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Figure 1: Explainit AI interface demonstrating high explainability (left) and low explainability (right) modes.

Abstract
This study investigates cross-cultural differences in the perception
of AI-driven chatbots between Germany and South Korea, focusing
on topic dependency and explainability. Using a custom AI chat
interface, ExplainitAI, we systematically examined these factors
with quota-based samples from both countries (N = 297). Our find-
ings revealed significant cultural distinctions: Korean participants
exhibited higher trust, more positive user experience ratings, and
more favorable perception of AI compared to German participants.
Additionally, topic dependency was a key factor, with participants
reporting lower trust in AI when addressing societally debated top-
ics (e.g., migration) versus health or entertainment topics. These
perceptions were further influenced by interactions among cultural
context, content domains, and explainability conditions. The result
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highlights the importance of integrating cultural and contextual nu-
ances into the design of AI systems, offering actionable insights for
the development of culturally adaptive and explainable AI tailored
to diverse user needs and expectations across domains.
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1 Introduction
Artificial Intelligence (AI) technologies are transforming multiple
facets of human life, from healthcare and entertainment to pol-
icymaking and governance [12, 17, 31]. These systems promise
efficiency and innovation but also raise questions about trust, re-
liability, and cultural acceptance. As the adoption of AI becomes
increasingly global, understanding how individuals from different
cultural contexts perceive these technologies is critical to their
successful integration and ethical deployment.

South Korea and Germany provide compelling case studies for
exploring cultural differences in AI perception. Korea, a global
leader in technology and AI adoption, exhibits a societal tendency
toward optimism about technological advancements [14, 15, 25].
By contrast, Germany, with its strong emphasis on privacy, data
security, and ethical considerations, often demonstrates a more cau-
tious approach to emerging technologies [1, 35]. These contrasting
attitudes offer a unique opportunity to investigate how cultural
contexts shape trust in AI systems.

Another crucial factor in AI perception is the domain of appli-
cation [2, 33]. Health applications, for instance, are often seen as
beneficial, but this perception is context-dependent and varies by
country and audience. In Korea, positive perceptions of health-
related AI were prevalent, but this finding may not generalize to
other cultural contexts [25]. Similarly, while laypeople tended to
view health-related AI positively, experts expressed more skepti-
cism [29]. In Germany, skepticism is particularly pronounced for AI
applications in the media domain, largely due to concerns over data
security [32]. While existing research has examined the context of
AI applications, the specific impact of content on perceptions of AI
has received little attention [24]. Addressing this gap, our study
investigates how the nature of AI application content influences
user perceptions.

Lastly, explainability, or the degree to which an AI system can
provide transparent and comprehensible reasoning for its outputs,
has emerged as a pivotal factor in user trust [34]. Prior research
has shown that high levels of explainability enhance trust and
acceptance, especially in high-stakes contexts such as healthcare
[6, 8]. Despite this, the interplay between explainability, cultural
context, and application domain remains underexplored.

This study aims to bridge these gaps by examining cross-cultural
differences in AI perceptions, the influence of topic-specific content,
and the role of explainability. By investigating these dimensions
using a conversational AI, ExplainitAI, we seek to provide action-
able insights for designing culturally adaptive and trustworthy AI
systems.

2 Related Work
This section reviews prior research on cultural differences in AI
trust, the role of content sensitivity and the impact of explainability
on user trust, providing a foundation for understanding how these
factors influence AI perception.

2.1 Cross-Cultural Perceptions of AI
There is an abundance of research showing that culture-differences
play an important role regarding trust in AI [3, 16, 36], risk-
opportunity perception [5, 14], and acceptance of AI applications.

Generally, AI is perceived as more beneficial in East Asia than in
Western countries [5]. A study comparing eight countries found
that concerns about AI were notably lower in Korea and India, for
instance [14]. That finding was further supported by Kim et al.
(2022), showing that risk perception of AI was lower for Korean
tweets compared to English tweets [15]. Similarly, a cross-cultural
overview highlights reasons why technological acceptance (robots,
algorithms, and AI) is generally higher in East Asia than in the
West [37]. Based on this, we expect higher ratings for trust, posi-
tive user experiences, and opportunity perception among Korean
participants compared to German participants.

2.2 Content Sensitivity in AI Perception
Previous research highlights the significance of AI application con-
text in shaping attitudes, risk-opportunity perception, and usage
[28, 32, 33]. A survey showed that public support for AI was higher
for domains like medicine compared to art [33]. Furthermore, a
study found that risk-opportunity ratings differed depending on the
application contexts (transport, medical, psychological, and media)
[32]. Another study demonstrated that participants’ willingness to
use AI varied across five different application domains [28].

This study explores topic dependency by varying the level of
content contentiousness—how debated a topic is in society. This
allows us to examine the impact of AI-provided content on users’
trust, experience ratings, and risk-opportunity perception, indepen-
dent of context. Research on this is limited, though one study found
that task-specific content (e.g., therapy vs. diagnosis in healthcare)
influenced perceptions of AI’s capability and benevolence [24].

To our knowledge, we are the first to vary the level of content con-
tentiousness by comparing three different domains: entertainment,
health, and politics. For entertainment, we selected well-known
topics in both countries (e.g., Squid Game Series, iPhone 15 Pro
Max, League of Legends). For the health domain, we selected well-
known, non-controversial, and less emotionally charged topics,
avoiding highly debated issues. Examples include alcohol consump-
tion, cancer check-ups, and common colds. Lastly, for the political
topics, we chose topics, which are controversial in both countries:
L.G.B.T.Q., Migrants, Women’s Rights/#MeToo, and unification.

While one could assume that receiving information about a
highly debated topic from an artificial agent might be viewed as
impartial and thus, more trustworthy, we argue that peoples’ ten-
dency to anthropomorphize artificial agents [9, 10] might lead to the
opposite perception: Artificial agents, chatbots, might be viewed
as human-like and thus perceived as biased regarding certain top-
ics. We expect that participants who received information about
political topics will view the AI more critically than those who
received information about the health topics. We expect that par-
ticipants who received information about entertainment have the
least critical view of AI.

2.3 AI Explainability and User Trust
The aim of explainable AI is to enhance peoples’ understanding of
the functionality of AI [4, 7, 22], by including step-by-step expla-
nations on how a certain decision was made, or enhancement of
transparency such as allowing users to further interact with the
AI asking follow-up questions [11, 26]. Furthermore, contextual
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information, such as providing background details, clarifications,
or the rationale for recommendations, has been shown to improve
users’ trust and comprehension by aligning AI outputs with their
expectations and knowledge frameworks [19, 21].

Given that explainability is linked to higher trust in AI [34],
we expect participants who receive more contextual information
to have a more positive perception of AI compared to those who
receive less.

3 Explainit AI
ExplainitAI is a conversational chatbot developed for this study
using GPT-4o model, designed to explore user perceptions of AI
across cultural contexts, topics, and different levels of explainabil-
ity while restricting responses to relevant topics to align with the
study’s objectives (see Figure 1). The system’s architecture inte-
grates advanced natural language processing capabilities with a
data retrieval mechanism to enable accurate, context-sensitive re-
sponses.

3.1 System Design and Functionality
3.1.1 Explainability Levels. ExplainitAI operates under two ex-
plainability conditions-High and Low Explainability. These levels
are achieved through instruction tuning, ensuring consistent and
contextually appropriate responses for each condition.

• High Explainability: Responses include detailed reasoning,
step-by-step logic, and contextual information. The chatbot
explains its reasoning process, highlights key factors, and
provides examples when relevant.

• Low Explainability: Responses are concise, providing di-
rect answers with minimal context or justification.

3.1.2 Prompt Design and Instruction Tuning. ExplainitAI uses care-
fully designed prompts to align responses with study objectives.
System prompts specify the explainability level (high or low), guid-
ing the chatbot to provide either detailed reasoning or concise
outputs. Embedded examples ensure consistent responses across
interactions. A query filtering mechanism ensures relevance by
limiting topics to politics, health, and entertainment, while off-topic
queries receive polite refusals with suggestions for reframing. It is
designed to operate in each Korean and German, as the experiment
is conducted in these respective languages.

3.1.3 Data Integration and Vector Store. To ensure accurate and
relevant responses, ExplainitAI incorporates a custom vector store
with curated datasets in politics, health, and entertainment, col-
lected by both Korean and German scholars. This structure enables
efficient information retrieval and enhances the contextual preci-
sion of the chatbot’s outputs.

3.2 Chat Interface Development
The user interface for ExplainitAI was developed to support real-
time interaction, allowing users to engage in natural conversations
with immediate, tailored responses. Its intuitive design, incorporat-
ing familiar messaging aesthetics, ensures accessibility and ease of
use for diverse demographics. To support research objectives, the in-
terface includes a real-time logging system that records interactions
while maintaining user anonymity, ensuring both data integrity and

privacy. By integrating GPT-4o model with curated datasets and
explainability adjustments, the interface provides context-sensitive,
topic-relevant responses. This designmakes ExplainitAI an effective
tool for investigating how cultural context, topics, and explainabil-
ity influence user perceptions of AI.

4 Study Design
The study was pre-registered at https:// aspredicted.org/ 6yqn-8scf.
pdf and approved by the ethics board of the Leibniz-Institut für
Wissensmedien, Tübingen. The study was designed as a 2 (coun-
try) x 2 (explainability: high vs low) x 3 (topic: politics, health,
entertainment) x 4 (subtopic) between-subject design.

4.1 Participants
Participants were recruited via the panel provider Bilendi & re-
spondi. We aimed to collect a total of N = 300 participants (quota-
based sample regarding age and gender with n = 150 from Germany
and n = 150 from Korea) to ensure statistical power. A total of N =
304 participants were collected. For ethical reasons, participants
had the opportunity to withdraw their data at the end of the study,
thus the remaining sample size was N = 297, with n = 153 par-
ticipants from Germany and n = 144 from Korea. For Germany,
the mean age was M = 49.59 years (SD = 14.91 years), with n =
75 female participants and n = 78 male participants. Regarding
education most participants either reported having a university
degree (30.06%) or a secondary school certificate (28.76%). For Ko-
rea, the mean age was M = 46.55 years (SD = 15.19 years), with n
= 74 female participants and n = 70 male participants. Regarding
education most participants (56.25%) reported having a university
degree.

4.2 Procedure
Participants provided informed consent and completed a demo-
graphic questionnaire before interacting with ExplainitAI. They
were then presented with topic-specific prompts (five questions)
related to one subtopic from the three domains (politics, health, or
entertainment). Their task was to prompt ExplainitAI with those
questions. Depending on whether participants were in the high
or low explainability condition, they either received a very short
answer (low) or a longer answer with additional information (high)
on the topic. To ensure that participants did not skip the task, the
“next” button was disabled for 40 seconds. Furthermore, to assess
engagement, they were asked a multiple-choice question about the
topic afterward. Post-interaction surveys assessed trust, perceived
utility, and risk-opportunity perceptions. At the end of the study,
participants were fully debriefed about the study’s aim and received
information about the sources for each topic. In a final step, par-
ticipants provided consent for data processing and had the option
to withdraw their data. The entire process was conducted in the
participant’s preferred language, either Korean or German.

4.3 Measures
Topics. Participants received 5 topic-specific questions, which they
should prompt the AI with. In total there were 12 topics, four
within each category: politics (L.G.B.T.Q., Migrants, Women’s
Rights/#MeToo, unification), entertainment (Squid Game Series,
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iPhone 15 Pro Max, League of legends, Lotte World Adventure/Eu-
ropa Park), health (alcohol consumption, cancer check-up, common
cold, tick bites). Trust scores, AI user experience ratings, and risk-
opportunity perception are averaged for participants within the
subtopics. That is, there were n = 52 participants from Korea and
n = 46 participants from Germany in the politics group, n = 45
participants from Korea and n = 53 participants from Germany in
the entertainment group, and n = 47 participants from Korea and n
= 54 participants from Germany in the health group.

Control Questions. To control whether participants engaged
with the content presented by ExplanitAI, they had to answer one
multiple choice question after interacting with the AI. Overall,
about 73% of participants answered the question correctly.

Trust in AI. Participants’ trust in AI was assessed with 8 items
from the Trust Scale for Explainable AI (TXAI) [13]. Participants
had to rate statements about AI (e.g., “I trust the AI. I think the AI
works well.”) on a 5-point scale from (“1 = completely agree”, to
“5 = completely disagree”). Note that for better comparison with
the other measures, ratings were reverse coded for the analysis.
Cronbach’s alpha for the trust ratings was U = .84. The trust score
was calculated as the average of the responses to the items.

AI User Experience Ratings (UER). User experience ratings were
assessed with 8 adjectives (emotional, social, analytical, disturbing,
private, pleasant, useful, innovative) on a 7-point Likert scale [28].
Participants were asked “In your opinion, to what extent do the
following adjectives apply to artificial intelligence (AI)?” and had to
rate “1 = applies not at all” to “7 = completely applies”. Cronbach’s
alpha for the user experience ratings was U = .78. The UER score
was calculated as the average of the responses to the items.

Risk-Opportunity Perception. Participants’ risk-opportunity per-
ception was measured with 6 items (health, elderly care, entertain-
ment, art, society, political topics) on a 7-point scale ranging from
“risk“ to “opportunity“ (“Do you see the use of artificial intelligence
(AI) as a source of information in the following areas more of a risk
or an opportunity?”). Cronbach’s alpha for the risk-opportunity
items was U = .76. The risk-opportunity perception score was
calculated as the average of the responses to the items.

5 Findings
As pre-registered we conducted MANOVAs for all three inde-
pendent variables (country, topic, explainability). For the hy-
pothesis and the corresponding pre-registered analysis please see:
https:// aspredicted.org/ 6yqn-8scf.pdf . Additionally, we conducted
exploratory linear regressions, controlling for age, gender, educa-
tion, political attitudes, and correct responses to the control ques-
tion. Furthermore, we conducted Box’s M tests for equal covariance
matrices, Bartlett tests of homogeneity of variances, and Shapiro-
Wilk normality tests to check whether the assumptions for run-
ning MANOVAs and ANOVAs are met. While the assumption of
equal covariance matrices was violated for country as independent
variable (X2 (6) = 35.89, p < .001), for the other two independent
variables topics and explainability, the assumption was met (X2

(12) = 17.12, p = 0.145; X2 (6) = 7.08, p = 0.314 [38]. For ANOVAs,
Shapiro-Wilk tests were significant, though ANOVAs are generally
robust to normality violations. Bartlett tests indicated homogeneity

violations for trust and user experience labels but not for risk-
opportunity scores (for country). Consequently, we also conducted
Kruskal-Wallis tests (see 5.1).

5.1 Cross-Cultural Perceptions of AI
We conducted a MANOVA comparing trust, user experience rat-
ings, and risk-opportunity perception between Germany and Korea.
Results showed a significant main effect of the variable country:
F(1, 295) = 11.77, p < .001; with a medium effect size [2 (partial) =
0.11, 95% CI [0.05, 1.00]. Conducting single ANOVAS revealed that
for all three dependent variables ratings were significantly higher
for Korea compared to Germany.

• AI trust: F (1, 295) = 28.25, p < .001; [2 = 0.09, 95% CI [0.04,
1.00].

• AI user experience: F (1, 295) = 30.11, p < .001; [2 = 0.09, 95%
CI [0.05, 1.00].

• Risk-opportunity: F (1, 295) = 10.54, p = .001; [2 = 0.03, 95%
CI [8.44e-03, 1.00].

Furthermore, we conducted Kruskal-Wallis tests, which were
significant in all three cases: X2 (1) = 25.11, p < .0001 (trust), X2

(1) = 34.77, p < .0001 (user experience), X2 (1) = 8.30 p = .004 (risk-
opportunity). When additionally conducting linear regressions,
results remained the same regarding the differences in ratings for
Germany and Korea.

• AI trust: F (6, 290) = 7.515, p < .0001, R2 = .135, R2 adjusted
= .12, b = 0.37, t(290) = 4.78, p < .0001.

• AI user experience: F (6, 290) = 8.061, p < .0001, R2 = .143,R2

adjusted = .125, b = 0.58, t(290) = 5.33, p < .0001.
• Risk-opportunity: F (6, 290) = 3.502, p < .01, R2 = .068,R2

adjusted =.048, b =0.405, t(290) = 3.170, p < .01.

5.2 Content Sensitivity in AI Perception
We conducted a MANOVA comparing trust, user experience rat-
ings, and risk-opportunity perception between the different topics
(health, entertainment, politics). There was no significant main
effect: F(2, 294) = 1.04, p = 0.398; [2 (partial) = 0.01, 95% CI [0.00,
1.00]. When additionally conducting linear regressions, results
showed that participants had significantly lower trust ratings after
prompting the AI about political topics compared to the entertain-
ment topics: F(7, 289) =3.656, p < .001, R2 = 0.081, R2 adjusted=0.059,
b = -0.199, t(289) = -2.148, p = .0325 (see Figure 2, left panel). Lastly,
when adding country as interaction variable, while the MANOVA
did not yield a significant interaction effect, F(2, 291) = 1.45, p =
0.194; [2 (partial) = 0.01, 95% CI [0.00, 1.00]; linear regressions
showed a significant interaction between topics and country for
risk-opportunity perception ratings: F(10, 286) = 2.681, p = .0037,
R2 = .086, R2 adjusted =.054, b = 0.68, t(286) = 2.28, p = .0235. More
specifically, while participants from Germany and Korea did not
differ in their risk-opportunity ratings after receiving information
about political topics, participants from Germany perceived AI less
as an opportunity for the health topic compared to participants
from Korea (see Figure 2, right panel).
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Figure 2: The figure displays the effects extracted from the linear regressions for AI trust ratings by topic (left)
and topic-country interactions (right). Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals.

5.3 AI Explainability and User Trust
We conducted a MANOVA comparing trust, user experience rat-
ings, and risk-opportunity perception for the two explainability
conditions (high vs low). There was no significant main effect: F(1,
295) = 2.29, p = 0.079; [2 (partial) = 0.02, 95% CI [0.00, 1.00]. There
was no significant main effect: F(1, 295) = 2.29, p = 0.079; [2 (par-
tial) = 0.02, 95% CI [0.00, 1.00]. When additionally conducting
linear regressions for the three dependent variables, there was no
significant effect as well. However, results were hinting towards
higher trust for the high explainability condition with: F(6, 290)
= 3.99, p < .001, R2 = .076, R2 adjusted =.057, b = 0.132, t(290) =
1.755, p = .0803. Lastly, when adding topics as interaction vari-
able – while the MANOVA yielded no significant effects – linear
regressions showed a significant interaction effect for the user ex-
perience ratings: F(10, 286) =2.58, p = .005, R2 = .08267, R2 adjusted
=.05059, b = -0.64, t(286) = -2.393, p = .0174. More specifically, par-
ticipants’ user experience ratings were lower in the health category
for the high explainability condition compared to the political and
entertainment categories (see Figure 3).

6 Discussion and Future Work
We investigated the impact of cross-cultural differences in AI per-
ceptions, the influence of topic-specific content, and the role of
explainability on trust in AI, AI user experience ratings, and risk-
opportunity perception. We thus aimed at further understanding
what factors influence trust in AI, AI user experience ratings, and
risk-opportunity perception, which are key prerequisites for tech-
nology adoption [18, 20, 23, 28, 30, 32, 34].

6.1 Cross-Cultural Perceptions of AI
Regarding cross-cultural differences, we did find that for all three
measures Korean participants had significantly higher ratings (for
both types of analysis, MANOVA and linear regressions). More
specifically, German participants reported lower trust, higher risk
perception, and lower positive user experience compared to partici-
pants from Korea. This is in line with previous literature investigat-
ing differences in AI perception for countries like Japan, Korea, the
UK, and India [14, 16, 36], showing that generally acceptance of new
technologies is higher in East Asian countries. Our findings thus
further emphasize the importance of taking cultural differences into
account when introducing new technologies. Given that our results
also show the importance of explainable AI (see below), in coun-
tries where trust in AI is lower, efforts to increase transparency,
explainability, and user control might be crucial for acceptance.
Conversely, in cultures with higher trust in AI, companies may
focus on enhancing user experience and integration.

6.2 Content Sensitivity in AI Perception
When investigating the impact of topic-specific content on AI
perception, participants reported significantly lower trust in AI
when prompted with political topics compared to entertainment
topics, even after controlling for age, gender, education, politi-
cal attitudes, and correctly answered control questions. Further-
more, an interaction between content type and country emerged for
risk-opportunity perception: while Korean participants generally
viewed AI as more of an opportunity than German participants, this
difference was particularly pronounced for health topics compared
to political topics.

While the AI was framed as a general chatbot, the variability
in trust and risk-opportunity perception, shows that content is a
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key factor in AI perception dynamics. A possible explanation could
be that people perceive chatbot-type AIs more as a conversation
partner and less as an advanced search engine, thus transferring
human-like traits (e.g., opinions) to the AI. However, research on
the context of AI implementation also shows variability in AI per-
ception [28, 31, 32], where medical AIs are perceived differently
to security ones for example. Thus, it could be that for certain
topics, people simply refuse to rely on information if it is opposed
to one’s own beliefs, independent of who provides this information
[27]. This implies that even when an AI provides reliable infor-
mation, people would be biased in their perception, by their own
beliefs on the content rather than the AI. To untangle the underly-
ing mechanisms that lead to such differences in perception based
on the content provided by the AI, future studies should include
measures like attitudes regarding the respective topics, perceived
anthropomorphism, and knowledge about AI.

Figure 3: The figure displays the effects extracted from the
linear regressions for the interaction between

explainability (high vs. low) and topics. Error bars represent
95% confidence intervals.

6.3 AI Explainability and User Trust
Lastly, we investigated the influence of the amount of contextual
information on AI perception. While additional information did
not significantly impact user experience ratings or risk-opportunity
perception, results suggested a potential effect on trust in AI. Specif-
ically, participants reported descriptively higher trust ratings in the
high explainability condition (M = 3.45, SD = 0.62) compared to the
low explainability condition (M = 3.31, SD = 0.71). This effect may
be small, and our sample size might not have been sufficient to de-
tect it, warranting further exploration in future studies. While user
experience ratings were higher in the high explainability condition
for the entertainment and political topics, the health topic showed

the opposite pattern, with higher ratings in the low explainability
condition. One possible explanation is that for health topics, users
may prefer to receive detailed explanations from a physician rather
than an AI, which could influence their perceptions of the AI in this
context. Taken together, our results corroborate previous results in
the area of explainable AI that showed that among other factors,
additional information can enhance users’ trust in AI applications
[19, 21].

7 Limitations And Conclusion
While one strength of our study is the use of quota-based sam-
ples from two countries, ensuring generalizability, the sample sizes
may not have been sufficient to detect small effects. Regarding
explainability, we only varied one factor—the amount of contextual
information provided. Future research should consider varying
other factors, for example providing participants with the opportu-
nity to ask follow-up and clarification questions, thus enhancing
user-AI engagement. The research shows that perceptions of AI
are based on an intricate interplay between cultural differences,
content provided by the AI, and design of the AI itself (e.g., explain-
ability). By introducing content as a novel aspect to AI research,
our findings provide actionable insights for the development of
culturally adaptive and explainable AI systems.
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