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Abstract
The study aims to assess organizational problem-solving capacity, optimize Al implementation, and analyze data
incomprehensibility and dependency. It provides recommendations for organizations, academics, and policymakers on
overcoming challenges in deploying Al in large data volumes. As Al's influence grows, it's crucial for systems to be reliable
and trustworthy. The research also explores how companies can use Al to solve problems, understand challenges, protect data,
and ensure ethical use of Al technologies for society
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1. Introduction
Artificial Intelligence (Al) is transforming the modern technological age, offering benefits like error-free processing, round-
the-clock availability, fast decision-making, and industry problem-solving. Al systems, developed using data predictive
models or machine learning algorithms, address industrial gaps in affordability, efficiency, and customer experiences.
However, implementing Al in organizations faces challenges like data availability and quality, requiring robust, efficient
handling of large data sets.
1.1. Problem Statement & Obijectives of the study
The thesis explores the challenges organizations face when implementing Al systems with incomprehensible and dependent
data, outlines strategies to overcome these issues, and evaluates the impact of organizational capabilities on successful Al
implementation.
This study answers the following questions
e What are the main aspects of data reliance and incomprehensibility that need to be taken into account while
implementing Al?
e How can data reliance and incomprehensibility impact the accuracy, performance, resilience, and accuracy of
artificial intelligence systems inside an organization?
e What organizational skills are essential for managing and reducing data-related issues in the application of Al?
e Regarding Al initiatives, what are the tactics and procedures that companies should implement to improve the quality
and dependability of their data while reducing their reliance on certain sources?
1.2. Description of Variables
Two types of variables will be used o conduct the study. Independent variables include
e Technological Infrastructure for Complex Data Handling
Data Management and Analytics for Unstructured Data
Adaptive and Agile Data Systems:
Data Quality and Integration Strategies
Ethical and Regulatory Considerations in Complex Data Handling
The dependent variable measures the organization's Al implementation efficiency in handling incomprehensible and
dependent data, evaluating its ability to analyze, understand, and utilize intricate data sets effectively.
1.3. How Significant This Study 1s?
This research provides insights into data incompressibility and dependency issues in deploying artificial intelligence in large
data volumes, highlighting the growing importance of dependable and trustworthy systems in various industries.
Put another way, our research aims to support companies use artificial intelligence while managing a large volume of complex
data. It offers them advice on how to handle independent and complicated data. The importance of Al in many facets of our
lives makes it imperative that we understand how to handle complex data.
1.4. Limitations of the study
This thesis examines Al implementation in organizations, focusing on data incomprehensibility and dependency. It offers
solutions and strategies, but acknowledges limitations like data availability and should be considered in different contexts due
to industry, technological evolution, and cultural factors.

2. Methodology
The research design will primarily involve a survey-based quantitative approach to collect data on Al implementation.The
study explores the organization's use of artificial intelligence, focusing on data dependency and complexity, using both
qualitative and quantitative research methods to understand obstacles and strategies.

2.1. Techniques for Gathering Data
The methods listed below were employed to gather information relevant to our research goal. The relevant industrial
population in the field of artificial intelligence was sent the questionnaire. The primary data source was a questionnaire
distributed to pertinent industry participants in the Al field.

e Case Studies

e Surveys

e  Expert Interviews
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e  Techniques for Sampling

e Information Analysis:

2.2. Hypothesis Evaluation

Hypothesis 1:

e Null Hypothesis (HO): The effectiveness of Al adoption in managing complex data within organizations is not
significantly influenced by the quality of the technology infrastructure.

e Alternative Hypothesis (H1): Implementing Al effectively in organizations improves efficiency by enhancing the
quality of technological infrastructure for processing complex data.

Hypothesis 2:

e Null hypothesis (HO): The efficiency of Al deployment in handling reliant and incomprehensible data within
organizations is not significantly correlated with the efficacy of data management and analytics for unstructured data.

e Alternative Hypothesis (H1): The efficiency of implementing Al in handling unstructured and dependent data
within organizations is positively connected with the effectiveness of data management and analytics.

Hypothesis 3:

e Hypothesis Null (HO): The efficiency of Al deployment in managing reliant and unintelligible data within
organizations is not significantly correlated with the adaptability of data systems.

e Alternative Hypothesis (H1): Greater Al implementation efficiency in managing reliant and incomprehensible data
within organizations is strongly connected with data systems' increased adaptability.

Hypothesis 4:

e Null Hypothesis (HO): The success of data quality and integration methods and the effectiveness of Al
implementation in managing reliant and incomprehensible data within organizations do not significantly correlate.

e Alternative Hypothesis (H1): A favorable correlation has been shown between enhanced data quality and
integration techniques and increased Al implementation efficiency in managing complex and reliant data in
organizational settings.

Hypothesis 5:

e Null Hypothesis (H0): Ethical and regulatory concerns about handling complex data do not significantly affect the
effectiveness of Al adoption when handling reliant and unintelligible data in organizations.

e Alternative Hypothesis (H1): The efficiency of Al deployment in handling reliant and unintelligible data within
organizations is positively connected with stronger ethical and regulatory considerations in complex data
management.

3. Results and Discussions

The research study's findings, gathered from a questionnaire distributed among selected samples, include information on
gender, age, education, industrial experience, Al involvement, data analysis, and data cleaning techniques.

Gender: The gender variable revealed that males accounted for 84% of the total population, while females represented 16%.
All relevant statistics are shown in Table 1 and Figure 1.

Table 1
Gender
Frequency Percent Valid Percentage Cumulative Percent
Male 84 84.0 84.0 84.0
Valid
Female 16 16.0 16.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0

Figure: 1
Age: The age distribution for the respondents in the graphical form is shown below in Table: 2 and Figure: 2
Table 2
Age (Years)
Frequency Percentage Valid Percentage Cumulative Percentage
Less Than 25years 11 11.0 11.0 11.0
Valid Between 25-40 Years 61 61.0 61.0 72.0
Greater Than 40 Years 28 28.0 28.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0
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Figure: 2

Educational Qualifications: The educational qualifications distribution for the respondents in the graphical form is
shown below in Table: 3 and Figure: 3.

Table 3
Educational Qualifications
Frequency Percent Valid Percentage Cumulative Percentage
Bachelor Degree 48 48.0 48.0 48.0
Master Degree 49 49.0 49.0 97.0
Valid M. Phil 1 1.0 1.0 98.0
PhD 2 20 20 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0
Educational Cualfications
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Figure: 3

Enter Your Years of Experience: The experience in industry distribution for the respondents in the graphical form is shown
below in Table: 4 and Figure: 4.

Table 4
Enter Your Years of Experience
Frequency Percent  ValidPercentage Cumulative Percentage
Between 0-10 years 54 54.0 54.0 54.0
Valid  Greater than 10 years 46 46.0 46.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0

Enter your years of Experience in Industry

Figure: 4

How long your organization been actively involved in Al implementation? The survey revealed following statistic shown
in Table: 5 and Figure: 5. in graphical form.
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Table: 5
How long your organization been actively involved in Al implementation

Frequency Percent Valid Percentage Cumulative Percentage
Less than 1 Year 31 31.0 31.0 31.0
1-2 Years 20 20.0 20.0 51.0
Valid 2-5 years 17 17.0 17.0 68.0
More than 5 years 32 32.0 32.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0

How long has yaur srgenization Been scSvaly invoived in Al lvglementstion] Tecknsicgies?

| R

Figure: 5

How Would You Rate Your Organization's Experience With Al Implementation? The survey revealed following statistic
shown in Table: 6.1 and Figure: 6 in graphical form.

Table 6
How Would You Rate Your Organization's Experience With Al Implementation
Frequency Percent Valid Percentage Cumulative Percentage
No Experience 20 20.0 20.0 20.0
Limited Experience 14 14.0 14.0 34.0
valid Moderate Experience 21 21.0 21.0 55.0
Experienced 31 31.0 31.0 86.0
Highly Experienced 14 14.0 14.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0
Figure: 6

The data shown in Table: 6.2 a mean value of 3.05, a median of 3.00, and a mode value of "Experienced", indicating an
organization's perceived experience with Al implementation, with a negative skewness value of -0.243.

Table 6.2

Statistics

Valid 100
N Missing 0
Mean 3.05
Median 3.00
Mode 4
Std. Deviation 1.351
Range 4
Minimum 1
Maximum 5

Does your organization have a clear Al strategy that aligns with its overall business object? : The survey revealed
following statistic shown in Table: 7 and Figure: 7 in graphical form.

Does Your Organization Actively Invest In Al Talent Development, Such As Hiring Data Scientists And Machine
Learning Engineers Or Providing Training To Existing Employees? : Answers to above question are tabulated in Table:
8 and graphically represented in Figure: 8 below
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Table 7
Does your organization have a clear Al strategy that aligns with its overall business object?

Frequency Percentage Valid Percentage Cumulative Percentage
Yes, a well-definedstrategy 43 43.0 43.0 43.0
Yes, but not well-defined 34 34.0 34.0 77.0
Valid  No, but planning to develop one 18 18.0 18.0 95.0
No, no plans toDevelop one 5 5.0 5.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0

Does yvour organization have a clear Al strategy that aligns with its overall business objectives?

50

40

an

Frequency

20
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Figure: 7
Table 8

Does Your Organization Actively Invest In Al Talent Development, Such As Hiring Data Scientists And Machine Learning
Engineers Or Providing Training To Existing Employees?

Frequency  Percent Valid Percentage Cumulative Percentage
No, but planning to do so 26 26.0 26.0 26.0
valid Yes, extensively 24 240 240 50.0
Yes, moderately 50 50.0 50.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0

Doss your organization actively Invest in Al talent development, such as hlrln data lul.ntlltl and
machine learning engineers or previding tralning te existing 'I11I:| oyeesT

Figure: 8

In your experience, how would you rate the quality of the data used in your organization's Al initiatives? The tabular
representation of the respondents' distribution is displayed below in Table: 9 and graphically in Figure: 9.

Table: 9.1
In your experience, how would you rate the quality of the data used in your organization's Al initiatives?
Frequency Percent Valid Percentage Cumulative Percentage
Poor 7 7.0 7.0 7.0
Fair 19 19.0 19.0 26.0
valid Average 27 27.0 27.0 53.0
Good 30 30.0 30.0 83.0
Excellent 17 17.0 17.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0
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In your experience, how would you rate the quality of the data used In
your organization’s Al initiatives ?

Figure: 9.1

The data distribution is slightly above the median, with a median value of 3.00. The median value 4 (Good) indicates the
responder believes their organization uses good quality data for Al activities, with a negative skewness value of -0.244.

Table: 9.2

Statistics
N Valid 100

Missing 0
Mean 331
Median 3.00
Mode 4
Std. Deviation 1.169
Range 4
Minimum 1
Maximum 5

How would you rate your organization's data governance practices, including data ownership, quality standards, and
access policies? The tabular and graphical representation of the respondents' distribution is displayed below in Table:10.1 and
Figure: 10.

Table: 10.1
How would you rate your organization's data governance practices, including data ownership, quality standards, and access
policies?

Frequency Percent Valid Percentage Cumulative Percentage
1-Poor 7 7.0 7.0 7.0
2-Fair 11 11.0 11.0 18.0
valid 3- Average 30 30.0 30.0 48.0
4-Good 33 33.0 33.0 81.0
5- Excellent 19 19.0 19.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0
TR NG Ults Samerahe: duain standsras. Gnd aceecss Banclens "
Figure: 10
Table: 10.2
Statistics
N Valid 100
Missing 0
Mean 3.46
Median 4.00
Mode 4
Std. Deviation 1.132
Range 4
Minimum 1
Maximum 5

The table shows an average data point of 3.46, with a median value of 4.00, indicating a positive perception of their
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organization's governance processes, such as data ownership, quality standards, and access policies, with a negative skewness
of -0.474.

Does your organization have a dedicated team or responsible person for managing data quality and compliance? : The
graphical representation of the respondents' distribution is displayed below in Table: 11 and Figure: 11.

Table: 11
Does your organization have a dedicated team or responsible person for managing data quality and compliance?
Frequency Percent Valid Percentage Cumulative Percentage

No 14 14.0 14.0 14.0
Valid Yes 86 86.0 86.0 100.0

Total 100 100.0 100.0

Does your org 14 1have a .':m’m;? ble person for g data quality and
.o

Figure: 11

To what extent does your organization have a culture that values data-driven decision-making and innovation? : The
graphical and tabular representation of the respondents' distribution is displayed below in Table: 12.1 and Figure: 12.

Table: 12.1
To what extent does your organization have a culture that values data-driven decision-making and innovation?
Frequency Percent Valid Percentage Cumulative Percentage
Strongly Disagree 11 11.0 11.0 11.0
Disagree 8 8.0 8.0 19.0
valid Neutral 30 30.0 30.0 49.0
Agree 36 36.0 36.0 85.0
Strongly Agree 15 15.0 15.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0
Bt Dey. =1 1o
M= 100
To what extent does your organization have a culture that values data.
driven declision-makina and iInnovation?
Figure: 12
Table: 12.2
Statistics
N Valid 100
Missing 0
Mean 3.36
Median 4.00
Mode 4
Std. Deviation 1.168
Range 4
Minimum 1
Maximum 5

1249



The mean value of 3.36 is below the median, with a data distribution around 4.00. The modal value of 4 indicates an
organization that fosters creativity and data-driven decision-making, while the skewness value is -0.586.

Have you encountered challenges related to data incomprehensibility or dependency in your Al projects? The graphical
and tabular representation of the respondents' distribution is displayed below in Table: 13 and Figure: 13.

Table: 13
Have you encountered challenges related to data incomprehensibility or dependency in your Al projects?
Frequency Percent Valid Percentage Cumulative Percentage
No 25 25.0 25.0 25.0
Valid Yes 75 75.0 75.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0

Have you sncountersd challenges related to data iIncomprehensibility or dependency in your &) projects?

£
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Figure: 13

How often does your organization encounter data that is difficult to understand? The graphical and tabular representation
of the respondents' distribution is displayed below in Table: 14.1 and Figure: 14.

Table: 14.1
How often does your organization encounter data that is difficult to understand?
Frequency Percent Valid Percentage Cumulative Percentage
1-Never 11 11.0 11.0 11.0
2- Rarely 17 17.0 17.0 28.0
valid 3- Occasionally 35 35.0 35.0 63.0
4-Often 29 29.0 29.0 92.0
5- Frequently 8 8.0 8.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0
40 Mamny = 3 06
Aoy = 1100
10
L} o 1 2 Rl 4 L) “
How often does your organization encounter data that is difficult to
understand?.
Figure: 14.
Table: 14.2
Statistics
N Valid 100
Missing 0
Mean 3.06
Median 3.00
Mode 3
Std. Deviation 1.108
Range 4
Minimum 1
Maximum 5
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The data's average is slightly above the median, with a distribution around 3.00. The mode value of 3 indicates data difficulty
is encountered "Occasionally” by the respondent's organization. The mean and median are similar, indicating minimal
negative skewness due to leftward shifts.

How does data incomprehensibility affect the accuracy of Al models within your organization? The graphical
representation of the respondents' distribution is provided below in Table: 15 and Figure:15

Table: 15
How does data incomprehensibility affect the accuracy of Al models within your organization?
Frequency Percent Valid Percentage  Cumulative Percentage
It does not affect the accuracy 20 20.0 20.0 20.0
It has minimal impaction accuracy 17 17.0 17.0 37.0
Valid It moderately reduces the accuracy 42 42.0 42,0 79.0
It significantly reduces the accuracy 21 21.0 21.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0

How does data incomprehensibility affect the accuracy of Al models within your organization?

"

20
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o

It doos not affect f has minimal impact on . It moderately reduces It sigreficantly recduces
aCCWwacy SCCuraly accuracy accuracy
Figure: 15

To What Extent Does Your Organization Depend On Specific Data Sources Or Eco Systems For Al Initiatives? The
graphical form of the respondents' distribution is displayed below in Table: 16.1 and figure:16

Table: 16.1
To What Extent Does Your Organization Depend On Specific Data Sources Or Eco Systems For Al Initiatives?
Frequency Percent Valid Percentage  Cumulative Percentage
1-Not Independent 13 13.0 13.0 13.0
2-Slightly Dependent 17 17.0 17.0 30.0
valid 3-Moderately Dependent 34 34.0 34.0 64.0
4-Mostly Dependent 27 27.0 27.0 91.0
5-Highly Dependent 9 9.0 9.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0
-
o
To what axtent dno-ov'o.ucro(;cyn.l'r.\:'l‘:I:::\Ad'.'ga:\.::.n.,’p.ﬂm: et sources
Figure: 16.1
Table: 16.2
Statistics
N Valid 100
Missing 0
Mean 3.02
Median 3.00
Mode 3
Std. Deviation 1.155
Range 4
Minimum 1
Maximum 5
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The data distribution is moderately dependent on specific data sources or ecosystems for Al activities, with a median value of
3.00, and the mean, mode, and median values are close to one another, with a skewness value of -0.200.

Have data dependencies ever caused disruptions or limitations in your organization's Al projects? The tabular and
graphical representation of the respondents' distribution is displayed below in Table: 17 and Figure: 17 respectively.

Table: 17
Have data dependencies ever caused disruptions or limitations in your organization's Al projects?
Frequency Percent Valid Percentage ~ Cumulative Percentage
No, never 8 8.0 8.0 8.0
No, rarely 27 27.0 27.0 35.0
Valid Yes, frequently 17 17.0 17.0 52.0
Yes, occasionally 48 48.0 48.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0

Have data dependencies sver causesd disruptions or limitations In your arganization’s Al projscts?
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Figure: 17

Frequency

Does your organization actively seek to diversify data sources to reduce data dependency in Al initiatives? The tabular
and graphical representation of the respondents' distribution is displayed below in Table: 18 and Figure: 18 respectively.

Table: 18
Does your organization actively seek to diversify data sources to reduce data dependency in Al initiatives?
Frequency  Percent Valid Percentage Cumulative Percentage
No, but planning to do so 21 21.0 21.0 21.0
No, no plans to do so 7 7.0 7.0 28.0
Valid Yes, extensively 16 16.0 16.0 440
Yes, moderately 56 56.0 56.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0

Does your organization actively seek to diversify data sources to reduce data dependency in Al initiatives?

:
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Figure: 18

How does data dependency impact the scalability of Al projects in your organization? : The tabular and graphical
representation of the respondents' distribution is displayed below in Table: 19 and Figure: 19 respectively.

Table: 19
How does data dependency impact the scalability of Al projects in your organization?
Frequency Percent Valid Percentage Cumulative Percentage

It enhances scalability. 11 11.0 11.0 11.0
It has minimal impact onScalability. 21 21.0 21.0 32.0

Valid It moderately limits scalability. 52 52.0 52.0 84.0
It significantly limits scalability. 16 16.0 16.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0
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Figure: 19

Does your organization have dedicated data scientists or machine learning experts? The tabular and graphical
representation of the respondents' distribution is displayed below in Table: 20 and Figure: 20 respectively.

Table: 20
Does your organization have dedicated data scientists or machine learning experts?
Frequency Percent Valid Percentage Cumulative Percentage

No 45.0 450 450 450
Valid Yes 55.0 55.0 55.0 100.0

Total 100 100.0 100.0

Does your org ™ cata ar machine lesming sspena?
T

~
-

Figure: 20

How effective have strategies and practices been in mitigating the impact of data incomprehensibility in Al
implementation?. The tabular and graphical representation of the respondents' distribution is displayed below in Table: 21.1
and Figure: 21 respectively.

Table: 21.1
How effective have strategies and practices been in mitigating the impact of data incomprehensibility in Al
implementation?
Frequency Percent Valid Percentage Cumulative Percentage

Highly Ineffective 11 11.0 11.0 11.0

Ineffective 13 13.0 13.0 24.0
valid Moderately Effective 39 39.0 39.0 63.0

Effective 33 33.0 33.0 96.0

Highly Effective 4 4.0 4.0 100.0

Total 100 100.0 100.0

-

Haw alective have thess stradegies and practices bean v u-ollhq he
Impact of data ncamgrehanaisitty in A implementation?

Figure: 21
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Table: 21.2

Statistics
N

Mean

Median

Mode

Std. Deviation
Range
Minimum
Maximum

Valid
Missing

100

3.06
3.00
3
1.033
4

1

5

How effective have strategies and practices been in mitigating data dependency in Al implementation? The
tabular and graphical representation of the respondents’ distribution is displayed below in Table: 22.1 and Figure: 22

respectively.

Table: 22.1

How effective have strategies and practices been in mitigating data dependency in Al implementation?

Frequency  Percent Valid Percentage Cumulative Percentage
Highly Ineffective 11 11.0 11.0 11.0
Ineffective 10 10.0 10.0 21.0
valid Moderately Effective 41 41.0 41.0 62.0
Effective 32 32.0 32.0 94.0
Highly Effective 6 6.0 6.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0
How effective h.v.d!:\;::‘;l.v;écy :;rmp?:;‘c::‘ct::'::;n in mitigating data
Figure: 22
Table: 22.2
Statistics
N Valid 100
Missing 0
Mean 3.12
Median 3.00
Mode 3
Std. Deviation 1.047
Range 4
Minimum 1
Maximum 5

The table shows an average value of 3.12, slightly above the median of 3.00. The responder believes their practices and tactics
are "Moderately Effective” in reducing data dependency in Al implementation, with a skewness of "-0.514" or negatively
skewed.

Does your organization have a clear Al strategy that addresses data dependency and diversification? : The tabular and
graphical representation of the respondents' distribution is displayed below in Table: 23 and Figure: 23 respectively.

Table: 23
Does your organization have a clear Al strategy that addresses data dependency and diversification?

Frequency  Percent Valid Percentage Cumulative Percentage
No, but planning to develop one 15 15.0 15.0 15.0
No, no plans to develop one 5 5.0 5.0 20.0
Valid Yes, a well-defined strategy 34 34.0 34.0 54.0
Yes, but not well-defined 46 46.0 46.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0
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Figure: 23

Does your organization have structured change management practices for Al adoption? The tabular and graphical
representation of the respondents' distribution is displayed below in Table: 24 and Figure: 24 respectively.

Table: 24
Does your organization have structured change management practices for Al adoption?
Frequency Percent Valid Percentage Cumulative Percentage
No 39 39.0 39.0 39.0
Valid Yes 61 61.0 61.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0
i

Figure: 24

How would you rate your organization’s ability to adapt to changes in data sources and ecosystems for Al projects? : .
The tabular and graphical representation of the respondents' distribution is displayed below in Table: 25.1 and Figure: 25
respectively.

Table: 25.1
How would you rate your organization's ability to adapt to changes in data sources and ecosystems for Al projects?
Frequency Percent Valid Percentage Cumulative Percentage
Poor 12 120 120 12.0
Fair 15 15.0 15.0 27.0
valid Average 29 29.0 29.0 56.0
Good 34 34.0 34.0 90.0
Excellent 10 10.0 10.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0

C \ ] ‘ ' '

How would you e your «swnﬂeﬁl abiky 1o adept to changes In
dath socrcas and sconystems for Al projects?

Figure: 25
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Table: 25.2

Statistics
N

Mean

Median

Mode

Std. Deviation
Range
Minimum
Maximum

Valid
Missing

100

3.15
3.00
4
1.167
4

1

5

The table shows an average data distribution of 3.00, suggesting the respondent's organization is "Good" in adapting to Al
project changes. The modal value of 4 indicates its frequency, and the data is negatively skewed when larger than the mean.
To what extent are Al initiatives aligned with your organization's strategic goals? The tabular and graphical
representation of the respondents' distribution is displayed below in Table: 26.1 and Figure: 26 respectively.

Table: 26.1

To what extent are Al initiatives aligned with your organization's strategic goals?

Frequency
Not Aligned 12
Partially Aligned 18
. Neutral 27
Valid Aligned 35
Highly Aligned 8
Total 100

Percent
12.0
18.0
27.0
35.0
8.0
100.0

Valid Percentage
12.0

18.0

27.0

35.0

8.0

100.0

Cumulative Percentage
12.0

30.0

57.0

92.0

100.0

Mt « 100
[ MET

' “

To what axtent are Al Initiatives nlano.d’wm\ your organization's strateglc
aoale

Figure: 26
The table shows a mean value of 3.09, slightly above 3, suggesting alignment between the responder's organization's Al
projects and its strategic goals. The data distribution is negative and skews with a "-0.339" skewness rating.
Does your organization employ data preprocessing and cleansing techniques for data quality improvement? The tabular
and graphical representation of the respondents' distribution is displayed below in Table: 27 and Figure: 27 respectively.

Table: 26.2
Statistics
N Valid 100
Missing 0
Mean 3.09
Median 3.00
Mode 4
Std. Deviation 1.156
Range 4
Minimum 1
Maximum 5
Table: 27

Does your organization employ data preprocessing and cleansing techniques for data quality improvement?

Frequency Percent Valid Percentage Cumulative Percentage
No 25 25.0 25.0 25.0
Valid Yes 75 75.0 75.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0
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Figure: 27

Does your organization use advanced analytics techniques (e.g., feature engineering, model explain-ability) in Al
projects? The tabular and graphical representation of the respondents' distribution is displayed below in Table: 28 and Figure:
28 respectively.

Table: 28
Does your organization use advanced analytics techniques (e.g., feature engineering, model explain-ability) in Al projects?
Frequency Percent Valid Percentage Cumulative Percentage
No 30 30.0 30.0 30.0
Valid Yes 70 70.0 70.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0

” .
} “
Bl
' -
Mo ey

Does your organization ues advanced anaytics !ou\m?uu‘n o feature snginesring model expian.
ablizy) In Al prajects

Figure: 28
Does your organization collaborate with external partners or suppliers to access additional data for Al projects? The
tabular and graphical representation of the respondents' distribution is displayed below in Table: 29 and Figure: 29
respectively.

Table: 29
Does your organization collaborate with external partners or suppliers to access additional data for Al projects?
Frequency Percent Valid Percentage Cumulative Percentage
No 30 30.0 30.0 30.0
Valid Yes 70 70.0 70.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0

Doss your arganization colaborste wih sxtermal p-h;u or suppliers 1o access addtional daga for A
projects

I

..

Figure: 29

Does your organization have specific practices in place to ensure data privacy and regulatory compliance in Al
projects? The tabular and graphical representation of the respondents’ distribution is displayed below in Table: 30 and Figure:
30 respectively.
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Table: 30
Does your organization have specific practices in place to ensure data privacy and regulatory compliance in Al
projects?

Frequency Percent Valid Percentage Cumulative Percentage
No 22 220 22.0 22.0
Valid Yes 78 78.0 78.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0

Doea your organization Nave spacific practices in place to eneure deta privacy and regusstory compliance in Al
projects’

:w
Yo

Figure: 30

How would you rate your organization’s capabilities in handling incomprehensible data for Al implementation? (Scale
of 1 to 5, with 1 being low and 5 being high) The tabular and graphical representation of the respondents' distribution is
displayed below in Table: 31.1 and Figure: 31 respectively.

Table: 31.1
How would you rate your organization's capabilities in handling incomprehensible data for Al implementation? (Scale of 1 to
5, with 1 being low and 5 being high)
Data Preprocessing And cleaning

Frequency Percent Valid Percentage =~ Cumulative Percentage
Low 20 20.0 20.0 20.0
Below Average 29 29.0 29.0 49.0
valid Average 22 220 220 71.0
Above Average 15 15.0 15.0 86.0
High 14 14.0 14.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0
How would you rate your organization's capabilities In handlin
incomprehensibie data for Al implementation? (Scake of 1to 6, with 1
baeing low and 6 being hi ata preprocessing and clsanin
Figure: 31
Table: 31.2
Statistics
N Valid 100
Missing 0
Mean 2.74
Median 3.00
Mode 2
Std. Deviation 1.323
Range 4
Minimum 1
Maximum 5
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The data has an average value of 2.74, slightly below 3.00, with a median value of 3.00. The median value 2, or "Below
Average," indicates that the respondent believes their organization's data preparation and cleaning capabilities are "Below
Average." The data is positive skewened with a 0.313 skewness value.

Advanced data analytics and modeling: The tabular and graphical representation of statistics analysed is displayed below in
Table: 32.1 and Figure: 32 respectively.

Table: 32.1
Advanced data analytics and modeling
Frequency Percent Valid Percentage Cumulative Percentage
Low 17 17.0 17.0 17.0
Below Average 23 23.0 23.0 40.0
Valid Average 31 31.0 31.0 71.0
Above Average 12 12.0 12.0 83.0
High 17 17.0 17.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0

Moo 1
IR

" ) 3 ' ‘

How vnmdy
Incompranansibsie date for Al Implamentation? (Scale of 1 ta &, with 1

Ou rale your organization's cupabiities in handin
being low sand & being high) [(Advanced data analytice snd modeling]

The table shows an average data point of 2.89, slightly below 3.00, with a median value of 3.00. The respondent believes their
organization's capabilities in advanced data analytics and modeling are "Average," with a mode value of 3 and a skewness
number of 0.207.

Domain expertise and industry knowledge: The tabular and graphical representation of statistics analyzed is displayed
below in Table: 33.1 and Figure: 33 respectively.

Figure: 32
Statistics
N Valid 100
Missing 0
Mean 2.89
Median 3.00
Mode 3
Std. Deviation 1.310
Range 4
Minimum 1
Maximum 5
Table: 33.1
Domain expertise and industry knowledge
Frequency Percent Valid Percentage Cumulative Percentage
Low 21 21.0 21.0 21.0
Below Average 26 26.0 26.0 47.0
valid Average 23 23.0 23.0 70.0
Above Average 18 18.0 18.0 88.0
High 12 12.0 12.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0

FiI™ WOUTS you FIIR YRt STQRNIAI0N § CAPARTRIES N hANSINg NComprensnubie gacs Tor Al Tlimﬁw?
[Scale af 1 10 &, weth 1 Being low and § being high) [Domain espertiss and bdustry knowiedpe]
«

o s 104
™ Cw + | W
na

ow w« a8 YO Organizaticn’'s (1&3&10' in hand#

T oMEr ibée Sata for Al implenercasion? (Scale af 1 10§, 1
eing low and § beirng high) [Domain expentise and dustry krowedpe]

Figure: 33
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Table: 33.2

Statistics
N

Mean

Median

Mode

Std. Deviation
Range
Minimum
Maximum

100

100

2.74
3.00
2
1.307
4

1

5

The data shows a mean of 2.74, slightly below 3.00, with a median of 3.00. The respondent believes their organization's
capabilities are "Below Average" in handling unintelligible data for Al deployment, with a positive skewness score of 0.248.
Inter disciplinary collaboration: The tabular and graphical representation of statistics analyzed is displayed below in Table:

34.1 and Figure: 34 respectively.

Table: 34.1
Inter disciplinary collaboration
Frequency Percent Valid Percentage ~ Cumulative Percentage
Low 14 14.0 14.0 14.0
Below Average 29 29.0 29.0 43.0
valid Average 32 32.0 32.0 75.0
Above Average 12 12.0 12.0 87.0
High 13 13.0 13.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0
Incompramarsibte date Tor Al Iplerentation? (S¢ats of 1 16 5 with 1
being low and 5 being high) iiInterdiscipiinary collaboration]
Figure: 34
Statistics
100 100
N 0 0
Mean 2.81
Median 3.00
Mode 3
Std. Deviation 1.212
Range 4
Minimum 1
Maximum 5

The table shows an average data value of 2.81, slightly below 3.00, with a median value of 3.00. The responder believes their
organization's capabilities are "Average" in interdisciplinary collaboration for Al data processing.
Data governance and compliance: The tabular and graphical representation of statistics analyzed is displayed below in

Table: 35.1 and Figure: 35 respectively.

Table: 35.1
Data governance and compliance
Frequency Percent Valid Percentage =~ Cumulative Percentage
1-Low 19 19.0 19.0 19.0
2-BelowAverage 21 210 210 40.0
Valid 3- Average 26 26.0 26.0 66.0
4-AboveAverage 19 19.0 19.0 85.0
5-High 15 15.0 15.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0
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Figure: 35

Table: 35.2
Statistics

100 100

N 0 0
Mean 2.90
Median 3.00
Mode 3
Std.Deviation 1.330
Range 4
Minimum 1
Maximum 5

The table shows an average data point of 2.90, slightly below 3.00, indicating an average organization's capabilities in data
governance and compliance for Al adoption. The mode value is "Average," and the skewness value is around 0.077, indicating
a small right skewness and negligible divergence from the symmetric distribution.
Explain ability and interpretability tools: The tabular and graphical representation of statistics analyzed is displayed below
in Table: 36.1 and Figure: 36 respectively.

Table: 36.1

Explain ability and interpretability tools

Frequency Percent Valid Percentage Cumulative Percentage

Low 15 15.0 15.0 15.0
Below Average 26 26.0 26.0 41.0
valid Average 26 26.0 26.0 67.0
Above Average 21 21.0 21.0 88.0
High 12 12.0 12.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0
- How womd YW rate ycul ucuuz-bon £] ‘.;:Bb:l':'o’h‘ ’:ollédl*'
bolnn low and 5 bonn hlm) {EID‘CIMM and lmnpnubilky looh]
Figure: 36
Table: 36.2
Statistics
100 100
N 0 0
Mean 2.89
Median 3.00
Mode 2
Std. Deviation 1.246
Range 4
Minimum 1
Maximum 5
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The table shows an average data point of 2.89, slightly below 3.00, with a median of 3.00. The mode value of 2 (Below
Average) indicates the respondent's organization's interpretability tools and explain ability for Al implementation.

Data labeling and annotation: The tabular and graphical representation of statistics analyzed is displayed below in Table:
37.1 and Figure: 37 respectively.

Table: 37.1
Data labeling and annotation
Frequency Percent Valid Percentage Cumulative Percentage
Low 19 19.0 19.0 19.0
Below Average 26 26.0 26.0 45.0
valid Average 21 21.0 21.0 66.0
Above Average 22 22.0 22.0 88.0
High 12 12.0 12.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0
Indoempranenaliie Gats for Al ehETemartation s (Seals of 116 5. wilh 1
Being low and § being high) [Dats lebeling and snnotation]
Figure: 37
Table: 37.1
Statistics
100 100
N 0 0
Mean 2.82
Median 3.00
Mode 2
Std. Deviation 1.306
Range 4
Minimum 1
Maximum 5

The table shows an average data value of 2.82, slightly below 3. The mode value 2, indicating "Below Average" in data
labeling and annotation, indicates a higher frequency of this value. The data is skewly to the right, with a skewness value of
0.147.

Continuous learning and adaptation: The tabular and graphical representation of statistics analyzed is displayed below in
Table: 38.1 and Figure: 38 respectively.

Table: 38.1
Continuous learning and adaptation
Frequency Percent Valid Percentage Cumulative Percentage
Low 15 15.0 15.0 15.0
Below Average 26 26.0 26.0 410
valid Average 27 27.0 27.0 68.0
Above Average 18 18.0 18.0 86.0
High 14 14.0 14.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0

85
¥

0 3 ) ‘

How would you rate your organization’s cl‘;nbmm- nh
Incomprehensible data for Al implementation? (Scale of 1to &, 1
being low and & being high) [Continuous learning and adaptation]

Figure: 38
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Table: 38.2

Statistics

100 100
N 0 0
Mean 2.90
Median 3.00
Mode 3
Std. Deviation 1.267
Range 4
Minimum 1
Maximum 5

The table shows an average data point of 2.90, slightly below 3.00, with a median value of 3.00. The respondent believes their
organization's Al implementation capabilities are "Average" in continuous learning and adaptability. The skewness value is
0.161, indicating a small right skewness, but negligible divergence from the symmetric distribution.

Ethical considerations and bias mitigation: The tabular and graphical representation of statistics analyzed is displayed below
in Table: 39.1 and Figure: 39 respectively.

Table: 39.1
Ethical considerations and bias mitigation
Frequency Percent Valid Percentage Cumulative Percentage
Low 21 21.0 21.0 21.0
Below Average 20 20.0 20.0 41.0
valid Average 29 29.0 29.0 70.0
Above Average 17 17.0 17.0 87.0
High 13 13.0 13.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0
D i 0F 1 13 5. Withs Bewng |ove arid  baire PGNY [EaTe of carome ond biew m d
T S L o S L A
Figure: 39
Table: 39.2
Statistics
100 100
N 0 0
Mean 2.81
Median 3.00
Mode 3
Std. Deviation 1.308
Range 4
Minimum 1
Maximum 5

The table shows an average data distribution of 2.81, with a median of 3.00. Mode number 3 indicates average ethical
considerations and bias reduction. Skewness value is 0.140, indicating a small right skewness, but little deviation from a
symmetrical distribution.

Robust infrastructure and scalability: The tabular and graphical representation of statistics analyzed is displayed below in
Table: 40.1 and Figure: 40 respectively.

Table: 40.1
Robust infrastructure and scalability
Frequency Percent Valid Percentage CumulativePercentage
Low 16 16.0 16.0 16.0
Below Average 22 22.0 22.0 38.0
valid Average 32 32.0 32.0 70.0
Above Average 19 19.0 19.0 89.0
High 11 11.0 11.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0
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Figure: 40

Table: 40.2
Statistics

100 100

N 0 0
Mean 2.87
Median 3.00
Mode 3
Std. Deviation 1.220
Range 4
Minimum 1
Maximum 5

The table shows an average data value of 2.87, below 3. The median value is 3.00, indicating a similar distribution. The mode
value indicates an average belief in the organization's skills in handling Al data. The skewness value is around 0.083,
indicating a small right skewness, but negligible divergence from the symmetric distribution.
Pleaserateyourorganization'scapabilitiesinthefollowingaspectsrelatedtodatadependencyfor Al on a scale of 1 to 5, with
1 being "Very Weak'" and 5 being ""Very Strong"'. The graphical representation of the respondents' distribution is provided
below in Table: 41.1 and Figure: 41.

Table: 41.1
Data Quality
Frequency Percent Valid Percentage =~ Cumulative Percentage
1-VeryWeak 21 21.0 210 210
2-Weak 22 220 220 43.0
valid 3-Moderate 18 18.0 18.0 61.0
4-Strong 24 24.0 24.0 85.0
5-VeryStrong 15 15.0 15.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0
Flgure 41
Statistics
100 100
N 0 0
Mean 2.90
Median 3.00
Mode 4
Std. Deviation 1.382
Range 4
Minimum 1
Maximum 5
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The table shows an average data distribution of 2.90, slightly below 3.0, with a median of 3.00. The mode value 4 (Strong)
indicates strong data quality. The skewness value is 0.042, indicating a small right-skewness, but little deviation from the
symmetrical distribution.

Data Accessibility: The graphical representation of the respondents' distribution is provided below in Table: 42.1 and Figure:
42,

Table: 42.1
Data Accessibility
Frequency Percent Valid Percentage Cumulative Percentage
1-VeryWeak 18 18.0 18.0 18.0
2-Weak 21 210 21.0 39.0
vValid 3-Moderate 24 24.0 240 63.0
4-Strong 26 26.0 26.0 89.0
5-VeryStrong 11 11.0 11.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0
T e o Too 5. e T v N ory Waak Ine e Batng vory Suom’ (Data ACcosmm o o™
S G e LT O
Figure: 42
Table: 42.2
Statistics
100 100
N 0 0
Mean 291
Median 3.00
Mode 4
Std. Deviation 1.280
Range 4
Minimum 1
Maximum 5

The table shows an average data distribution of 2.91, with a median of 3.00. The mode value 4 (Strong) indicates strong data
accessibility. The skewness value is -0.035, indicating small left skewness, possibly due to large values on the left. However,
there is minimal divergence from the symmetrical distribution.

Data Governance: The graphical representation of the respondents' distribution is provided below in Table: 43.1 and Figure:
43.

Table: 43.1
Data Governance
Frequency Percent Valid Percentage Cumulative Percentage
1-VeryWeak 14 14.0 14.0 14.0
2-Weak 18 18.0 18.0 32.0
valid 3-Moderate 30 30.0 30.0 62.0
4-Strong 22 22.0 22.0 84.0
5-VeryStrong 16 16.0 16.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0

b« 308
5a ey -
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'l ] L

Please rate your organization’s capabllities in the foluww\g aspects
related to data ency for Al on a scale of 1to §, with 1 being “Very
Weak™ and § being “Very Strong” [Data Govemance]

Figure: 43

1265



Table: 43.2

Statistics
N

Mean

Median

Mode

Std. Deviation
Range
Minimum
Maximum

100 100

0 0

3.08
3.00
3
1.269
4

1

5

The data distribution is slightly above the median of 3.00, with a mode number of 3, indicating moderate data accessibility.
The skewness value is -0.092, indicating a small left skewness, possibly due to large values on the left, and a minor deviation
from the symmetrical distribution.
Data Security and Privacy: The graphical representation of the respondents' distribution is provided below in Table: 44.1 and

Figure: 44.
Table: 44.1
Data Security and Privacy
Frequency Percent Valid Percentage Cumulative Percentage
1-VeryWeak 17 17.0 17.0 17.0
2-Weak 15 15.0 15.0 32.0
valid 3-Moderate 22 22.0 22.0 54.0
4-Strong 25 25.0 25.0 79.0
5-VeryStrong 21 21.0 21.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0
e ) B R e
Figure: 44.
Table: 44.2
Statistics
100 100
N 0 0
Mean 3.18
Median 3.00
Mode 4
Std. Deviation 1.381
Range 4
Minimum 1
Maximum 5

The table shows a mean of 3.18, centered around a median of 3.00, and a strong belief in the organization's data security and
privacy skills. The data distribution is negative and skews with a -0.237 rating.
Data Integration: The graphical representation of the respondents' distribution is provided below in Table: 45.1 and Figure:

45,
Table: 45.1
Data Integration
Frequency Percent Valid Percentage Cumulative Percentage
1-VeryWeak 17 17.0 17.0 17.0
2-Weak 18 18.0 18.0 35.0
valid 3-Moderate 23 23.0 23.0 58.0
4-Strong 25 25.0 25.0 83.0
5-VeryStrong 17 17.0 17.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0
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Figure: 45

Table: 45.2
Statistics

100 100

N 0 0
Mean 3.07
Median 3.00
Mode 4
Std. Deviation 1.343
Range 4
Minimum 1
Maximum 5

The data distribution is slightly above average, with a median of 3.00. The mode value 4 (Strong) indicates strong data
security and privacy skills. The data is negative, concentrated on the right end, and has a skewness value of -0.130.
Data Analysis: The graphical representation of the respondents' distribution is provided below in Table: 46.1 and Figure: 46.

Table: 46.1
Data Analysis
Frequency Percent Valid Percentage Cumulative Percentage
1-VeryWeak 18 18.0 18.0 18.0
2-Weak 17 17.0 17.0 350
valid 3-Moderate 29 29.0 29.0 64.0
4-Strong 19 19.0 19.0 83.0
5-VeryStrong 17 17.0 17.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0
L T A S
Figure: 46
Table: 46.1
Statistics
100 100
N 0 0
Mean 3.00
Median 3.00
Mode 3
Std. Deviation 1.333
Range 4
Minimum 1
Maximum 5

The table shows an average of 3, a median of 3.00, indicating a centered distribution. The mode value of 3 indicates moderate
data analysis capabilities. The estimated skewness value is -0.026, indicating a almost symmetrical data distribution.
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Data Strategy: The tabular representation of the respondents' distribution is provided below in Table: 47.1 and Table: 47.2

Table: 47.1
Data Strategy
Frequency Percent Valid Percentage Cumulative Percentage
1-VeryWeak 15 15.0 15.0 15.0
2-Weak 22 22.0 22.0 37.0
valid 3-Moderate 22 22.0 22.0 59.0
4-Strong 25 25.0 25.0 84.0
5-VeryStrong 16 16.0 16.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0
Table: 47.2
Statistics
100 100
N 0 0
Mean 3.05
Median 3.00
Mode 4
Std. Deviation 1.313
Range 4
Minimum 1
Maximum 5

The data distribution is slightly above 3.00, with a mode value of 4 (Strong) indicating strong organizational capabilities. The
data distribution is almost symmetrical but slightly negatively skewed, with a computed skewness value of -0.067.

Data Ethics: The tabular and graphical representation of the respondents' distribution is provided below in Table: 48.1 and
Figure: 48.

Table: 48.1
Data Ethics
Frequency Percent Valid Percentage Cumulative Percentage
1-VeryWeak 14 14.0 14.0 14.0
2-Weak 28 28.0 28.0 420
valid 3-Moderate 23 23.0 23.0 65.0
4-Strong 19 19.0 19.0 84.0
5-VeryStrong 16 16.0 16.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0
R o
Figure: 48.
Table: 48.1
Statistics
100 100
N 0 0
Mean 2.95
Median 3.00
Mode 2
Std. Deviation 1.298
Range 4
Minimum 1
Maximum 5

The table shows a mean value of 2.95, below the average of 3.00, with a median value of 3.00. The median value of 2
indicates weak data ethics, while the data distribution is favorable and concentrated near the left end.
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Data Scalability: The tabular and graphical representation of the respondents' distribution is provided below in Table: 49.1
and Figure: 49.

Table: 49.1
Data Scalability
Frequency Percent Valid Percentage Cumulative Percentage
1-VeryWeak 20 20.0 20.0 20.0
2-Weak 20 20.0 20.0 40.0
valid 3-Moderate 25 25.0 25.0 65.0
4-Strong 22 220 220 87.0
5-VeryStrong 13 13.0 13.0 100.0
Total 100 100.0 100.0
related 15 Seee denen :RL‘f?&"A? Gne scate of 1 108, with 1 Beina “Very
Weak™ and 8 being "Very Strong ' [Data Scalablility]
Figure: 49.
Table: 49.1
Statistics
100 100
N 0 0
Mean 2.88
Median 3.00
Mode 3
Std. Deviation 1.320
Range 4
Minimum 1
Maximum 5

The table shows an average data distribution of 2.88, slightly below 3. The median value of 3.00 indicates a left skewed
distribution, with the data centered on the left end of the scale. The skewness value of 0.037 suggests small right skewness,
possibly due to unusually large numbers on the right. However, the degree of skewness remains consistent.
Conclusion and Future Directions: Organizations face significant challenges in data quality, governance practices,
ownership, access policies, and data understanding, which may affect the precision, openness, and moral implications of Al
applications. These challenges include data noise, bias, lack of context, and dependency on specific sources, ecosystems, and
suppliers.
To address these challenges effectively, organizations need to develop and leverage specific capabilities
e A culture of data-driven decision-making and a strong commitment from the leadership are essential for the success
of Al
e The key to guaranteeing data reliability is to implement efficient data governance procedures, which include data
ownership, quality requirements, and access restrictions.
e ltis crucial to invest in the development of Al expertise, especially machine learning and data science specialists.
e Change management procedures are essential for reducing employee resistance and guaranteeing smooth Al
adoption.
e Organizations can manage data efficiently thanks to robust technological infrastructure, such as cloud computing and
scalable data storage.
e The relevance and impact of Al implementations are increased when projects are in line with organizational
objectives.
Businesses employ strategies like real-world case studies, advanced analytics, data cooperation, and pre-processing to tackle
data-related issues, enhancing Al implementation success. These tactics improve model accuracy, ethical compliance,
operational efficiency, creativity, and legal compliance.
Managerial Implications: For organizations embarking on Al implementations, several managerial implications emerge from
our research:
e Successful Al requires a strong commitment from the leadership. Leaders ought to support Al projects and encourage
a culture where decisions are made based on facts.
e To guarantee data security, compliance, and quality, effective data governance procedures should be put in place. A
strategic priority should be data management.
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e It is imperative to invest in the development of Al talent. Data scientists and machine learning specialists should be
hired, trained, and retained by organizations.
e To effectively tackle data challenges, organizations should invest in a strong technology infrastructure, such as cloud
computing and scalable data storage.
e Toensure a smooth deployment of Al and reduce employee resistance, change management procedures are essential.
e The significance and impact of Al deployments are increased when strategic alignment of Al projects with
organizational goals is achieved.
Theoretical Contributions: This study enhances understanding of Al implementation challenges and solutions, emphasizing
the significance of organizational capacities in addressing data reliance and incomprehensibility, paving the way for future
research.
Future Directions: It is imperative to conduct additional research on ethical Al frameworks, bias reduction strategies, and
responsible Al development processes.
e Comprehensive research on the application of Al in certain sectors, like manufacturing, healthcare, or finance, can
offer recommendations and insights unique to that sector.
e Itis crucial to conduct research on how Al policy and governance are changing, as well as how new privacy and data
protection regulations may affect these developments.
¢ Examining how Al and humans interact and how workers' roles are evolving in Al-driven businesses.
¢ Examining how Al promotes innovation and how it affects the competitiveness of organizations.
e Examining the challenges and opportunities for Al adoption in developing economies and its potential for
societal transformation.
Research emphasizes the need for effective organizational capabilities and strategies to address data challenges in
successful Al implementations, emphasizing the importance of responsible and ethical Al development.
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