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ABSTRACT 
 
Artificial Intelligence (AI) is increasingly recognized as a disruptive technology with profound potential to 

reshape complete sectors of our economy and the way we live and work. The present study investigates 
global public perceptions regarding the risks associated with AI technology in the early to mid-2020s, 

utilizing data from the Munich Security Index spanning 2022 to 2025 across G7 and BICS nations. Initial 

findings indicate that while AI risk perception is steadily rising in G7 countries—reflecting concerns about 

job displacement and ethical implications—public sentiment in BICS nations presents a more complex 

picture, influenced by varying socio-economic factors and cultural contexts. The study emphasizes the 

critical need for organizations to address public anxieties through transparent communication and 

engagement, ensuring that AI integration is managed ethically and responsibly. By promoting public AI 

literacy and fostering informed dialogues, stakeholders can better navigate the challenges posed by this 

rapidly evolving technology. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 

Everywhere you turn today, on your TV, on your computer, on your phone - literally everywhere, 
AI (artificial intelligence) is the buzzword of the day. AI has been touted - perhaps very 

deservingly so - as a disruptive technological force that will change how we work, learn, and 

ultimately, how we live in the very near future. AI may - may - be the most important 
development since the advent of the Internet as a transformative technology in business, the 

economy, education, and society at large.  

 

With new - and better - artificial intelligence tools and applications coming down the pipe on 
seemingly a daily basis, AI is poised to be a powerful force that will shape the future - and do so 

quite quickly. But with the excitement over AI also comes anxiety regarding this new, emerging 

technology. For businesses, for governments, and yes, for us as individuals, there is a growing 
recognition of the risks associated with artificial intelligence and all of the developments being 

brought about by the AI revolution.  

 
The purpose of this study is to examine how global public perceptions regarding the risks of 

artificial intelligence technology have developed over the course of the early to mid-2020s - a 

time period that will likely prove to be quite important in the course of AI’s development. We 

will begin with a look at what exactly artificial intelligence is and how it is being applied today - 
and a glimpse ahead at what is likely to come as the development of AI grows in the near future, 
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We will then take a look at both the projected benefits - and risks - that are presently and are 
projected into the future to be springing from AI’s growth and development. Then, utilizing a 

unique data set derived from the global surveys conducted as part of the Munich Security 

Conference over the past few years (2022-2025), we will take a “deep dive” into their findings 

from both a longitudinal and transnational perspective. Finally, we will take the results of the 
present study’s data analysis and place artificial intelligence into a strategic information 

technology management perspective, analyzing how the leadership of business, government and 

non-profit organizations should be approaching an AI-enabled future, cognizant of an emerging 
public weariness about the implications of artificial intelligence.  

 

2. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
 

2.1. Overview of Artificial Intelligence (AI) 
 

Artificial Intelligence (AI) represents a vast and multifaceted domain that has significantly 
transformed various sectors, including healthcare, education, economics, and law. This overview 

will encapsulate the breadth of AI applications, the ethical implications of AI, and the challenges 

AI poses in contemporary society. 

 
AI encompasses a range of technologies capable of performing tasks that conventionally - until 

now - required human intelligence. These range from pattern recognition and decision-making to 

complex problem-solving through adaptive predictive power and machine learning algorithms 
[1][2]. The trajectory of AI development has been heavily influenced by advances in 

computational power and the availability of vast datasets, allowing for remarkable improvements 

in areas such as predictive analytics and autonomous decision-making [3]. Additionally, it is 
important to note that the integration of AI technologies is expected to introduce "a new era of 

smart manufacturing, where the seamless integration of technologies like Artificial Intelligence 

and robotics is transforming industrial processes" [4]. This observation aligns with the broader 

narrative that AI is not just a trend; it is becoming an indispensable tool that will define future 
industrial processes and economic frameworks. 

 

2.2. AI in Organizations 
 

The economic implications of AI adoption are profound. From enhancing productivity in sectors 

such as agriculture [5] to optimizing financial operations in accounting [6], AI is reshaping 
industry standards and operational efficiencies. As organizations implement AI technologies, 

they encounter both the promise of increased efficiency and the daunting challenge of workforce 

displacement [7][8]. The potential for AI to alleviate labor shortages in various fields, including 
healthcare and education, suggests a complex future where human and machine collaboration is 

essential for success [3] [8]. 

 

2.3. AI in Healthcare 
 

In healthcare, AI applications have evolved from basic data analysis to sophisticated systems 
capable of assisting clinical decision-making and enhancing surgical procedures. Techniques like 

deep learning are increasingly being utilized to improve diagnostic accuracy in fields such as 

cardiology and radiology [9][10]. AI's role in healthcare is varied, addressing challenges from 

patient management to administrative efficiencies, ultimately aiming to enhance outcomes while 
reducing costs [11][12]. For example, AI-driven tools are expected to revolutionize intensive care 

practices, supporting critical decision-making [10]. 
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2.4. AI in Education 
 

In education, AI's role is particularly noteworthy. As a pedagogical tool, AI can tailor learning 

experiences to individual student needs, promoting a more engaged and effective educational 
environment [13][14]. The shift toward project-based learning in AI education has also illustrated 

an impactful method for teaching complex AI concepts in practical contexts [15]. Despite these 

advances, educators must navigate challenges in conveying essential AI skills while remaining 
vigilant about the ethical dimensions of technology use in learning environments [16][17]. 

 

2.5. Ethical Considerations with AI 
 

The integration of AI also raises significant ethical considerations. There is an increasing 

emphasis on the need for ethical guidelines to govern AI deployment, particularly regarding data 
privacy and social justice [18][19]. As AI systems increasingly handle sensitive information, the 

potential for misuse or bias becomes a pressing concern [20]. This has led to calls for the 

establishment of robust legal frameworks to navigate the complex interplay between technology 
and ethics [21]. Institutions are now tasked with fostering AI literacy among students and 

professionals alike, ensuring they are equipped to manage these ethical challenges [16]. 

 

2.6. Conclusion 
 

In conclusion, AI is at the forefront of technological innovation, influencing diverse aspects of 
modern life from healthcare to education and economics. While it presents vast opportunities for 

advancement and efficiency, it also introduces ethical dilemmas and operational challenges that 

demand careful consideration and proactive management. The duality of AI’s impact—offering 
significant benefits while posing substantial risks—necessitates an ongoing dialogue among 

stakeholders aimed at creating a balanced framework for its integration into society. 

 

3. RESEARCH METHODS 
 

3.1. Background on The Munich Security Index 
 

The present research is based on the Munich Security Index (MSI). The MSI Index is part of an 
annual report issued since 2022 by the Munich Security Conference (MSC), The MSC produces 

this report in conjunction with Kekst CNC, a leading global strategic communications 

consultancy.  
 

To generate the MSI Index, an annual survey is done across 11 countries, all 7 G7 nations 

(Canada, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, the United Kingdom, and the United States) and the 
“BICS” countries (the nations commonly referred to as “BRICS,” Brazil, India, China, and South 

Africa, excluding Russia since its invasion of Ukraine in 2022). Each national sample is made up 

of 1,000 individuals, carefully selected to represent the respective country’s demographics in 

terms of gender, age, residency, formal education, and income in order to ensure 
representativeness. Taken together, the 11 national surveys combine to produce an annual survey 

size of 11,000 for the MSI Index. The annual surveys that form the basis for each year’s Munich 

Security Indexes [22, 23, 24, 25] and larger, more comprehensive Munich Security Conference 
Reports[26, 27, 28, 29]are conducted late in the preceding year (hence, the surveys for the 2025 

MSI Index were actually taken in the field in November 2024.  

 

The Munich Security Index is comprised of a series of composite scores drawn from five 
questions that elicit input from survey participants in each of the 11 countries about 27 of today’s 



International Journal of Managing Information Technology (IJMIT) Vol.17, No.1/2, May 2025 

20 

major global risks. These risks, which will be examined in the analysis section of this paper, span 
the gamut of risk factors facing us as a society, from economic to political to technological to 

natural forces.  

 

Each survey participant was asked to respond to 5 questions regarding each of the 33 risk areas 
(the 27 risk factors and the 6 countries). In the words of the researchers in the most recent (2025) 

MSC Index Report, “The Munich Security Index combines the crucial components that make a 

risk more serious. Public perceptions of trajectory are combined with imminence and severity 
alongside a measure to give equal weight to perceptions of preparedness” [25] To that end, the 5 

questions asked of all participants across the 11 surveyed countries were: 

 
 Question 1 – How great is the overall risk to your country? (assessing overall risk 

perception); 

 Question 2 – Will the risk increase or decrease over the next twelve months? (assessing 

perception of the trajectory of the risk - i.e. will it increase, decrease, or stay the same) 
over the next 12 months); 

 Question 3 – How severe would the damage be if it happened? (assessing perception of 

risk severity - i.e. how severe the damage would be to your country if this risk actually 
did occur); 

 Question 4 – How imminent is the risk? (assessing perception of the imminense of the 

risk - i.e. is it likely to happen in the short-term, the long-term, or never); and 
 Question 5 – How prepared is your country? (assessing perception of the how prepared - 

or unprepared - the country may be for the specific risk).  

 

To calculate the Munich Security Index score for each risk factor for each country, participant 
responses to these 5 questions - overall risk, trajectory, severity, imminence, and preparedness - 

are totaled and then rescaled to range from 0 to 100. The final MSI index score is an absolute 

figure (with 100 indicating the highest perception of risk and 0 being the lowest possible risk 
indicator). With this standardized risk assessment methodology, the MSI index allows for 

comparisons of risk perceptions in nations to be made between countries and over time, 

something that is being done for the first time in the present study. 

 

3.2. Data Analysis Using the Munich Security Index 
 
In the present research, the author analyzed the four annual Munich Security Conference Reports 

that, to date, have included the Munich Security Index. The author extracted the data from these 

reports [22, 23, 24, 25] and created a data set that spans the MSC Reports from 2022 to 2025 (the 

present year). The construction and analysis of this new, large data set formed the foundation for 
the present study, which examines both inter and intra-country trends found in the MSI Index. 

The present research is novel in that it is the first longitudinal study to be conducted on the 

annual data collected for the MSI Index, and as such, it establishes a new way of gaining insights 
into cross-national perspectives on a variety of pressing technological, social, political, and 

economic issues facing business leaders - and the general public - in the nations included in the 

research that underlies both the Munich Security Conference Reports [26, 27, 28, 29]and the MSI 
Indexes [22, 23, 24, 25] created to date. 

 

4. DATA ANALYSIS 
 

The present study looked at risk perceptions regarding artificial intelligence (AI) across both G7 
countries and the BICS nations. The analysis herein is broken down by regional analysis across 

these two important geopolitical and economic groups. and then, on a country-specific basis.  
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4.1. AI Risk Perceptions in the G7 Countries 
 

In this section, we present our findings and then our analysis regarding the Munich Security 

Index data on risk perceptions regarding Artificial Intelligence (AI) across the G7 nations 
(Canada, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, the United Kingdom, and the United States) from 2022 

to 2025.  

 

4.1.1. Analysis of G7 Nations Findings Regarding AI 

 

The analysis of AI risk perception across G7 countries from 2022 to 2025 reveals varying trends, 

reflecting shifts in societal attitudes and concerns regarding AI technologies. Overall, the average 
risk perception regarding AI rose markedly over the 4 years under review. As you can see in 

Table 1(Risk Perceptions Regarding AI Across the G7 Nations, 2022-2025), AI risk perception 

grew from 41 in 2022 to 54 in 2025, an increase of 32.85% across the G7 nations. AI risk 
perception across the G7 countries, other than the United States, closely mirrored that found 

among Americans over the most recent four-year period. And while AI risk perception stayed 

steady in the U.S. between 2024 and 2025, overall, this metric rose by 2 points, or 3.62%, across 
the G7 member nations. 

 
Table 1.  Risk Perceptions Regarding AI Across the G7 Nations, 2022-2025. 

 

Country/Year 2022 2023 2024 2025 

Canada 39 42 55 55 

France 40 42 49 52 

Germany 44 45 55 59 

Italy 39 40 49 52 

Japan 48 48 51 53 

United Kingdom 35 38 53 54 

United States 41 41 52 52 

Average 41 42 52 54 

Average w/o USA 41 43 51 54 

 
Source Data: Munich Security Conference Index, 2022-2025. 

 
In looking at trends in AI risk perception across the G7 countries, AI risk perception grew across 
all seven member nations: 

 

 Canada: AI risk perception rose from 39 in 2022 to 55 in 2025, reflecting a 41.03% 

increase in this sentiment among Canadians over this four-year time period. This was 
the second highest rate of increase (only lagging the United Kingdom) found among the 

G7 countries in regard to AI risk perception.  

 

 France: AI risk perception rose from 40 in 2022 to 52 in 2025, reflecting a 30.00% 

increase in this sentiment among the French people over this four-year time period. And 
from 2024 to 2025, AI risk perception rose 6.12% in France, far higher than the average 

3.62% rise found across G7 nations in the past year. 

 

 Germany: AI risk perception rose from 44 in 2022 to 59 in 2025, reflecting a 34.09% 
increase in this sentiment among XX over this four-year time period. The 59 found 
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amongst the German population in 2025 was the highest AI risk perception found 
amongst the G7 countries in the current year.  

 

 Italy: AI risk perception rose from 39 in 2022 to 52 in 2025, reflecting a 33.33% 

increase in this sentiment among the Italian people over this four-year time period. 

 

 Japan: AI risk perception rose from 48 in 2022 to 53 in 2025, reflecting a 10.42% 
increase in this sentiment among the Japanese people over this four-year time period. 

This 5-point rise in AI risk perception was the lowest observed among G7 nations over 

this four-year time period. 
 

 United Kingdom: AI risk perception rose from 41 in 2022 to 52 in 2025, reflecting a 

54.29% increase in this sentiment among UK residents over this four-year time period. 

This was the highest rate of found among the G7 countries in regard to AI risk 
perception. 

 

 United States: AI risk perception rose from 41 in 2022 to 52 in 2025, reflecting a 

26.83% increase in this sentiment among Americans over this four-year time period. 

 
Notably, the perceived risk associated with AI strongly correlates with individual factors, 

including demographic nuances, information exposure, and contextual understanding of AI's 

implications in everyday life. 
 

For instance, as seen in the data, countries like the United Kingdom and Canada exhibit 

significant increases in AI risk perception between 2022 and 2025, with 54.29% and 41.03% 
growth, respectively, in this MSI Index measure over these four years. Such increases suggest 

growing concerns surrounding issues like data privacy, job displacement due to automation, and 

algorithmic bias, with the mixed public perception of AI as both a risk and a benefit reflecting 

societal fears about its potential misuse and unintended consequences[30]. 

 
The variation in risk perception across G7 countries might also stem from national differences in 

public engagement with technology. In Japan, and, to a lesser extent, the United States, while 
there are still notable increases in risk perception over the 4 years under review, the net change 

in these two nations is comparatively lower than in other countries, suggesting different levels of 

public familiarity and trust in AI technologies. Factors such as educational campaigns and the 
level of integration of AI in public and healthcare services may moderate these perceptions, as 

prior research has found that trust in technology greatly influences risk perception [31][32]. 

 
Furthermore, research findings consistently indicate a strong relationship between knowledge of 
AI and perceived risk. Individuals with higher knowledge levels typically demonstrate "risk 

blindness," where they may underestimate the real and potential risks of AI systems, reflecting 

findings from Said et al.[31][33] This relationship suggests that enhancing public AI literacy 
could potentially recalibrate risk perceptions in a more constructive direction. 

 
Additionally, the longitudinal nature of the data illustrates a trend wherein specific demographic 

factors—particularly age, gender, and educational background—play essential roles in shaping 
AI perceptions. Studies indicate that, in general, older adults tend to have heightened risk 

perceptions surrounding technological advancements, which aligns with prior research findings 

that a general skepticism towards new technologies and their societal impactis persistent among 
older members [31]. This trend warrants a tailored approach to public communications and 

education regarding AI, focusing particularly on these demographic variations. 
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In conclusion, the G7 countries’ divergent trajectories of AI risk perception from 2022 to 2025 
reflect a complex interplay of individual knowledge, societal education, and specific national 

contexts. As these countries navigate their unique pathways in AI adoption and implementation, 

ongoing dialogue and education about the risks and benefits of AI technologies remain crucial 

for shaping informed public perception and ensuring a balanced approach to technological 
integration. These trends suggest that while the G7 nations are on a path to integrating AI, this 

integration is accompanied by an evolving consciousness of the associated risks. As public 

understanding of AI technologies solidifies, nations will likely continue to grapple with 
balancing innovation with ethical governance and public trust [34]. 

 

4.2. AI Risk Perceptions in the BICS Countries 
 

In this section, we present our findings and then our analysis regarding the Munich Security 

Index data on risk perceptions regarding Artificial Intelligence (AI) across the BICS nations 
(Brazil, China, India, and South Africa) from 2022 to 2025.  

 

4.2.1. Analysis of BICS Nations Findings Regarding AI 
 

The analysis of AI risk perception across the BICS countries from 2022 to 2025 reveals that in 

these four nations, attitudes towards AI were found tobe quite different from those found in the 

G7 nations. Moreover, there was a marked difference between AI risk perception found between 
China and the other BICS countries (Brazil, India, and South Africa). As you can see in Table 2 

(Risk Perceptions Regarding AI Across the BICS Nations, 2022-2025), AI risk perception across 

the BICS nations rose by 8.16% over the 2022 to 2025 time period. This contrasts sharply with 
the fact that AI risk perception grew by almost a third (32.85%) across the G7 nations. At the 

same time, Chinese AI risk perception was consistently lower than its BICS counterparts.  

 
Table 2.  Risk Perceptions Regarding AI Across the BICS Nations, 2022-2025. 

 

Country/Year 2022 2023 2024 2025 

Brazil 49 46 57 55 

China 27 39 34 34 

India 55 43 42 43 

South Africa 49 47 55 53 

Average 45.00 43.75 47.00 46.25 

Average w/o China 51.00 45.33 51.33 50.33 

 
Source Data: Munich Security Conference Index, 2022-2025. 

 

The data on risk perceptions regarding AI across the BICS nations over the four-year period 

provides a compelling narrative about how different socio-economic and cultural contexts 
influence the perception of AI technologies. The analysis of the dataset reveals key trends and 

implications for the adoption and integration of AI within these countries. In looking at trends in 

AI risk perception across the BICS countries, a much different picture emerges, contrasting the 
consistent – and substantial – rise in AI risk perception in the G7 nations: 

 

 Brazil: AI risk perception rose from 49 in 2022 to 55 in 2025, reflecting a 12.24% 

increase in this sentiment among Brazilians over these four years. Quite interestingly, 

Brazil saw fluctuating AI risk perceptions amongst its people, actually peaking at 57 
(the highest recorded level for any BICS nation in this four-year period under review), 
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and then actually decreasing slightly (by 3.51%)from 2024 to 2025. This variability 
suggests an evolving landscape of public sentiment regarding AI, possibly influenced by 

socio-political changes and public discourse around technology. This fluctuation 

suggests that Brazilian stakeholders might be grappling with the dual perceptions of AI's 

potential benefits versus its associated risks, which aligns with findings that highlight 
trust and knowledge as critical factors influencing risk perception in human-AI 

interaction [35]. The initial drop in AI risk perception may reflect a period of optimism 

tempered by concerns about regulation and safety as different applications of AI begin to 
take shape within Brazilian industries [36]. 

 

 India: AI risk perception in India was at a high of 55 in 2022, settling a dozen (or more) 

points lower in the three subsequent years under review (2023-2025). Overall, AI risk 
perception in the Indian population actually fell over the four years in question by 

21.82%. While the initial high may stem from concerns about technology negatively 

impacting employment and social structures, the subsequent decline and stabilization 

could suggest a growing familiarity and acceptance of AI as the government and 
industries work towards inclusive digital initiatives [36]. This downward trend may 

reflect broader challenges such as infrastructural limitations and skepticism towards 

technology among Indian stakeholders [37] [31]. The stabilization of views on artificial 
intelligence in India since the 2022 peak has been attributed to both public policy shifts 

and educational efforts aimed at improving public awareness and understanding of AI in 

that country [38]. 
 

 China: AI risk perception rose from 27 in 2022 to 34 in 2025, reflecting a 25.93% 

increase in this sentiment among the Chinese population over these four years. It should 

be noted that AI risk perception levels in China, at least according to the Munich 

Security Index survey, are far lower than that found in either the nation’s BICS 
contemporaries or any of the G7 countries. This could well be simply the byproduct of 

the dangers of trying to gauge public opinion in a communist/totalitarian country such 

as China. Assuming the survey captures accurate public sentiment towards artificial 
intelligence in China, the relatively low index numbers do show growing concerns over 

privacy and control issues with AI [39]. Despite being a leader in AI development, 

public sentiment in China might indeed be hindered by the fear of government 

surveillance and the potential for technological misuse, which aligns with studies 
showing a complex relationship between technological advancement and individual 

freedom [40]. 

 

 South Africa: AI risk perception rose from 49 in 2022 to 53 in 2025, reflecting a 8.16% 
increase in this sentiment among the South African population over these four years. 

This relative consistency may indicate a balanced view toward AI, integrating both 

optimism about its potential and caution regarding its implications for employment and 
ethical governance [41).  

 

5. CONCLUSIONS 
 

There are several key conclusions to be drawn from the present research: 
 

1. Evolving Risk Perception: The analysis has demonstrated that risk perceptions regarding 

AI are not static; they fluctuate significantly within individual countries and can change 
year over year. For instance, Germany’s increasing perception of risk, alongside Brazil 

and South Africa's moderate concern, juxtaposes the more optimistic outlook seen in 
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China. This highlights the complex relationship nations have with AI, dictated by 
cultural, socio-economic, and political factors. 

 

2. Public Anxiety and Acceptance: While AI is celebrated for its transformative potential, 

it also triggers anxiety regarding privacy, job displacement, and ethical implications. 
Countries such as India show high levels of concern, reflecting the societal unease about 

AI's impact on employment dynamics and ethical governance. On the contrary, China’s 

less pronounced risk perceptions suggest a societal acceptance shaped by a focus on 
technological advancements and state narratives. 

 

3. Importance of Ethical Considerations: Ethical considerations emerge as a common 
theme across both BICS and G7 nations, with calls for robust frameworks to govern AI 

deployment. As seen in the findings, nations that actively engage in discussions about 

AI ethics tend to experience a more balanced perception of both its risks and benefits, 

suggesting a potential path towards increasing public trust in AI technologies. 
 

4. The Need for Informed Engagement: This study emphasizes the need for clear 

communication and public engagement regarding AI technologies. Stakeholders, 
including policymakers and tech leaders, should prioritize transparency and education to 

address public concerns about AI, fostering an informed society capable of navigating 

the complexities introduced by these technologies. 

 

6. DISCUSSION 
 

The current study has provided valuable insights into the evolving landscape of public 

perceptions regarding Artificial Intelligence (AI) across various regions, particularly focusing on 
the BICS and G7 nations during the early to mid-2020s. Through analyzing longitudinal data 

from the Munich Security Conference Index, this research has illuminated both the optimistic 

outlook and the significant concerns that accompany the integration of AI into everyday life.  
 

In the context of strategic information technology management, the integration and leadership of 

artificial intelligence require a nuanced approach that balances innovation with ethical 

considerations. As organizations in business, government, and non-profit sectors navigate an AI-
enabled future worldwide, leadership must evolve to meet the challenges presented by public 

scrutiny and ethical obligations. Given the rising public concerns regarding AI's implications, 

leaders must proactively address fears around bias, job displacement, and the ethical deployment 
of AI systems. 

 

Leaders can leverage AI to enhance decision-making and operational efficiency. AI allows for 

better identification of patterns and optimization of complex processes, thereby reducing 
bounded rationality in decision-making. Shick et al. argue that AI can facilitate a shift in focus 

from purely analytical tasks to creativity and innovation, enabling management to concentrate 

on human-centric aspects of the organization [42]. Moreover, the relational leadership model 
underscores the importance of collaborative relationships among team members, emphasizing 

that AI can enhance these interdependent dynamics, fostering an innovative organizational 

culture through the strategic management of information technology (IT) [43]. 
 

Understanding the drivers and barriers to AI adoption is critical for effective strategic IT 

management today – and will be even more important looking to the future. Indeed, utilizing 

frameworks such as the "technology–organizations–environment" model helps organizations 
navigate the complexities of AI integration [44]. This strategic approach to AI adoption is 

further supported by Mahmood et al., who highlight the essential role of digital leadership in 
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fostering a sustainable performance environment through the effective use of AI technologies 
[45]. Hence, an adept leadership style that embraces transparency, ethical oversight, and 

accountability in AI initiatives is pivotal to maintaining public trust and organizational integrity. 

 

Moreover, addressing the ethical implications of AI deployment is essential. Ferrara emphasizes 
the necessity for diverse teams to mitigate bias in AI systems, advocating for ethical frameworks 

that inform AI practices, particularly in sectors susceptible to scrutiny, such as healthcare and 

policing [46]. It is crucial for leaders to ensure that AI applications not only strive for efficiency 
but also uphold fairness, transparency, and accountability, aligning with societal values and 

expectations [47]. Ethical leadership is not merely a regulatory obligation but serves as a 

catalyst for fostering an inclusive organizational culture that cherishes diverse perspectives [48]. 
 

Finally, as the literature indicates, organizations must also address employee concerns regarding 

AI's impact on the workplace. While Artificial intelligence may have a deleterious impact on the 

job market overall, AI also has the potential to reduce workloads and enhance worker 
performance, suggesting a significant positive relationship between AI integration and employee 

satisfaction and productivity [49]. However, as highlighted by Dabbous et al., the successful 

implementation of AI technologies hinges on the willingness of employees to adopt these 
innovations, underscoring the need for leadership that emphasizes training, awareness, and 

supportive workplace cultures [50]. 

 
In conclusion, leadership in an AI-enabled future must prioritize ethical considerations, 

employee engagement, and systematic integration strategies. By framing AI not just as a 

technological advance but as a strategic resource in fostering innovation and preserving ethical 

integrity, leaders in business, government, and non-profits can navigate the complexities of this 
evolving landscape. This strategic IT management perspective must – regardless of country - 

account for public sentiment, aiming for transparency and responsibility in deploying AI 

technologies. 
 

7. DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 
 

While this study has made substantial contributions to the understanding of risk perceptions 

regarding AI, further research is necessary to deepen insights and address emerging questions: 
 

1. Expanding Geographic Diversity: Future research could benefit from including a 

more extensive range of countries than is currently included in the Munich Security 
Index, beyond the G7 and BICS nations, to capture truly global perspectives on AI risk 

perceptions. Investigating perceptions from developing nations or regions with distinct 

socio-economic backgrounds could offer broader insights into how culture influences 

attitudes towards AI [51]. 
 

2. Longitudinal Studies: Given that risk perceptions are dynamic, conducting 

longitudinal studies that capture public sentiments over longer periods could provide a 
detailed understanding of how societal attitudes evolve in response to specific events 

(e.g., technological advancements, regulatory changes) and media portrayal of AI 

technologies. 
 

3. Deepening Contextual Analysis: Investigating how local factors such as political 

instability, economic conditions, and cultural narratives shape AI perceptions could 

yield insights that are critical for tailoring effective policies and communication 
strategies [52]. Moreover, qualitative research methods such as interviews or focus 
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groups could be employed to understand the underlying motivations and fears behind 
public perceptions. 

 

4. Impact of Educational Initiatives: Further studies should evaluate the effectiveness of 

educational programs aimed at improving AI literacy, focusing on how these initiatives 
impact public risk perceptions and acceptance of AI technologies. Understanding the 

correlation between knowledge levels and comfort with AI could be pivotal in 

developing strategies to mitigate concerns. 
 

5. Exploring AI in Specific Sectors: Future research could focus on sector-specific 

perceptions, such as healthcare, finance, and education, to better understand the unique 
challenges and opportunities presented by AI in these domains. Sectors that inherently 

carry societal implications, such as criminal justice or healthcare, may have uniquely 

nuanced perceptions that deserve dedicated analysis [51]. 

 
6. Regulatory Frameworks and AI Governance: Investigating how different regulatory 

environments affect public perceptions of AI risks would provide critical insights into 

best practices for governance. Research could evaluate whether nations with established, 
transparent regulations experience higher levels of public trust compared to those with 

more ambiguous frameworks. 

 
In conclusion, understanding the evolving perceptions of AI risks and benefits across different 

countries is imperative for harnessing AI's potential while ensuring ethical considerations are 

adequately addressed. Continued research in this domain will not only offer clarity but also 

support the responsible integration of AI technologies into society, enhancing public 
engagement and trust in this transformative era. 
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