, TRI) to ‘marvelous’ (Well-being) range (Kaiser, 1974). Bartlett's test is significant for all three, confirming each correlation matrix is suitable for factor extraction.

Table S4: Item Communalities, by Instrument (Separate Extractions)
AI Literacy Scale (12 items)
	Item
	Extraction Communality

	AI_1
	.286

	AI_2
	.686

	AI_3
	.463

	AI_4
	.489

	AI_5
	.695

	AI_6
	.595

	AI_7
	.570

	AI_8
	.590

	AI_9
	.616

	AI_10
	.490

	AI_11
	.619

	AI_12
	.276



Technology Readiness Index (16 items)
	Item
	Extraction Communality

	TRI_1
	.591

	TRI_2
	.549

	TRI_3
	.508

	TRI_4
	.615

	TRI_5
	.597

	TRI_6
	.528

	TRI_7
	.479

	TRI_8
	.539

	TRI_9
	.527

	TRI_10
	.655

	TRI_11
	.619

	TRI_12
	.670

	TRI_13
	.593

	TRI_14
	.571

	TRI_15
	.656

	TRI_16
	.475



Student Well-being Questionnaire (23 items)
	Item
	Extraction Communality

	well_1
	.624

	well_2
	.578

	well_3
	.635

	well_4
	.716

	well_5
	.663

	well_6
	.410

	well_7
	.567

	well_8
	.694

	well_9
	.605

	well_10
	.615

	well_11
	.668

	well_12
	.673

	well_13
	.653

	well_14
	.611

	well_15
	.706

	well_16
	.489

	well_17
	.693

	well_18
	.715

	well_19
	.666

	well_20
	.678

	well_21
	.405

	well_22
	.517

	well_23
	.598


Note. Extraction method: Principal Component Analysis, run separately for each instrument (not pooled). Bold values (AI_1 = .286, AI_12 = .276, well_6 = .410—just above threshold, well_21 = .405—just above threshold) indicate communalities at or below the .40 guideline; all other items exceed it.

Table S5: Total Variance Explained and Rotated Component Structure, by Instrument
AI Literacy Scale — 2 components extracted (53.1% cumulative variance)
	Component
	Eigenvalue
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %
	Items loading ≥ .40 (rotated)

	1
	4.319
	35.995
	35.995
	AI_1, AI_3, AI_4, AI_6, AI_7, AI_8, AI_9, AI_10, AI_12

	2
	2.054
	17.117
	53.112
	AI_2, AI_5, AI_11 (the three reverse-worded items)



Technology Readiness Index — 3 components extracted (57.3% cumulative variance)
	Component
	Eigenvalue
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %
	Items loading ≥ .40 (rotated)

	1
	5.562
	34.764
	34.764
	TRI_1–8 (Optimism + Innovativeness items)

	2
	2.182
	13.635
	48.399
	TRI_9, 10, 11, 12, 16 (Discomfort + one Insecurity item)

	3
	1.426
	8.915
	57.314
	TRI_13, 14, 15 (remaining Insecurity items)



Student Well-being Questionnaire — 4 components extracted (61.7% cumulative variance)
	Component
	Eigenvalue
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %
	Items loading ≥ .40 (rotated)

	1
	10.365
	45.065
	45.065
	well_1–5, 7–9 (Academic)

	2
	1.661
	7.223
	52.288
	well_10, 11, 12, 14, 16, 22, 23 (Financial/Physical/Relational, mixed)

	3
	1.145
	4.977
	57.265
	well_17–20 (Psychological)

	4
	1.009
	4.388
	61.653
	well_13, well_15 (Physical items, cross-loading)


Note. Extraction method: Principal Component Analysis with Varimax rotation, run separately for each instrument. None of the three instruments fully reproduced its hypothesized subscale structure when analyzed in this sample: AI Literacy's 4 hypothesized subscales collapsed to 2 components, split by item wording direction (positively- vs. negatively worded items) rather than content domain reverse-scoring was verified correct, so this reflects a genuine method/wording factor rather than a data-entry error. TRI's 4 hypothesized subscales collapsed to 3 components, broadly consistent with Parasuraman's higher-order ‘contributor’ (Optimism+Innovativeness) vs. ‘inhibitor’ (Discomfort+Insecurity) structure. Well-being's 5 hypothesized subscales collapsed to 4 components; Academic and Psychological replicated cleanly, while Financial, Physical, and Relational items were less clearly differentiated in this sample. Authors should discuss these findings as a study limitation regarding constructing validity of the adopted subscale structures in this population, rather than omitting or overriding them.

