
Scenarios

494
Respondents
The survey was translated in 8 languages (Dutch, 
English, French, German, Greek, Polish, Slovenian 
and Spanish) and distributed across 18 countries, 
with Italy (23,7%), Austria (18,6%), France 
(18,6%) and Belgium (11,3%) being the most 
represented across the respondents.

The composition of the sample tends towards a 
preponderance of the male gender (59,7%), 
while the sample’s composition with respect to 
age follows a normal distribution, with the 
number of respondents being the highest in the 
35-44 group (27,7%) and gradually decreasing 
towards the extremes.

Concerning the area of residence, the sample 
is representative of global population with the 
majority of respondents living in cities 
(53,0%).

A preponderant presence of highly 
educated (69,6%) and employed 
respondents (88,1%) can be explained with 
the fact that the survey was mostly 
distributed through professional social 
media (LinkedIn, Twitter) and though formal 
and informal professional networks.

Attitude towards drones 
Respondents were asked about their attitudes towards 
drones, in terms of Privacy, Security and Safety concerns 
using a five-points agreement scale (1 Completely disagree 
– 5 Completely agree). 

Results show that concerns for all three factors are 
positioned around the mid-point. Therefore, Privacy 
(M=3,359), Security (M=3,178) and Safety (M=3,069) 
do not seem to represent major concerns with respect to 
drones, nor are completely disregarded. 
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Trust
For what concerns Trust, results show a general low level of 
trust across all scenarios, with all means below the 
mid-point (M1 = 2,636, M2 = 2,882, M3 = 2,692, M4 = 2,609). 
Drones for environmental monitoring and inspections seem 
to be slightly more trusted (even if below mid-point) by the 
public, probably because it is the only scenario where there 
is no involvement of people, apart from the pilot and the 
crew. In this sense, mistrust on the pilots’ capability and on 
technical failures could mitigated by the fact that any 
accident will have none or little impact on people’s safety.

Perceived Usefulness
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This tendency seems to be confirmed by results for 
scenarios 03 and 04, where drones are perceived as more 
useful when used in rural areas, that is where both 
deliveries and transport are less widespread, slower and 
more expensive.

Scenario 03 Scenario 04

(i.e., transport). 

For what concerns the Perceived Usefulness, results show 
that the perceived usefulness of drones varies across 
different scenarios. In details, drones are perceived as most 
useful for environmental monitoring and inspections 
(M= 3,746) and least useful for transport (M=2,665), with 
monitoring and surveillance (M = 3,115) and goods delivery 
( M=3,299) in the middle, just above the mid-point.

Therefore, results suggest the respondents perceive the 
usage of drones as more useful where there are less 
alternatives or where such alternatives are more 
complicated and expensive (i.e., environmental monitoring 
and inspections and goods delivery) and less useful where 
there are already various existing alternatives to drones. 
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Investigating the level of acceptance 
of civil drones by the general public.

SURVEY RESULTS

www.drive2thefuture.eu 

Drive2theFuture is an EU-funded project that aims to prepare “drivers”, travellers and vehicle 
operators of the future to accept and use connected, cooperative and automated transport 
modes and the industry of these technologies to understand and meet their needs and wants. 
In the framework of the project, it was developed an online survey with the aim of measuring the 
acceptance of civil drones by the general public, along with other factors that may influence it.

4
01
Monitoring and 
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monitoring and 
inspection

For scenarios 03 and 04, the objective was also to measure how the level of acceptance changes 
according to the area (urban/rural) where drone operates.

Scenarios
The level of acceptance was measured using 
four different scenarios: 

01. Monitoring and surveillance of crowds 
and individuals; 

02. Environmental monitoring and 
inspection; 

03. Delivering goods and 

04. Transport.

03
Delivering 
goods

Transport

04

Acceptance
Results on Acceptance show a significant variation across 
scenarios: the public seems to strongly accept the usage of 
drones for environmental monitoring and inspection
(M=4,250) while suggesting negative acceptance for 
monitoring and surveillance (M =2,892) and transport 
drones (M=2,721). For goods delivery, results suggest a 
weak-but-positive tendency towards acceptance (M=3,233).

ww.drive2thefuture.eu
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Scenarios 03 and 04
As for Perceived Usefulness, results for scenarios 03 and 
04 show that people are more willing to accept drones 
for both deliveries and transport when used in rural areas 
(M3=3,500, M4=2,864) compared to urban areas
(M3= 2,972, M4=2,466).

accept the usage of drones in rural areas 
compared to urban areas. 
Overall, these results suggests that drones are 
more accepted when their interaction with 
individuals is limited or absent. However, results 
on attitudes towards drones don’t seem to 
support this hypothesis, with concerns over 
privacy, security and safety reported as 
non-particularly severe. On the other hand, 
results indicate that there is still lack of trust by 
the general public, regardless of the area of 
application. What seems to be relevant, again, are 
the consequences of a potential failure.

Finally, the perceived usefulness of drones 
depends on the area of application, with more 
usefulness perceived where the other 
technological or human alternatives are not as 
effective as drones could be.

Conclusions
In conclusion, the results of the survey indicates 
that the level of acceptance of drones by the 
general public is still medium-to-low. More 
importantly, they clearly indicate that the 
acceptance is strictly connected to the purpose 
for which drones are used. In fact, participants are 
significantly more willing to accept the usage of 
drones for environmental monitoring and 
inspections compared to the other scenarios.

Moreover, another important role is played by the 
area in which the drones are used. Results clearly 
suggest that the general public is more willing to 
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This survey has been conducted by 
Deep Blue in the frame of Drive2thefuture.
www.drive2thefuture.eu 
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