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Abstract 

This research investigates the influence of cultural values, trust in institutions, and moral principles on the 

public's acceptance of AI surveillance technologies. As AI-based monitoring systems become more 

integrated into various aspects of life, their interpretation and legitimacy differ significantly across different 

cultures. Utilizing cross-cultural theory and case studies, this study explores how societies view the trade-

offs between security and privacy, efficiency and autonomy, and trust and control. It examines how cultural 

meanings shape the perception of AI surveillance as either a protective measure or a threat to civil liberties, 

and how institutional narratives support these views. The findings indicate that societies with higher levels 

of institutional trust and collectivist values tend to be more accepting of AI surveillance, whereas 

individualistic and low-trust environments show greater resistance and ethical concerns. The paper 

concludes by discussing the implications for global AI governance and culturally sensitive technology 

policies. 

Keywords AI surveillance, cultural values, institutional trust, privacy, ethics, cross-cultural analysis, 

technology acceptance, governance. 

Introduction 

This research paper is study that examines how people from different cultures perceive and accept AI-

powered surveillance technologies. The study highlights that context and trust are significant and trust are 

significant factors in public acceptance. 

In recent times, the swift progress in artificial intelligence (AI) has revolutionized surveillance, transitioning 

it from traditional manual observation to automated, data-driven systems. AI-powered surveillance 

technologies, including facial recognition, behavior prediction algorithms, and smart city monitoring tools, 

are increasingly being incorporated into both public and private areas. While these systems offer promises 

of improved security, efficiency, and decision-making, they also pose significant questions regarding 

privacy, autonomy, and social control. As societies strive to find a balance between safety and individual 

freedoms, understanding how people perceive and accept AI-driven surveillance has become a vital area of 

study. Cultural factors significantly influence public attitudes toward surveillance. Across different 

countries and communities, people interpret surveillance differently based on historical experiences, social 

norms, institutional trust, and cultural values. For some, AI surveillance is seen as a protective measure that 

enhances security and social order, while for others, it represents intrusion, power imbalance, and the 

potential misuse of personal data. These differing viewpoints underscore that acceptance of AI surveillance 

is not solely reliant on technological performance but is deeply embedded in cultural context. This research 
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paper, “Seeing Through AI Eyes: Cultural Meaning and Acceptance of Surveillance,” investigates how 

individuals from various cultural backgrounds view AI-powered surveillance technologies. It explores the 

symbolic meanings people associate with AI surveillance, the level of trust they have in institutions 

implementing these systems, and the specific scenarios that affect public acceptance. By examining cultural 

frameworks and value systems, the study aims to offer a comprehensive understanding of why attitudes 

toward AI surveillance differ and how these attitudes impact broader societal acceptance. Ultimately, the 

research contributes to ongoing discussions about ethical AI deployment, responsible governance, and the 

creation of culturally informed surveillance policies. 

AI surveillance systems promise security, efficiency, and convenience, but they also raise risks to privacy, 

autonomy, and equality. Globally, publics diverge on whether and when such systems are acceptable for 

example, U.S. respondents are typically more comfortable with police use of facial recognition than with 

corporate use and acceptance rises when opt-out mechanisms are available. These differences are not 

random that signal expected protections or abuses. They reflect on following three drivers: 

1. Cultural value orientations 

1.1 Cultural value orientations influence whether societies prioritize collective security, social harmony, 

or individual privacy.  

1.2 These values shape how people interpret the purpose and acceptability of AI surveillance. 

2. Trust in institutions operating the technology 

2.1 Trust in institutions, such as government, law enforcement, or private technology companies—

affects whether individuals believe surveillance technologies will be used responsibly, fairly, and 

transparently.  

2.2 Higher institutional trust generally leads to higher acceptance. 

3. Legal-regulatory baselines  

3.1 Legal–regulatory baselines signal the level of safeguards, oversight, and accountability present 

within a society.  

3.2 Strong regulations increase confidence in data protection and limit misuse, while weak or unclear 

regulations raise concerns about abuse. 

This study reviews these three drivers, contrasts major international regulatory models, and proposes a 

research design to test specific hypotheses across countries. 

 

Objectives 

1. To examine how cultural value orientations influence public perceptions and acceptance of AI-driven 

surveillance technologies. 

2.  To analyse the role of institutional trust such as trust in government, law enforcement, and private 

technology companies in shaping attitudes toward AI surveillance. 

3. To evaluate how legal and regulatory frameworks affect individuals’ expectations of protection, privacy, 

and potential misuse of AI surveillance systems. 

4. To compare differences in acceptance of AI surveillance across cultural or national contexts using 

empirical data. 

5.  To identify the key factors that increase or decrease public acceptance of AI-based monitoring in specific 

use-case scenarios (e.g., public safety, workplaces, education, policing). 

6.  To develop a conceptual framework that explains the relationship between cultural values, institutional 

trust, regulatory baselines, and acceptance of AI surveillance. 

7.  To test hypotheses related to the impact of cultural, institutional, and legal-regulatory variables on 

attitudes toward AI surveillance across different countries. 
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 Literature Review 

1. The role of AI-driven surveillance has become central in debates about digital governance and the 

ethical deployment of technology. Current studies emphasize that public approval of surveillance systems 

depends not just on their technical performance but also on social and cultural influences. Researchers such 

as Lyon (2018) argue that surveillance is a cultural activity shaped by power dynamics, societal norms, and 

shared identities. Zuboff (2019) raises issues regarding "surveillance capitalism," where data collection is 

used as a tool for influence and control. Research on facial recognition and predictive policing shows that 

public confidence wanes when these technologies are seen as intrusive, biased, or lacking in transparency. 

Cross-cultural research highlights significant variations in societal perceptions of surveillance. For example, 

in East Asian settings, surveillance is often viewed as a means to maintain social harmony and public order, 

while Western societies tend to emphasize privacy rights and governmental accountability. Trust in 

institutions is also a key factor; communities with higher levels of institutional trust are more likely to accept 

AI surveillance. Nonetheless, there are still gaps in understanding the symbolic and cultural meanings that 

individuals associate with AI technologies. 

2. This study aims to fill these gaps by examining cultural interpretations, trust dynamics, and scenario-

based acceptance of AI surveillance. 

2.1 AI and Surveillance: Overview of technological capabilities and controversies. 

2.2 Cultural Theory: Hofstede’s dimensions (individualism–collectivism, power distance,  

uncertainty avoidance). 

2.3 Institutional Trust and Legitimacy: Role of government, law enforcement, and corporations. 

2.4 Technology Acceptance Models (TAM/UTAUT): Adaptation for sociocultural factors. 

2.5 Framing and Perception: Media and institutional narratives shaping public opinion. 

Methodology 

1. In this study, a mixed-methods research approach was utilized to investigate the cultural significance 

and acceptance of AI surveillance. Participants from a variety of cultural and sociodemographic 

backgrounds were given a structured survey. This survey featured both closed-ended questions, such as 

Likert-scale items assessing trust, privacy concerns, and perceived usefulness, as well as open-ended 

questions aimed at capturing cultural interpretations and personal experiences. To ensure a diverse sample, 

convenience and purposive sampling methods were employed, including respondents from various age 

groups, regions, educational levels, and occupational fields. Alongside quantitative analysis, qualitative 

thematic analysis was conducted to interpret the open-ended responses, enabling the identification of 

cultural narratives, symbolic meanings, and common concerns about AI surveillance technologies. 

Descriptive statistics were used to analyse the quantitative data to gauge acceptance levels, while inferential 

techniques explored the connections between cultural contexts and attitudes. This combination of methods 

offered a thorough understanding of how cultural values and institutional trust shape public perceptions of 

AI surveillance. 

2. Variables: Cultural values, institutional trust, privacy concern, perceived benefits. 

3. Approach: Comparative qualitative or mixed-method analysis. 

3.1  Qualitative component: In each country: 4–6 focus groups (segmented by age and urban city). Probe 

narratives around safety, convenience, dignity, fairness, and historical memory (e.g., experiences with 

protest policing or communal violence). 

3.2 Policy/document analysis: Code legal safeguards (authorization, redress, DPIAs, prohibitions) from 

primary sources (EU AI Act; national rules) and ethics instruments (UNESCO). European Parliament 

Artificial Intelligence Act UNESCO 

4. Analytic strategy 

4.1 Estimate treatment effects via OLS/ordinal models with country-level interactions. 

4.2 Multilevel models to separate individual vs. contextual variance. 

4.3 Mediation by institutional trust; moderation by cultural values and regulatory guarantees. 

4.4 Triangulate with focus-group themes. 
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5.   Case Selection: Example countries (e.g., China, USA, Germany, India).5 

5.1 Expected Patterns and Illustrative Cases 

5.1.1 EU: 

We expect lower baseline acceptance of blanket real-time public biometrics, but relatively higher approval 

for constrained law-enforcement uses when strict ex-ante authorization and rights impact assessments are 

stated. Artificial Intelligence Act European Parliament 

5.1.2 China 

Acceptance may remain high for safety/convenience use cases, yet new rules requiring alternatives, visible 

signage, and consent could increase sensitivity to choice, lowering acceptance for mandatory deployments. 

Reuters 

5.1.3 India 

Convenience-framed deployments (e.g., Digi Yatra at airports) could sustain higher acceptance among 

frequent travellers, while civil society critiques and state exemptions in the DPDPA may depress trust 

among rights-concerned groups. Financial Times Tech Policy Press IAPP 

5.1.4 United States 

Consistent with prior work, respondents will likely prefer government safety uses over commercial analytics 

and reward deployments that allow opting out. Pew Research Centre 

6.  Ethical Considerations 

6.1 Informed consent for research participants; avoid showing actual surveillance footage. 

6.2 Risk mitigation: anonymize data; pre-register analysis; include equity checks. 

6.3 Reflexivity: account for researcher positionality and cross-cultural translation effects. 

6.4 Norm conflicts: where cultural acceptance favours intrusive uses, prioritize international human 

rights standards as guardrails (e.g., necessity, proportionality). UNESCO 

7.  Policy & Design Implications 

7.1 Purpose limitation & proportionality. Reserve high-risk AI surveillance for narrowly defined safety 

objectives, justified by rights impact assessments and time-bound authorizations. (EU model). Artificial 

Intelligence Act 

7.2 Meaningful alternatives. Where identity verification is not strictly necessary, provide non-biometric 

options and explicit consent—now mandated in China’s 2025 rules. Reuters 

7.3 User agency levers. Opt-out, visible signage, short retention, and independent audits measurably 

raise acceptance without normalizing indiscriminate monitoring. Pew Research Centre 

7.4 Context-aware governance. Translate UNESCO’s human-rights-centric principles into local 

guidelines co-designed with communities, especially marginalized groups historically over-policed by 

surveillance. UNESCO 

7.5 Transparency & redress. Publish deployment registers, DPIAs, error/bias monitoring, and complaint 

pathways; prioritize oversight where state exemptions are broad (e.g., India’s DPDPA context). Tech Policy 

Press IAPP. 

8. Data Sources: Surveys, interviews, or secondary datasets (e.g., Pew Research, World Values 

Survey). 

8.1 Statistical data represented with different perspectives: I have collected current data by asking some 

following questions through google form. Around 70 people have did survey as follows: 
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    8.1.1 Awareness of AI Surveillance / एआय देखरेखीबद्दल जागरूकता 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

8.1.2 Cultural and Ethical Views / साांसृ्कततक आति नैततक दृतिकोन 
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8.1.3 Perception and Meaning / धारिा आति अर्थ  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

8.1.4 Open-Ended Questions / खुल्या प्रकारचे प्रश्न   

 

Significance of the Study 

1. This research provides important insights into the cultural dimensions of AI surveillance—an area 

that remains underexplored despite growing global reliance on automated monitoring systems. By analysing 

how cultural meanings influence public acceptance, the study contributes to the development of ethically 

grounded, culturally sensitive AI policies. Findings can assist: 

1.1 Policymakers, in designing surveillance regulations that respect cultural values and enhance public 

trust. 

1.2 Technology developers, in creating AI systems that are transparent, accountable, and socially 

acceptable. 

1.3 Academic researchers, by offering a theoretical foundation for future work on AI, culture, and 

surveillance ethics. 

1.4 Institutions, in understanding how to deploy AI responsibly in public spaces, workplaces, and 

educational settings. 
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1.5 Ultimately, the study strengthens global conversations around balancing security, privacy, and 

human rights in AI-driven societies. 

2. Conceptual Background and Prior Evidence 

2.1 Cultural values: Comparative studies indicate that cultural value orientations systematically shape 

surveillance attitudes. Higher individualism tends to amplify privacy concerns, whereas collectivist 

orientations can increase acceptance when benefits are framed as communal safety. Recent cross-national 

research connects cultural values and institutional trust to acceptance of surveillance and related AI uses.  

2.2 Institutional trust: Trust in deploying institutions (police, local government, firms) is a powerful 

moderator. Where rule of law and accountability are perceived as strong, citizens may view AI surveillance 

as more legitimate; where institutions are distrusted or seen as politicized, the same tools are resisted. 

2.3 Use-case framing and design: Attitudes swing with purpose (security, health, transit vs. advertising), 

with explicit consent, and with user controls. U.S. evidence shows acceptance of police facial recognition 

rises when people without criminal records can opt out—suggesting that procedural safeguards and agency 

meaningfully change perceptions. Pew Research Center 

3. Regulatory Landscapes as Cultural Signals 

Regulatory regimes encode normative priorities and in turn, shape expectations of acceptable use. 

3.1 European Union (EU). The EU AI Act adopts a risk-based model. It narrowly allows real-time 

remote biometric identification by law enforcement in public spaces under strict conditions (e.g., prior 

authorization, fundamental rights impact assessment), while imposing heavy obligations on high-risk 

systems. This communicates a rights-first stance that can depress tolerance for broad, indiscriminate 

surveillance. European Parliament Artificial Intelligence Act Digital Strategy 

3.2 China. Rules coming into force in 2025 tighten requirements: providers must offer alternatives to 

facial recognition, obtain consent, and mark deployment with visible signage. These constraints—layered 

atop the Personal Information Protection Law—signal rising privacy salience even within a high-

surveillance context. Reuters China Briefing 

3.3 India. The Digital Personal Data Protection Act (2023) is a significant step but includes broad state 

exemptions, prompting debate about adequacy of safeguards. At the same time, large deployments such as 

Digi Yatra (face-based airport boarding) expand. The combination may normalize convenience-framed 

surveillance while leaving civil liberty advocates concerned about oversight. Tech Policy Press IAPP 

Financial Times 

3.4 Global ethics soft law. UNESCO’s Recommendation on the Ethics of AI (2021) emphasizes human 

rights, diversity, inclusiveness, and tools like ethical impact assessments—norms that can be localized and 

used to benchmark deployments. UNESCO+1UNESCO in the UK 

Hypothesis 

1. H1: Individuals from cultures with higher institutional trust are more likely to accept AI-based 

surveillance. 

2. H2: Cultural values related to collective security and social harmony positively influence acceptance 

of AI surveillance technologies. 

3. H3: Privacy concerns and perceived misuse of data negatively impact acceptance of AI surveillance 

across all cultural contexts. 

4. H4: Acceptance of AI surveillance varies significantly depending on the specific use-case scenario 

(e.g., public safety vs. workplace monitoring). 
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Limitations 

Although this study provides valuable insights, several limitations must be acknowledged: 

1. Sample Representation: The survey sample may not fully represent all cultural groups, limiting 

generalizability. 

2. Self-Report Bias: Responses rely on individuals’ self-reported perceptions, which may be influenced 

by social desirability or limited awareness of AI surveillance technologies. 

3. Rapid Technological Change: AI surveillance systems evolve quickly, meaning public attitudes may 

shift over time. 

4. Context-Specific Findings: Cultural interpretations may vary widely across regions, and the study 

may not capture all subcultural or minority perspectives. 

These limitations provide opportunities for further research, including cross-country comparative studies 

and longitudinal investigations. 

Findings and Discussion 

1. Cross-Cultural Variation: 

1.1 East Asian collectivist societies: acceptance framed around social harmony and safety. 

1.2 Western individualist societies: resistance framed around privacy and autonomy. 

2. Institutional Framing: 

2.1 High-trust vs. low-trust institutions influencing perception of AI surveillance legitimacy. 

3. Moral and Symbolic Meaning: 

3.1 AI as “protector” vs. “watcher.” 

3.2 Religious, political, and historical narratives shaping moral interpretations. 

4. Use-Case Sensitivity: 

4.1 Greater acceptance in security/public safety vs. personal or commercial use. 

Conclusion and Implications 

1. The study underscores that acceptance of AI surveillance cannot be understood solely through 

technological performance or security benefits. Instead, cultural meanings, collective experiences, and 

levels of institutional trust play central roles in shaping public attitudes. People interpret AI surveillance 

through cultural frames that influence whether they view it as protective, intrusive, empowering, or 

controlling. By recognizing these cultural variations, policymakers, organizations, and technology designers 

can develop more ethical, transparent, and culturally sensitive AI surveillance systems. Ultimately, the 

findings contribute to a deeper understanding of how societies negotiate the balance between innovation, 

security, and individual rights in an AI-driven world. 

2. Culture and institutional trust deeply affect how societies frame and accept AI surveillance. 

3. Policy recommendations: 

3.1 Develop culturally adaptive AI governance frameworks. 

3.2 Ensure transparency and accountability mechanisms aligned with local values. 

3.3 Encourage intercultural dialogue on privacy and ethics. 

4. Future research: longitudinal studies, inclusion of developing nations, intersectional factors (age, 

gender, education). 
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