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Artificial Intelligence, Trust in This paper examines how individuals perceive and place trust in artificial
Al Explainable AI, Human-Al intelligence (Al) in its role in making decisions in high-stakes fields such as
Collaboration, Transparency, healthcare, finance, education, and autonomous transport. The research was
Algorithmic ~ Fairness, Ethical conducted using a structured, anonymous, scenario-based questionnaire that

Decision-Making was self-administered by 197 individuals aged between 15 and 39, in order
to understand participants’ preference for human assistance over Al assistance
Article History in the decision-making process, as well as the impact of transparency on

perceived trustworthiness. The findings reveal a strong preference for human
supervision. A total of 69.5% of respondents believed that a senior surgeon
without Al assistance was more trustworthy than a mid-level surgeon with Al
assistance, and 72.6% of respondents preferred human—Al cooperation over
fully autonomous financial management. Education was the only sector in
which participants expressed trust in Al-based admissions systems, with 17.8%
fully believing in such systems and 47.7% expressing partial or conditional
belief. The findings further reveal that transparency is a significant factor
influencing acceptance, as 76.6% of respondents indicated that they would
place greater trust in Al systems if clearer explanations were provided. Ouverall,
the results indicate that although people are aware of the efficiency of Al, they
remain cautious about allowing it to operate independently and prefer systems
in which automation is balanced with human responsibility.
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1. Introduction considering factors such as transparency, human

This study aims to examine the level of
confidence individuals place in artificial
intelligence (Al) in major, high-stakes decision-
making contexts, particularly how Al is
perceived in such serious situations. In recent
years, artificial intelligence has begun to play an
increasingly significant role in everyday life,
influencing fields such as healthcare, finance,
education, and the development of self-driving
vehicles. However, Al has also attracted
attention due to the risks it poses and, as a result,
has not yet achieved the widespread acceptance
that might be theoretically expected. By

supervision, specific contexts, and the interests
involved, this paper seeks to determine whether
contextual changes can help individuals place
greater trust in Al. This research aims to lay a
foundation for future work in the field of
artificial intelligence by contributing to the
development of systems that are perceived as
more reliable and accurate.

1.1Background

In recent years, artificial intelligence (AI) has
moved from being a background computational
tool to becoming a central technology in
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everyday life. Al now has the capacity to
significantly  alter  individuals’ lives by
participating in decisions ranging from medical
diagnoses to stock trading and university
admissions. These systems are often praised for
their precision, speed, and ability to reduce
human bias. However, as Al's influence
continues to grow, increased scrutiny and
concern have followed, with many questioning
whether a non-human agent can be trusted to
make decisions that have the potential to affect
health, safety, or opportunity. Attitudes toward
Al and trust are known to vary widely; some
individuals view algorithmic judgment, free
from human biases, as more objective and fair,
while others perceive it as impersonal, opaque,
and potentially intimidating. As algorithmic
systems increasingly shape organizational and
societal decision-making in the 21st century, a
key challenge lies in reconciling their efficiency
and objectivity with human concerns about
fairness, trust, and emotional impact (Lee).
Therefore, it is important to understand how
ordinary individuals respond to Al-driven
decisions.

1.2 Problem Statement

As Al continues to be utilized increasingly in
high-leverage situations, trust in Al remains
inconsistent. While substantial research has
focused on improving the technical accuracy,
transparency, and explainability of algorithmic
systems, comparatively less attention has been
paid to how affected individuals perceive
fairness, justice, and the human impact of
algorithmic decisions (Binns et al.). In practice,
this means that even when Al systems produce
superior outcomes, individuals may still reject
them if the decisions are perceived as unfair or
lacking human judgment.

This pattern is already evident across society, as
individuals from diverse age groups are
increasingly likely to interact with, work
alongside, and adapt to Al-driven systems.
Public attitudes toward Al, both in the present
and over time, will play a decisive role in shaping
how these systems are adopted and how ethical
guidelines are developed in the years to come.
However, there remains limited empirical
evidence demonstrating how the general public
differentiates between levels of trust in Al across

varying contexts. Understanding how people
respond to the use of Al in different situations
is therefore essential to predicting how society as
a whole will adapt to automated decision-making
in the future.

1.3 Research Objectives

This study aims to examine how individuals
perceive the reliability and fairness of Al across
a range of real-world contexts. More specifically,
the study seeks to measure trust in four distinct
fields: medicine, education, finance, and ethics.
In addition, the paper analyzes the role of
transparency to determine whether more open
Al models inspire greater trust. The study
further aims to examine the collected data in
order to identify areas of doubt that remain
influenced by skepticism. This paper provides
meaningful data for policymakers and
developers, which can be used to design Al
systems that are more morally consistent with
societal values and, by implication, more
psychologically acceptable. These objectives
integrate empirical evidence with design
relevance. The findings are not intended to
present differing viewpoints, but rather to
support  the informed development of Al
governance frameworks that can foster trust
among the general population.

1.4 Hypothesis
Building on  early
contemporary discourse, the study proposes the
following hypotheses:

® Respondents will demonstrate higher
levels of trust when Al is paired with
human oversight rather than granted
complete autonomy.

o Al systems  that
transparency in their decision-making
processes will be trusted more than
those that do not.

® Trust levels will vary significantly across
situations involving moral dilemmas or
domains in which human life may be at
stake (e.g., medicine and autonomous
driving), compared to more analytical
and impersonal contexts such as
finance.

® Demographic variables, such as field of
study, will significantly influence levels

observations  and

demonstrate
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of trust, with individuals from
disciplines such as engineering being
more likely to trust Al systems.
These hypotheses further frame the inquiry by
examining not only whether humans trust Al,
but also the conditions under which such trust
is sustainable.

2. Literature Review

2.1 Medicine: People Still Prefer Human
Doctors

Despite evidence that Al-assisted doctors
demonstrate higher surgical success rates, a large
majority of individuals continue to place sole
trust in human experts. This tendency is
particularly evident in life-or-death scenarios. A
survey conducted by Palo Alto, California-based
Innerbody Research (2024) found that 52% of
participants still preferred a human doctor over
an Al system, even when the Al provided more
accurate results (Stempniak). This finding
further underscores the importance of
emotional comfort and human judgment in
shaping trust. Trust levels, however, tend to
increase when a human is assigned to oversee an
Al system. A 2025 report by WiseDocs found
that trust increased from 16% to nearly 60%
when humans were involved in the decision-
making process (Wisedocs). This indicates that
individuals are significantly more willing to trust
Al systems when human validation is present.

2.2 Finance: People Want Both Al and
Human Input

Al has the capability to predict profitable trades
more accurately than human investors, yet many
individuals continue to struggle with fully
trusting it. Research indicates that people often
exhibit “algorithm aversion,” meaning they are
reluctant to rely on Al even when it outperforms
human judgment (Dietvorst et al.).

2.3 Education: Is Al Fair?

Previous research suggests that students often
respond negatively to rigid algorithmic decision-
making systems in educational contexts,
particularly when recommendations are based
on objective criteria such as grades, with many
expressing reluctance or rejection of Al-based
guidance (Das et al.). This finding aligns with
ethics studies indicating that many individuals
are concerned that Al systems lack empathy and

may appear “cold” (Lee). However, providing
clear explanations of Al decisions has been
shown to foster greater trust, even in sensitive
situations that can significantly impact an
individual’s life, such as college admissions
(Binns et al.).

2.4 Explainability: Clear Explanations =
More Trust

Al systems that provide intelligible and coherent
explanations are likely to be perceived as more
trustworthy compared to those that function as
opaque black boxes. Prior research in
explainable Al indicates that explainability
enables users to develop more accurate mental
models of system behavior, thereby enhancing
perceptions of fairness, reliability, and
competence (Hoffman et al.). Explainability
helps users form sound mental representations
of the decision-making process, which supports
the perception of fairness, reliability, and
competence. However, the mere presence of an
explanation is insufficient; explanations must be
clear, understandable, and relevant to users’
needs. Unclear or poorly constructed
explanations may undermine credibility by
increasing uncertainty. Consequently, effective
explainability is increasingly recognized as a key
factor in fostering appropriate levels of trust and
acceptance in  Aldriven decision-making
systems.

2.5 Self-Driving Cars: People Want Ethical
Al But Also Safety

In cases where an autonomous vehicle
encounters an ethical dilemma, particularly
situations in which harm is unavoidable—such as
deciding whether to prioritize the safety of a
passenger or a pedestrian—public opinion is
considerably divided on how Al should make
such decisions. Many respondents, and in some
cases the majority, endorse a utilitarian ethic, a
finding consistent with results from MIT’s
Moral Machine project (Awad et al.). However,
these same individuals are often unwilling to
ride in a vehicle programmed to sacrifice them.
This illustrates a paradox: while people desire Al
systems to behave morally, they simultaneously
want to feel personally safe.
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2.6 Oversight Matters Most

Across all domains, one factor remains
consistent: individuals feel most comfortable
when a human is in charge. As noted previously,
Wisedocs’ report found that trust in Al
quadrupled when expert humans were assigned
to work alongside the systems. These findings
indicate a preference for hybrid systems
combining Al and human oversight, rather than
fully autonomous Al systems (Wisedocs).

3. Methadology

In the data collection process, the research
employed a mixed-mode survey approach. A
questionnaire was designed based on seven
different scenarios, each intended to examine
variations in trust depending on the context.
The survey also collected demographic
information  from  participants. It  was
administered both online and in person, using
Google Forms and printed copies distributed to

college students. The printed responses were
subsequently uploaded to Google Forms to
centralize the data. This approach allowed for
broader access to students, including those who
might have been reluctant to use online forms.
A total of 197 responses were collected, of which
196 were analyzed after eliminating one invalid
response. Most respondents were late teenagers
in high school and young adults attending
university. The sample included a mix of male
and female students from various academic
streams. Participants ranged in age from 15 to
39 years, with a median age of 17, and the
majority falling within the 16-19 age bracket,
corresponding to the average age of high school
students. Consequently, the analysis was
conducted on two groups: individuals under 18
and those aged 18 or above. This grouping was
intended to identify potential age-related trends
and examine whether differences in opinions
about Al exist between minors and adults.

Gender Distribution

Male

Female

Figure 1: Gender distribution of the survey respondents (n=196). The sample was ~ 56.6% male and
43.4% female
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Figure 2: Academic background of respondents. Our sample covered 3 main study streams: ~ 41%
from Medical, ~34% from Engineering (including those studying computer science), and ~25% from

Humanities
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Figure 3: Age group breakdown of respondents. Around 60% were under 18, typical of high school
students, the remaining 40% were 18 or older

Respondents’ experience with Al systems was
assessed to better understand their level of
familiarity. This was measured using a scale
ranging from 1 to 10, where 1-3 indicated “basic
familiarity with ChatGPT or a similar widely
available LLM” and 8-10 indicated being
“comfortable building Al systems.” The survey

then presented various hypothetical real-world
scenarios requiring trust in Al to make difficult,
high-stakes decisions across domains such as
medicine, finance, and education. Each scenario
was followed by multiple-choice questions,
asking, for example, whether respondents would
trust Al over a human in situations such as a life-
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saving surgery or whether an Al driving system
should prioritize the safety of its passenger or a
pedestrian. Participants were also asked whether
greater transparency in Al decision-making
would increase or decrease their trust in the
system. The questionnaire was reviewed by peers
to minimize ambiguity or bias and to ensure
clarity.

The survey was conducted over the course of a
week in late September 2025. Online
respondents accessed the form via a shared link,
while in-person participants completed physical
questionnaires.  Participation was entirely
voluntary, and no personally identifying
information was recorded, except for optional
name and email fields used solely for validation
and to prevent duplication; these were removed
prior to analysis. Participants were instructed to
answer honestly and based on their own
perceptions, with reassurances that no responses
were right or wrong.

Once collected and compiled, the data were
exported to Google Forms for further analysis.
Various descriptive statistical methods were
employed to interpret the data and calculate
response  frequencies. Visualization  tools,
including Python’s Matplotlib and Google
Forms’ builtin functions, were used to generate
charts and graphs representing the data. In
particular, the distribution of responses in each
trust scenario was plotted, and visualizations
were used to identify patterns among
demographic groups. Cross-tabulations and
percentage comparisons highlighted notable
differences, such as whether males and females
differed in their trust toward Al in specific
situations, or whether science students were
more trusting of Al than those in the
humanities. These analyses were intended to
identify general trends. Formal statistical
significance testing was limited due to the small
sample size; however, observed percentage gaps
were noted as potential indicators of meaningful
differences. All figures included in this paper
were generated from the survey data and
illustrate either the composition of the sample
or response patterns related to trust.

4. Results

4.1 Participant Demographics

The study drew from a diverse demographic in
terms of age, educational background, and
gender. Participants ranged in age from 15 to 39
years. As shown in Figure 3, 60% of respondents
were under 18, while the remaining 40% were
18 or older. Gender representation was relatively
balanced, with 56.6% identifying as male and
43.4% as female. In terms of field of study
(Figure 2), broad representation was achieved:
medical students constituted the largest group
(T41%), followed by engineering students
(734%) and humanities students (~ 25%). (The
engineering category included students both
with and without computer science in their
course selection.)

Participants reported varying levels of experience
with AL. Among those who responded, the
majority indicated moderate familiarity with Al,
such as regularly using Al chatbots like
ChatGPT for academic and other purposes.
Very few considered themselves highly
experienced, with the ability to construct Al
systems or modify existing frameworks to meet
specific needs, and only a small number
identified as complete beginners in operating Al
systems. This contextual information is useful
for interpreting participants’ judgments and
responses regarding Al trust.

4.2 Trust in Al vs Human Decisions
Across Scenarios

Respondents were asked to imagine undergoing
a high-risk medical procedure, with the choice
between a senior human surgeon with a 95%
success rate and no Al assistance, or an
intermediate surgeon assisted by an expert Al
system with a 99% success rate. Despite the
higher success rate associated with the Al-
assisted option, approximately 70% of
respondents felt more comfortable entrusting
their lives to the experienced surgeon without Al
support, while only around 27% chose the
intermediate surgeon with Al assistance. A small
fraction (~3%) were unsure. These results
indicate a clear trend of strong preference for
human expertise over Al, even when statistical
outcomes favor Al assistance, highlighting the
cautious attitude many individuals adopt toward
Al in high-stakes situations.
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Figure 4: Trust preferences in a high-risk medical scenario. Most respondents chose the senior
human surgeon despite the higher success rate of the Al-assisted option, reflecting continued caution
toward Al in life-critical decisions.

In a different scenario, respondents were asked
to decide how to manage their stocks, with
options including an Al system with 85%
accuracy, a human investor with 65% accuracy,
or a combination of both. Surprisingly, 68% of
participants chose the hybrid approach,
combining the statistical strengths of Al with
human intuition, indicating that while the
majority recognize Al’s superior ability to
identify patterns in large datasets, they still
prefer some human
Approximately 17% of respondents indicated
they would trust Al alone, while around 14%
preferred to rely solely on human judgment,
accepting a lower success rate of 65%. These

involvement.

results suggest a gradual development of trust in
Al systems, with their usefulness being accepted
but only to a limited extent.

Demographic differences were also observed.
Female participants were more inclined to
choose the hybrid option (79%) compared to
male participants (60%). Conversely, male
respondents were more likely than female
respondents to rely entirely on Al (722% vs.
710%). These findings indicate that women
were generally more cautious about allowing Al
to manage their finances, although the
combination of Al and human decision-making
was preferred across all groups.
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Figure 5: Trust in financial decision-making. A majority of respondents preferred a hybrid approach
combining Al guidance with human judgment, showing partial trust in Al but reluctance to rely on
it independently.

The next question focused on the perceived
fairness of a rigid Al-driven decision system,
specifically in the context of university
admissions, where only students with grades
>85% were accepted and all others were rejected
without further consideration. Participants were
asked to evaluate the fairness of such a system.
This ethical dilemma left many respondents
uncertain, with the most common response
being “Maybe” (47%). Another substantial
group responded with a firm “No,” while only a
small minority (7 18%) fully trusted the system’s
fairness. Additionally, approximately 3% of
participants were unsure and unable to provide
a definitive response.

The data indicates that many individuals still
harbor reservations regarding Al judgments in
highly personal contexts, such as university
admissions. Around 79% of respondents
expressed concerns that the algorithm might be
overly rigid, potentially overlooking important
qualities that a human admissions officer would
consider, such as a student’s personal challenges
or background. Differences were also observed
by field of study: humanities students were more
reluctant to endorse or trust Al systems in such
ethical matters compared to science students.
Overall, the findings reflect a broader hesitation
to trust Al in ethical contexts where human
compassion and emotional intelligence—areas in
which Al is currently limited—play a critical role.
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Figure 6: Perceived fairness of an Al-based admissions system. Nearly half of respondents expressed
uncertainty, with many concerned that a rigid Al cutoff lacks empathy and contextual
understanding.

The next scenario presented an ethical dilemma
in which an Al driving system must choose
whether to prioritize the safety of its passenger
or that of a pedestrian. In this situation, if the
Al prioritizes the passenger, the pedestrian will
be harmed, and vice versa, creating an effectively
no-win scenario. Participants were asked which
choice they believed Al should make in such a
dilemma. The majority (67%) of respondents
trusted the Al to prioritize the pedestrian’s safety
over that of the passenger, while the remaining
33% believed the Al should prioritize the
passenger. This 2:1 ratio suggests a preference
for a utilitarian approach, with insights from
separate discussions indicating that the risk to
the passenger is implicitly accepted by choosing
to ride in an Al-operated vehicle, whereas the
pedestrian has no stake in the decision and

should be spared.

It is important to note that those who favored
passenger safety may perceive prioritizing the
pedestrian as equivalent to the Al deliberately
harming its passenger, which could cause unease
regarding the dilemma. Interestingly, unlike
prior scenarios, minimal variation was observed
across genders or fields of study, with all groups
reporting approximately 65-70% in favor of
saving the pedestrian. These results indicate that
the general population trusts Al to make
ethically appropriate decisions in such
dilemmas, rather than choosing selfserving
options. However, further discussions regarding
Al morality are necessary before establishing
standardized ethical guidelines, as complex
dilemmas, such as the “Trolley Problem,”
continue to challenge moral reasoning.
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Figure 9: Ethical trust in an autonomous vehicle dilemma. A majority believed the Al should
prioritize the pedestrian over the passenger, suggesting support for utilitarian decision-making in
moral conflict scenarios.

The next survey question examined whether
providing explanations of Al decision-making
would influence respondents’ trust in the
system. The responses revealed a clear trend:
both male and female participants reported that
understanding the reasoning behind Al
decisions would increase their trust. Specifically,
22% of respondents indicated that explanations
would “strongly increase” their trust, while an
overall majority of 76% stated that explanations
would “increase” their trust in Al. A small
minority (~ 3%) reported that clear explanations

Area of Study vs q0S

B0

- &

Araa of Study

could actually reduce their trust. This group may
have concerns that revealing Al's reasoning
could expose flaws or Dbiases, thereby
undermining confidence in the system.

Overall, these findings indicate that
transparency and clarity in Al decision-making
enhance user comfort and willingness to rely on
Al systems. This question highlights a clear need
and demand for an Al transparency mandate,
which could foster greater trust in Al-driven
decisions.

Clsrterisascen trust
Mo diffaronca

Slightly incroase trust
Strangly incremane rust

e

P

Figure 7: Impact of transparency on Al trust. Most respondents reported that clear explanations of
Al decisions would increase their trust, highlighting the importance of transparency in high-stakes
applications.
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Finally, participants were asked whether they
believe Al—with explanations and reasoning
provided for its decisions—should play a greater
role in environments such as finance, medicine,
or education. Consistent with trends observed
in previous questions, the majority opted for a
compromise, supporting Al use only with strict
human oversight. Specifically, approximately
72% of respondents answered, “Yes, but only
with human oversight,” indicating that while
people recognize the utility of Al systems, they
also acknowledge the limitations of these
systems and their inability to fully replace
human intuition and  decision-making.
Additionally, 14% of respondents answered,

Area of Study vs q06
&0

Percentage
3 2

g

& &

& o®

Area of Study

“Yes, definitely,” expressing support for Al
operating independently in major fields, while
the remaining 14% were strongly opposed to Al
integration in high-stakes scenarios. Overall,
around 86% of respondents demonstrated
cautious optimism toward Al and its future
societal role, yet they did not believe Al is
sufficiently developed to fully replace human
judgment. Another notable trend was that
virtually no engineering students opposed Al
integration. Nonetheless, the majority across all
groups favored the option of “only with human
oversight,” highlighting ongoing concerns
regarding the deployment of Al in critical tasks.

BN No Al should not have a major role
W Yes but only with human oversight
. Yes definitely

B’ég*‘ﬁ
<

Figure 8: Acceptance of Al in critical fields. While many respondents supported Al involvement in
areas such as healthcare and finance, most insisted on human oversight, indicating a preference for
shared control rather than full autonomy.

Overall, these results present a nuanced view of
public opinion regarding Al in high-stakes
situations. In summary, participants exhibit
cautious optimism toward Al, while still
emphasizing the necessity of human supervision,
particularly in critical scenarios. Regarding
transparency, providing clear explanations and
reasoning for Al decisions appears to enhance
acceptance and facilitate the integration of Al

into daily life. In ethical dilemmas, participants
generally prefer that Al make the morally correct
choice, although real-world applications of these
preferences may vary. The discussion section will
interpret these findings within a broader context
and compare them with existing research.
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5. Discussion

The survey’s findings illustrate a cautiously open
approach to Al. Respondents recognize Al as a
capable tool with significant advantages over
humans in certain areas, such as pattern
recognition; however, they do not fully trust it
and remain skeptical about relinquishing
complete control in critical matters. For the time
being, participants prefer Al to assist human
experts rather than replace them entirely. While
some domains are more conducive to Al
adoption than others, each scenario presents its
own nuances. Several key insights emerge from
the research.

In the high-stakes medical scenario (Figure 4:
Trust in Al for High-Leverage Situations), a clear
majority (70%) chose the experienced human
surgeon over the Al-assisted surgeon, despite the
latter’s higher statistical success rate. This
highlights a common skepticism toward Al
particularly in life-or-death contexts. These
results align with findings from Palo Alto,
California-based Innerbody Research (2024),
which reported that 52% of respondents
preferred a human doctor over Al in medical
decision-making (Stempniak). In our study, the
higher preference for the human surgeon may be
attributed to the framing of the scenario as
“trusted doctor vs. unknown doctor with Al
assistance” rather than “Al vs. no treatment.”
External research also indicates that age and
digital literacy can influence trust in Al, with
younger generations generally more open to Al
in medicine. For instance, in a prior survey,
nearly 82% of Gen Z participants chose an Al
diagnosis over a human’s, compared to only
57% of baby boomers. While the majority of our
Gen Z sample still favored the human doctor,
the 27% who selected Al may reflect this
broader trend (Stempniak). As Al continues to
prove its reliability, trust in high-stakes and
everyday applications is likely to grow, although
human oversight remains important for
reassurance. This is supported by the Zendesk
Global Consumer Survey (2025), which found
that while Al is acceptable for routine tasks, over
55% of respondents prefer human intervention
in urgent or stressful situations, such as critical
medical care (Zendesk Global Survey).

One of the most prevalent trends in the data is
a preference for the “human-in-the-loop” model.

In high-stakes fields, approximately 72% of
respondents supported Al use only with human
oversight. Industry research, such as Wisedocs’
2025 report on Al in insurance claims, found
that professionals’ trust in Al increased from
16% to 60% when expert humans reviewed Al
decisions—nearly a fourfold increase (Wisedocs).
Participants in our survey implicitly agreed with
this sentiment, acknowledging Al’s superior
processing capabilities and pattern recognition
while emphasizing the need for human
supervision due to Al’s lack of emotional
intelligence and common sense. This aligns with
global research indicating that Al is more trusted
when humans are available to intervene (Bach et
al.). In practice, this could involve Al suggesting
potential courses of action with final approval by
a human expert, combining Al's speed and
accuracy with human reasoning.

Our survey also revealed a clear correlation
between trust in Al and understanding its
reasoning. Approximately 75% of respondents
stated that their trust would increase if Al
provided clear explanations for its decisions.
This supports ongoing research in Explainable
AT (XAI) and prior findings, such as McKinsey’s
2024 report, which emphasizes that
understanding the rationale behind Al decisions
increases acceptance (McKinsey & Company).
However, the quality of explanations is crucial;
confusing or superficial explanations may
reduce trust. Developers of Al for high-stakes
situations, such as medical diagnosis or loan
approvals, should prioritize making system
reasoning traceable and transparent. A small
number of respondents (~3%) reported that
explanations could decrease their trust,
potentially due to exposure of Al's flaws.
Transparency about limitations and uncertainty
may, however, increase trust overall, as openness
generally fosters confidence in Al systems.
Concerns regarding rigid algorithms, such as the
“85% grade cutoff” for university admissions,
highlight the challenge of Al fairness. Many
respondents answered “maybe” or “no,”
indicating skepticism that strict rule-based
systems can achieve fairness. Humans value
context, emotions, and exceptions in decisions
that significantly impact lives, such as college
admissions or legal hearings. While rule-based
Al may provide consistency, it may lack justice
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and empathy. A small minority (18%) trusted Al
entirely, potentially reflecting a preference for
meritocratic, bias-free decisions. Research
suggests some individuals prefer algorithmic
decisions over human judgment to avoid
emotional bias (Chugunova and Luhan).
Nonetheless, most respondents favored a
humanized approach or hybrid model to
account for fairness and context, which Al
developers must consider in sensitive domains.

The autonomous vehicle scenario provided
insights into public expectations of Al in ethical
dilemmas.  Approximately  two-thirds  of
participants believed Al should spare the
pedestrian at the expense of the passenger,
reflecting a utilitarian approach to minimize
overall harm. One-third opted to prioritize the
passenger, demonstrating the subjective nature
of ethics influenced by culture and upbringing.
Trust in Al, therefore, depends not only on
accuracy and safety but also on moral alignment.
Al developers must consider both transparency
and ethical principles in system design. Younger
respondents in the study indicated that socially
responsible Al is more trustworthy, aligning
with research suggesting that Al acceptance will
hinge on ethical and accountable behavior (Fel
et al.).

Demographic patterns also emerged. Female
respondents were generally more cautious about
granting Al full autonomy, particularly in
university admissions and financial decisions,
consistent with prior research showing women
exhibit lower trust in autonomous systems
(Davila et al.). Age differences were observed as
well: older participants, many of whom were
recent graduates, were slightly more optimistic
about Al in high-stakes scenarios and more
accepting of rigid algorithmic decisions,
potentially due to greater familiarity and
understanding of Al. Field of study influenced
trust, with engineering students more supportive
of Al and humanities students more skeptical,
particularly in scenarios involving ethics or high-
risk decisions. Across all groups, however,
participants recognized Al's capabilities while
emphasizing the need for human intervention to
compensate for its lack of empathy and
emotional intelligence.

These findings align with global research,
including a 2025 global Al study by the

University of Melbourne and KPMG, which
found that although many people regularly use
Al, less than half of respondents were willing to
trust Al systems — underscoring trust as a critical
challenge for broader adoption (University of
Melbourne & KPMG). Trust increases when
conditions such as security, transparency, and
human oversight are met, a pattern corroborated
by our data. Similarly, studies by Forbes reported
that 64% of consumers would trust an Al
diagnosis over a doctor’s, though differences in
context, Al domain (e.g., radiology vs. surgery),
and participant demographics explain variations
in trust levels. As younger, tech-savvy
generations become the majority, trust in Al may
continue to rise as familiarity and technology
adoption increase (Hsieh).

In conclusion, trusting Al is not a binary
decision; context matters, and each case presents
unique trade-offs between human intuition and
Al’s computational power. The findings suggest
that participants will trust Al when it is
transparent, supervised by humans, and aligned
with  ethical principles. Developers and
stakeholders should prioritize explainability,
hybrid decision-making models (Al + human),
and rigorous ethical checks to bridge the trust
gap and facilitate Al adoption in critical
domains. Expert oversight has been shown to
quadruple trust, highlighting that the public
does not inherently distrust Al but expects
responsible deployment.

Over time, public perceptions of Al are likely to
evolve as systems become more transparent and
the population becomes better informed about
their capabilities. While fears associated with Al
may diminish with exposure, high-profile
failures could negatively impact trust and slow
adoption. The cautious optimism observed
among younger participants reflects recognition
of Al’s potential, tempered by ethical concerns
and the need for responsible integration. The
following section will discuss the limitations of
this study and avenues for future research.

6. Limitations

While this study provides valuable insights into
current perceptions of Al, several limitations
and shortcomings must be acknowledged.

e Sample Bias: The sample was primarily
drawn from a single high school, with
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most participants in their late teens. A
small minority of respondents (ages 30-
39)  were included, but their
representation was insufficient to
generalize findings to the broader
population. Views of high school
students may differ significantly from
those of older adults who are more
familiar with or even involved in Al
development. Additionally, educational
background and cultural factors may
influence perceptions of Al; since the
study was conducted in a relatively small
geographic area (Multan, Pakistan),
attitudes in other regions may vary.

e Limited Question Response: Question
1 (Al familiarity) was omitted in some
early survey forms, leading to missing
data for a portion of respondents. Some
participants  also  skipped certain
questions, introducing uncertainty and
potential bias in interpreting trends.

e Hypothetical Nature of Questions: All
survey questions were hypothetical and
carried no realworld consequences.
This may produce discrepancies
between stated preferences and actual
behavior. For example, participants who
indicated they would save a pedestrian
in an autonomous driving scenario
might act differently if personally at risk.
Similarly, trust in Al diagnoses may not
translate into real-world reliance on Al
without seeking a human second
opinion. The intent-behavior gap is a
common limitation in survey research.

e Survey Framing and Information:
Scenarios were simplified and provided
limited context. Trust decisions could
depend on additional details, such as
the surgeon’s full experience or the
mechanics of an Al system. Framing
effects, such as presenting “senior
surgeon vs. mid-level surgeon with Al,”
may have biased responses. Ambiguities
in question phrasing (e.g., “Which
decision would you trust the Al to
make?”) could also influence responses.
Different wording or additional context
might yield different outcomes.

e Lack of Deep Psychological or
Qualitative Insights: The study was
purely quantitative and did not include
open-ended questions or interviews.
While inferences about reasoning were
drawn in the discussion, respondents’
motivations, emotions, and thought
processes were not directly captured.
Understanding why 70% distrusted an
Al-assisted surgeon, for example, would
provide richer insight. Qualitative data
would strengthen interpretations of
trust and skepticism.

® Limited Statistical Depth: Due to the
sample size and scope, analyses were
mostly descriptive. Advanced statistical
tests (e.g., chisquare tests, regression
analysis) were not performed, limiting
the ability to identify significant
differences or control for confounding
factors. Observed trends, such as minor
gender differences, should therefore be
interpreted cautiously.

® Cross-Sectional Design: Data was
collected at a single point in time (late
2025). The study does not account for
temporal changes in trust or external
events (e.g., high-profile Al failures) that
may influence opinions. A longitudinal
approach would be necessary to
understand how trust in Al evolves over
time and with experience.

Given these limitations, findings should be
interpreted as insights into the sample rather
than a definitive measure of broader public
opinion. Future research could address these
constraints by sampling a larger, more diverse
population, incorporating qualitative methods
(e.g., interviews), and experimenting with
different question framings to assess the impact
on responses.

Despite these limitations, the study provides a
valuable starting point for understanding
perspectives on Al in high-stakes situations.
Observations regarding the importance of
oversight and transparency can inform future
research and policy. Additionally, these findings
align with broader academic surveys, offering

local validation of global trends in public trust
toward Al
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7. Conclusion

The findings of this study reveal that trust in Al
is not a binary concept; rather, it exists across a
spectrum and is highly context-dependent. Trust
must be earned over time, particularly in high-
stakes situations. The study sought to explore
the conditions under which people are willing to
rely on Al, with the overarching conclusion
being: “Al will be trusted, but only when certain
conditions are met.”

Key conclusions include:

e Human Involvement: Respondents
demonstrated greater comfort with Al
when a human expert was involved in
the decision-making process. The most
acceptable deployment of Al at least for
the foreseeable future, appears to be as
an assistant to human experts rather
than as a fully autonomous agent. This
hybrid approach leverages the precision
and speed of Al while retaining the
judgment and oversight of humans,
mitigating concerns regarding errors
and accountability.

® Importance of Transparency: A clear
majority of participants indicated that
understanding the reasoning behind Al
decisions enhances trust. This finding
reinforces  the  critical role  of
Explainable Al (XAI), particularly in
high-stakes scenarios. Users prefer Al
systems that are transparent rather than
“black boxes,” and comprehension of
Al reasoning significantly increases
acceptance. Developers should
prioritize integrating features such as
decision logs and clear explanations to
overcome potential trust barriers,
regardless of Al accuracy.

® Preference for Human Judgment in
Life-or-Death Scenarios: In situations
involving potential loss of life,
intangible qualities such as
accountability, empathy, and intuition
built on experience were consistently
valued over marginal statistical
improvements  offered by Al
Psychological ~ comfort  plays a
substantial role, suggesting that Al
should function as a support tool rather

than a replacement in these scenarios.
While public perception may evolve
alongside advancements in Al, trust will
initially require substantial
demonstration of reliability combined
with human oversight.

e Cautious Optimism in Other Domains:
In less personal or lower-stakes contexts,
such as financial decision-making,
participants were more willing to rely on
Al but generally preferred combining it
with human input. Partial trust in Al
reflects recognition of its superior data-
processing and pattern recognition
capabilities, while maintaining reliance
on human intuition. Collaborative
systems that enable interaction between
Al and human users align with these
preferences and are likely to be better
received.

e Ethical Alignment Matters: Responses
to moral dilemma scenarios indicate
that the public holds Al to strict ethical
standards, expecting it to act in morally
appropriate ways. Developers must
consider ethical alignment as central to
fostering trust, ensuring that Al
behavior corresponds with societal
norms and values. Transparent ethical
policies, particularly in applications
such as autonomous vehicles, are critical
to public confidence.

In conclusion, the study highlights an optimistic
yet cautious trajectory for Al adoption. While
participants recognize the potential of Al to
improve outcomes in critical situations, there is
a consistent demand for accountability,
transparency, and human oversight. Trust in Al
is conditional upon its alignment with human
values, ethical behavior, and explainable
decision-making. Developers should prioritize
these aspects, incorporating domain experts in
the development process and focusing on
transparency,  fairness, and  oversight.
Policymakers should consider mandates that
enforce transparency and ethical compliance for
Al in high-risk domains.

Finally, it is important to note that trust is
dynamic and may evolve as individuals become
more familiar with Al systems. Wider public
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exposure, positive experiences, and consistent
demonstration of reliability will likely increase
trust, while high-profile Al failures could have a
negative impact. Continuous engagement with
the public, through surveys and other
mechanisms, provides developers with insights
into user concerns and expectations.

Overall, trust in Al is essential for its integration
into everyday life. Establishing transparency,
oversight, and ethical alignment is the
foundation for gaining public confidence. Only
after trust is established can Al realize its full
potential in high-stakes domains and everyday
applications.
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