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Abstract 
Two hundred and fifty adults completed a number of questionnaires about 
their attitudes to surveillance. They included measures of personality, para-
noia, political cynicism, attitudes to authority, belief in conspiracy theories 
and the Big Five personality traits. The 25-item, surveillance scale, developed 
for this study, factored neatly into pro- and anti-surveillance attitudes. The 
strongest and most consistent correlates were attitudes to authority and po-
litical cynicism. Regressions indicated that the most powerful correlates of 
pro-surveillance attitudes were attitudes to authority, trait openness, confor-
mity and right-wing authoritarianism. The most powerful anti-surveillance cor-
relates were attitudes to authority, political cynicism, belief in conspiracy theories 
and paranoia. Implications and limitations of this study are considered. 
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1. Introduction 

It is difficult to get accurate figures on the number and growth of CCTV cameras 
in any town or country, as these will not be released by various authorities who 
use them. They are in both private and public hands, and both inside and out-
side buildings. Further, new technology has produced many cost-effective and 
easily available ways of monitoring employees, and putting them under constant 
surveillance. Members of the public may or may not know how and when they 
are monitored by cameras and other sensors. As a consequence, academics from 
many different backgrounds from ethics to sociology have become interested in 
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surveillance and monitoring (Lyon, 1994, 2001; Neyland, 2006). There are now 
journals dedicated to the topic as well as edited books resulting from symposia 
(Danielson, 2005; Goold, 2003). 

The dramatic increase in workplace surveillance and electronic monitoring 
has led to a number of books, conferences and papers that have looked at diverse 
aspects of the process (Adler & Tompkins, 1997; Botan & Vorvoreanu, 2005; 
Danielson, 2005; Kizza & Ssanyu, 2005; Moussa, 2015; Smith & Amick, 1989). 
There have also been various attempts to develop frameworks and theories to 
understand the whole surveillance process (Ball, 2002, 2009; Lund, 1992). In-
deed, nearly twenty years ago, Stanton (2000) developed a model with various 
components (organisational context; monitoring characteristics, individual dif-
ferences, trust in management and supervisor) to understand reactions to em-
ployee performance monitoring. 

Inevitably, work psychologists and sociologist have been particularly interest-
ed in surveillance in the workplace (Furnham & Swami, 2015; Higgins & Grant, 
1989; Sewell & Barker, 2006; Sewell & Wilkinson, 1992; Townsend, 2005). This 
can take many forms as the sophistication of technology advances. 

There have been many studies on the behavioural effects of being monitored 
(Kolb & Aiello, 1996; Amick & Smith 1992). Many show negative consequences 
in work-related behaviour when people know they are being monitored by supe-
riors and owners. However, there appears to be a dearth of psychometrically 
evaluated measures to examine surveillance attitudes which is one aim of this 
study. The second aim is to explore personality, belief and value correlates of 
these attitudes. This would allow researchers to understand when, where and 
why certain individuals are so hostile to surveillance while others appear quite 
unperturbed by the prospect of constant surveillance. 

Oz, Glass and Behling (1999) noted eight methods of computer assisted elec-
tronic monitoring at work: video cameras (such as CCTV) computer sampling, 
e-mail interception, access codes, expert systems, transaction audits, phone taps 
and hidden microphones. The growth in surveillance has ignited controversy 
over ethical issues involved in surveillance at work. 

There are a number of papers in this area with specialist journals but few are 
empirical or examine the correlates of attitudes to, surveillance and monitoring 
(Goold, 2003; Harper, 2008; Monaghan, 2014; Powell & Edwards, 2005; Wright, 
Heynen, & van der Meulen, 2015). Some have looked at surveillance in specific 
industries like call centres (Ball & Margulis, 2011; Ellway, 2013), while others 
have considered the legal and ethical issues involved in surveillance (Halpern, 
Reville, & Grunewald, 2008; Martin & Freeman, 2003; West & Bowman, 2014). 
Stanton and Weiss (2000) reported an interview study and their content analysis 
suggested that behaviour was influenced by the capabilities of monitoring in 
combination with managerial expectations. Employees’ attitudes about moni-
toring were related to the uses to which monitoring information was put. Also, 
employees had assimilated managerial concerns about organizational reputation.  

This study looks at people’s attitudes to surveillance. There appears to be a 
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few, if any, attitudes or belief measures, except perhaps Furnham and Swami 
(2015) which was used in a recent study to test the hypotheses that attitudes to-
wards surveillance moderate the relationship between the perceived level of sur-
veillance and counterproductive work behaviour (Martin, Wellen, & Grimmer, 
2016). 

One attitudinal study done by Oz et al. (1999) looked at the attitudes of 823 
employees’ reactions to surveillance. They found supervisors supported elec-
tronic monitoring, because they believed it would reduce theft. Subordinates be-
lieved that electronic monitoring would create tensions at work. Further, women 
were more likely than men to think that monitoring would reduce theft.  

Samaranayake and Gamage (2011) found that job satisfaction was positively 
correlated with a positive opinion of electronic monitoring. This supports the 
idea that monitoring is fair, unbiased and provides a fuller image of the em-
ployee. The greater the perception of invasion of privacy, the lower the job satis-
faction. Results also showed that the effect of surveillance on job satisfaction was 
weaker in workers with a higher professional experience. 

Furnham and Swami (2015) developed a new 16 item surveillance at work 
measure. This factored into positive and negative attitudes to surveillance and 
they found that negative attitudes to surveillance were correlated with lower job 
satisfaction and job autonomy, greater perceived discrimination at work, and 
more negative attitudes to authority. Those who were more positive about sur-
veillance had higher job satisfaction and were more positive attitudes toward 
authority. 

This study looked at general, rather than work-based, attitudes to surveillance. 
One aim was to devise a comprehensive and useful measure of these attitudes for 
further use in this research area. We began by searching the literature for similar 
questionnaires, however we found very few. However in our literature review we 
found a number of statements from researchers and their participants on this 
topic. We also interviewed around a dozen people on their general attitudes to 
surveillance: what types they knew about; when was it acceptable and when not. 
This generated a long list of around 50 statements. Pilot work reduced this 
number and those that were very similar were also removed. We were left with 
25 items, that formed the basis of our questionnaire.  

A second aim was to examine correlates of these beliefs. In all, a number of at-
titude/belief variables were chosen based on previous papers in this area. We 
based this research strategy on our programmatic beliefs into why people believe 
in conspiracy theories, as we thought some aspects of reaction to surveillance 
would be related to conspiracist thinking (Swami et al., 2010, 2011, 2017). In-
deed we chose many of the same attitudinal measures and set out below our ten-
tative hypotheses. 

We examined whether there were personality correlates of these beliefs. No 
hypotheses were formed but there is an extensive literature on personality and 
social attitudes and beliefs which suggests that there would be various relations. 
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We also examined various other measures. We included four groups of measures 
all described in detail in the method section. First, we included a clinical meas-
ure of paranoia as we hypothesized that those with sub-clinical paranoid percep-
tions would be weary of, and hold negative attitudes to surveillance (H1). 
Second, we measured political attitudes notably political cynicism, but also sup-
port for democratic values as we assumed those who were more cynical would be 
more hostile towards surveillance. (H2ab). Third, we measured beliefs in con-
spiracy theories as we assumed from the extant literature that those who were 
conspiracists would be more hostile to being monitored (H3). Finally, we meas-
ured various aspects of attitudes to authority and authoritarianism and confor-
mity as previous studies have shown this to be a powerful indicator of attitudes 
to surveillance (H4). 

2. Method 
2.1. Participants 

Of the 250 participants obtained, the age was 37.15 (SD = 12.32), and the sample 
comprised of 117 men and 133 women. The majority were European Caucasian 
(77.60%); the remainder identifying as Asian (13.20%); or other ethnicity/not 
indicated (9.20%). Over half the participants were Christian (58.00%), the rest 
comprising no religion/atheists (28.40%) or other religion/not indicated (13.60%). 
The majority of the sample were well educated; with 25% having completed 
schooling (12th Grade/A levels), 50% having a Bachelor’s degree or equivalent, 
25% with a Master’s degree or higher. Details as to the demography of the sam-
ple are shown in Table 1.  
 

Table 1. Demographics and descriptive statistics of participant sample (in percentages unless otherwise stated).  

Item  Total (n = 250) Women (n = 133) Men (n = 117) 

Age M (SD) 37.15 (12.32) 36.08 (11.90) 38.36 (12.72) 

Ethnicity 
European/Caucasian/White 

Asian 
Other/Not indicated 

77.60 
13.20 
9.20 

75.94 
16.54 
7.52 

79.49 
9.40 

11.11 

Religion 
Christian 

None/Atheism 
Other/Not indicated 

58.00 
28.40 
13.60 

57.14 
27.07 
15.79 

58.97 
29.91 
11.11 

Education 

GCSEs/10th grade or lower 
A-levels/12th grade equivalent 
Bachelors degree/Equivalent 

Masters/Higher 

.40 
24.40 
50.00 
25.20 

.75 
24.06 
50.38 
24.81 

.00 
24.77 
49.57 
25.64 

Sexual Orientation 
Heterosexual 
Gay/Lesbian 

Other/Not indicated 

91.20 
.40 
8.40 

87.22 
.75 

12.03 

95.73 
.00 
4.27 

Religiosity M (SD) 3.35 (2.17) 3.50 (2.18) 3.17 (2.16) 

Political Orientation M (SD) 4.30 (1.64) 4.43 (1.54) 4.15 (1.74) 

Completion Time M (SD) 16.03 (8.55) 15.56 (7.91) 16.48 (9.13) 
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2.2. Measures 

1) The Right Wing Authoritarianism scale (RWA short form; Zakrisson, 2005)  
This is a 15-item measure of the willingness to submit to legitimately per-

ceived authorities, including strength of hostility towards those who oppose 
conventional norms. Higher scores indicate a more positive perception of au-
thoritarian attitudes and more positive perception of authoritarian attitudes. 
Previous research has demonstrated that the scale has good reliability and valid-
ity (Zakrisson, 2005). This study found high reliability, α = .93.  

2) The Ten-Item-Personality-Inventory (TIPI; Gosling, Rentfrow, & Swann, 
2003) 

This is a brief measure of the Big Five personality traits, with demonstrable; 
demonstrating convergent and divergent validity, and test-retest reliability at a 
6-week interlude (Gosling et al., 2003). Reliability analysis for each trait revealed 
an α-value of .69 for Extraversion; α = .55 for Agreeableness; α = .64 for Con-
scientiousness; α = .73 for Emotional Stability; and α = .50 for Openness. Al-
though these reliabilities range from low-to-adequate, there are only two items 
per trait and are similar to published standards (Gosling et al., 2003).  

3) Belief in Conspiracy Theories Inventory (BCTI; Swami et al., 2011)  
This is a 15-item scale composed of statements regarding popular conspiracy 

theories. A total score was computed which indicated stronger belief in conspir-
acy theories. Previous research has demonstrated this scale to have high reliabil-
ity (α = .86 - .90); (Swami et al., 2011). The current study found similarly relia-
bility: α = .92.  

4) The Political Cynicism scale (PCS; Citrin & Elkins, 1975)  
This is a 13-item inventory that assesses the extent to which individuals ex-

press dissatisfaction with politics and politicians. A total score was calculated 
which indicated higher scores meant greater political cynicism. Previous re-
search has demonstrated that this excellent reliability and convergent validity 
(Swami et al., 2011). The current study found similar high reliability, α = .86.  

5) Support for the Democratic Principle scale (Kaase, 1971)  
This is a 9-item measure of attitudes towards democratic systems and prin-

ciples. A total score was computed which indicated lower democratic sentiment. 
The measure has good reliability and convergent validity (Swami et al., 2011). In 
the current study we found poor reliability α = .44, and as such was excluded 
from further analysis.  

6) Attitudes to Authority Scale (AA; Reicher & Emler, 1985)  
The modified version by Swami, Chamorro-Premuzic, & Furnham (2010) and 

Swami et al. (2011) was used in this study. This is a 10-item measure of attitudes 
towards authority with higher scores representing of a negative attitude towards 
authority. Previous research has shown good reliability and patterns of conver-
gent validity (Swami et al., 2011). The current study found high reliability, α 
= .81. 

7) Conformity Scale (Mehrabian, 2005) 
This is an 11-item scale assessing a willingness to identify with as well as copy 
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others. An overall score is computed by taking the sum of items. High scores are 
indicative of a strong propensity to conform to others. Previous research has 
found that the scale has good reliability. The current study found similar high 
reliability, α = .80. 

8) Paranoia Checklist (Freeman et al., 2005) 
This is an 18-items scale assessing the prevalence of paranoid beliefs of a clin-

ical nature. High total scores indicate greater experience of paranoid thoughts 
and beliefs. The scale has high reliability and validity (Freeman et al., 2005). The 
current study found similar high reliability, α = .94. 

9) Surveillance Attitudes Questionnaire (SAQ)  
This is a 25-item scale measuring positive and negative sentiment towards 

surveillance. It was devised for this study as apparently few other measure exists. 
It involved reading the salient, but limited, literature, and devising clear attitu-
dinal and belief statements. These were piloted for clarity, overlap and compre-
hensiveness. Each item had a 7 point response scale where 1 = Strongly Disagree 
and 7 = Strongly Agree. 

10) Demographic Measures 
Additionally, questions regarding the participants’ age, sex, education, sexual-

ity and religion were included. They also indicated their political orientation on 
a 7-point scale (1 = “strongly right wing”, 7 = “strongly left wing”), and strength 
of their religious beliefs on a 7-point scale (1 = Not at all religious, 7 = Very reli-
gious). The demographics can be seen in Table 1.  

2.3. Procedure 

All data collection was conducted through Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk), 
which has been shown to be demographically diverse, and of high quality com-
pared to other online and offline data collection methods for social science re-
search (Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011). After giving informed consent, 
the participants, who were all over 18 years old, were given information regard-
ing the study, and completed a battery of questionnaires. 200 participants, 
mainly from continental Europe, America and Asia were collected from MTurk. 
They were paid $3.00 each for their contribution. Additionally, a sample of 50 
British participants was recruited in an offline setting, with all three authors us-
ing their contacts. There were no significant differences between the demogra-
phy and individual difference variables in the two samples.  

The task took on average 16.48 minutes (SD = 7.91). Participants were warned 
that the task would take around this time, and to take a break if they so wished. 
Initial screening of the results means that around 20 participants were rejected. 
Reasons for rejection were taking less than 10 minutes to complete a task, ex-
treme outlier scores, or evidence of non- differentiation in responses. 

3. Results 

Our aim was first to look at the factor structure of out central measure of sur-
veillance, then to study correlates of these attitudes. Finally, we decided to use a 
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regression to determine the extent to which the demographic, attitudinal or 
personality factors predicted surveillance attitudes. 

3.1. Surveillance Attitudes Questionnaire Exploratory and  
Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

Our first aim was to examine the factor structure in the questionnaire to attempt 
to assess if it were measuring subtly different attitudes. To assess the factor 
structure of the SAQ, we used Maximum Likelihood (ML) Exploratory Factor 
Analysis (EFA), as our data met the criteria of normal distribution of items by 
Q-Q plot distribution (Ghasemi & Zahediasl, 2012) for the ML fitting procedure. 
Furthermore, ML fitting provides factors with greater external validity than oth-
er fitting procedures, and permits significance testing of factor loadings (Fabri-
gar, Wegener, MacCallum, & Strahan, 1999). 

Items were selected on the basis of Clark and Watson’s 1995 guidelines. No 
items demonstrated skew above 10, or inter-item correlations < .40. The number 
of factors extracted was dictated by eigenvalues above 1.0 (EGV1 criterion), 
scree-plot analysis (Cattell, 1966) and Monte Carlo Parallel Analysis (MCPA). 
MCPA reduces the likelihood of factor over-retention by generating eigenvalues 
from random data sets with comparable parameters to the data set. It is consi-
dered more accurate for the correct number of factors to extract than compared 
to using EGV1 and scree-plot criteria alone (Hayton, Allen, & Scarpello, 2004).  

Bartlett’s test of sphericity, χ2(300) = 3445.03, p < .001, the KMO measure of 
sampling adequacy, KMO = .93, and a 10:1 participant to item ratio demon-
strated that the SAQ items have sufficient common variance for factor analysis. 
The EGV1 criterion suggested four factors for extraction, and similarly the 
scree-plot suggested it was possible to extract three to four factors after four ite-
rations using the varimax rotation method. However, the maximum eigenvalue 
generated by the MCPA was 1.71, of which only two factors eigenvalues from 
the real data set exceeded (9.56 and 3.18 respectively). The Goodness-Of-Fit test, 
χ2(251) = 577.17, p < .001, demonstrated that the two-factor model fitted the da-
ta well. As such, these two factors were retained, which accounted for 47.50% of 
the variance.  

The first factor (Table 2) included items that were related to negative attitudes 
towards surveillance in society, and accounted for 26.31% of the variance. The 
second factor was reflective of more positive attitudes towards surveillance in 
society, and accounted for 20.71% of the variance. As item number 19 did not 
significantly load onto either factor, it was removed. There were significant 
cross-loadings between the two factors for Items 2, 10, 21, 22 and 23. However, 
these factors provide clearer understanding of the latent factors to which they 
belong. Furthermore, the positive and negative surveillance scales with these 
items demonstrate similar correlations with other independent variables com-
pared to the full item positive and negative surveillance scales. As such, these 
items were retained in the final positive and negative surveillance attitudes scales,  

https://doi.org/10.4236/psych.2019.105039


A. Furnham, V. Swami 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/psych.2019.105039 616 Psychology 
 

Table 2. Items in the novel surveillance attitudes questionnaire and factor loadings fol-
lowing exploratory factor analysis (values in bold indicate items which load onto a factor). 

Number Item Factor 1 Factor 2 

15 
The use of surveillance in this country is one sign that we are now 
living in a police state. 

.77 −.16 

17 Surveillance systems serve to dehumanise people. .74 −.26 

24 
Using surveillance implies the government has an “us-versus-them” 
attitude toward the people of a country. 

.71 −.30 

4 
Surveillance systems have severely limited our social and political 
freedoms in this country. 

.71 −.23 

11 
We now live in a mass surveillance society, with extremely limited or 
non-existent political and personal freedoms. 

.71 −.13 

5 
Surveillance systems are used by governments to weaken any political 
opposition to their rule. 

.71 −.13 

18 
Surveillance alienates people because it makes the more likely to 
self-police each other. 

.67 .02 

16 
I sometimes feel as though I am constantly being watched or  
monitored by surveillance. 

.66 .06 

14 I am concerned that my emails and web traffic are being monitored. .63 −.08 

21 Surveillance makes people in society feel weak and powerless. .62 −.32 

12 
Governments often use surveillance techniques for reasons different to 
their purpose (e.g., to monitor people rather than to monitor traffic). 

.57 −.17 

10 
Surveillance systems are unlawful because they track and monitor 
individuals everywhere they go. 

.54 −.39 

2 Surveillance systems represent a violation of my right to privacy. .51 −.38 

13 
I am concerned that corporations are monitoring my behaviours (e.g., 
web traffic, credit card purchases, etc) for marketing purposes, such as 
targeted advertising. 

.44 −.11 

8 Knowing that surveillance systems exist gives me a sense of security. −.30 .82 

1 Surveillance systems help protect society from terrorists and criminals. −.25 .78 

6 
The use of surveillance systems increases public safety by allowing 
authorities to act before a crime is committed. 

−.25 .75 

3 
There is nothing wrong with surveillance because if a person isn’t  
doing anything wrong, then they shouldn’t have anything to fear. 

−.26 .75 

7 
Surveillance systems are necessary because they help in the  
identification and apprehension of criminals. 

−.25 .70 

9 
Surveillance systems are useful because they make people less willing 
to commit a crime if they know they are being watched. 

−.17 .69 

25 Surveillance does, or would, motivate me to be a better citizen. .06 .56 

22 I feel comfortable with the amount of surveillance in this country. −.46 .53 

23 
The government of this country would use information gathered from 
surveillance in a fair and trustworthy manner. 

−.35 .48 

20 This country’s government has a clear policy about surveillance. −.06 .46 

19 I probably could not tell if I were under surveillance. .03 .25 

 
with 24 questions in total; comprising 14 items for negative attitudes; and 10 for 
positive attitudes.  
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The two-factor model of surveillance attitudes was subjected to CFA testing 
on the participant sample. The fit of the model was low to adequate; χ2(240, n = 
250) = 481.44, p < .001, GFI = .86, PGFI = .69, CFI = .93, RMSEA = .06, and 
RMR = .20.  

Similar scale dimensionality on surveillance related topics has been reported 
by Furnham and Swami (2015). It is quite probable that the factor structure was 
affected by the positive and negative wording of the items (Schmitt & Stults, 
1985). The two factors were significantly negatively correlated, r = −.52, p < .001, 
suggesting that the factors are indeed reflective of opposing attitudes towards 
surveillance. However, although they share around 27% of the variance, they are 
different enough to be conceptualized as different latent factors. Therefore, the 
overall score for each factor is computed by taking the mean of each factor’s 
items. Both negative attitudes and positive attitudes demonstrate high internal 
reliability (α = .92, .90, respectively).  

Thus, for further analysis we had two criterion variables representing positive 
and negative attitudes to surveillance. A paired-sample t-test demonstrated that 
there was no significant difference between participants’ ratings of positive atti-
tudes and negative attitudes towards surveillance; t(249) = .71, p = .48, M = .09, 
SD = 2.10, d = .07. Independent-sample t-tests indicated there was no difference 
between genders in positive attitude towards surveillance scores; t(248) = −1.87, 
p = .06, d = −.24; or negative attitude scores; t(248) = 1.45, p = .14, d = .18. Fur-
ther there was no relationship between participant age and education on either 
factor. Results did show a marginally significant correlation between religious 
beliefs (r = .13, p < .05) and political orientation (r = −.13, p < .05) and positive 
attitudes but no relationship for negative attitudes. The results showed that less 
religious, more right-wing participants were more positive about surveillance.  

3.2. Inter-Scale Correlations  

Next, we tested various hypotheses by simple correlational analysis relating the 
two surveillance factors with scores from the various other tests. In other words 
correlates of positive and negative attitudes towards surveillance in society were 
computed using bivariate correlations with all other scale scores (Table 3). Higher 
scores on positive attitudes towards surveillance were significantly positively 
correlated with right wing authoritarianism, conformity and surveillance accep-
tability beliefs; and negatively correlated with political cynicism and attitudes 
towards authority. Higher scores on negative attitudes towards surveillance were 
significantly positively correlated with belief in conspiracy theories, political cy-
nicism, attitudes towards authority, and paranoia; and negatively correlated with 
Extraversion and surveillance acceptability beliefs. This confirmed many of the 
above hypotheses. 

Finally, we combined all predictor variables in an analysis to see which was 
the strongest correlate of the two criterion scores. A series of hierarchical mul-
tiple regressions were conducted (forced entry method) with positive and negative  
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Table 3. Inter-scale correlations. 

Scale M (SD) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1. Right Wing Authoritarianism 52.74 (19.38) -            

2. Extraversion 3.97 (1.63) .13* -           

3. Agreeableness 5.24 (1.28) .12 .10 -          

4. Conscientiousness 5.69 (1.18) .10 .18** .31** -         

5. Emotional Stability 5.11 (1.41) .13* .28** .39** .40** -        

6. Openness 5.07 (1.21) −.25** .22** .27** .17** .18** -       

7. Belief in Conspiracy Theories 55.42 (26.11) .29** .09 −.07 −.07 −.04 −.01 -      

8. Political Cynicism 21.58 (3.62) .00 −.04 −.07 .06 −.04 .05 .18** -     

9. Attitudes to Authority 32.52 (6.89) −.29** −.05 −.07 −.07 −.03 .22** .19** .34** -    

10. Conformity 44.44 (12.72) .17** −.03 .02 −.30** −.08 −.34** .10 −.16** −.24** -   

11. Paranoia 31.90 (12.61) .13* −.07 −.29** −.25** −.30** −.15** .35** .06 .18** .09 -  

12. Positive Surveillance Attitudes 4.05 (1.23) .23** .11 .12 .03 .05 .04 −.03 −.26** −.41** .22** −.02 - 

13. Negative Surveillance Attitudes 3.96 (1.12) −.02 −.14* −.01 −.06 −.04 .00 .29** .33** .47** −.02 .29** −.52** 

 
attitudes towards surveillance and surveillance acceptability as criterion variables 
respectively; age and gender in Block 1 as controls; and the remaining scale va-
riables in Block 2 (Table 4).  

The results of the hierarchical regression for positive surveillance attitudes 
demonstrated a non-significant regression in Block 1; F(2, 249) = 2.59, p > .05; 
accounting for around 1% of the variance. The regression became statistically 
significant in Block 2; F(13, 249) = 6.57, p < .001, ΔR2 = .25, ΔF = 7.16, p < .001; 
accounting for around 23% of the variance. The most significant predictors be-
ing trait Openness, Beta = .21, p < .005; attitudes towards authority, Beta = −.34, 
p <.001; and conformity, Beta = .16, p < .05.  

The results of the hierarchical regression for negative surveillance attitudes 
demonstrated a non-significant regression in Block 1; F(2, 249) = 1.05, p > .05; 
accounting for negligible variance. The regression became statistically significant 
in Block 2; F(13, 249) = 9.34, p < .001, ΔR2 = .30, ΔF = 10.77, p < .001; account-
ing for around 30% of the variance. The most significant predictors being belief 
in conspiracy theories, Beta = .15, p <.05; political cynicism, Beta = .17, p < .005; 
attitudes towards authority, Beta = .38, p < .001; and paranoia, Beta = .18, p 
< .005.  

4. Discussion 

This is, we believe, one of the few empirical studies on attitudes to surveillance. 
The study showed, similar to Furnham and Swami’s (2015) study of attitudes to 
surveillance at work, that attitudes factor into two clear, opposite beliefs essential 
favourable (positive) or unfavourable (negative) to all forms of, and reasons for 
surveillance. We had thought that beliefs would be more varied and complex, 
but this could be a function of the items we wrote. 
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Table 4. Hierarchical regression analyses surveillance attitudes and surveillance accept-
ability. 

 Surveillance Attitudes 

 Positive Negative 

 Beta t Beta t 

Predictor Variables     

Step 1     

Age −.08 −1.30 .00 −.06 

Gender .11 1.74 −.09 −1.45 

 
F(2, 249) = 2.59, R = .14, 

Adj.R2 = .01 
F(2, 249) = 1.05, R = .09,  

Adj.R2 = .00 

Step 2     

Age −.03 .48 .04 .65 

Gender .09 1.52 −.06 −.97 

Right wing Authoritarianism .16 2.37* .00 −.05 

Extraversion .02 .26 −.11 −1.85 

Agreeableness .01 .19 .10 1.56 

Conscientiousness .00 .01 .02 .27 

Emotional Stability .02 .23 .03 .45 

Openness .21 3.16** -.05 .73 

Belief in Conspiracy Theories −.05 .72 .15 2.36* 

Political Cynicism −.11 1.78 .17 2.85** 

Attitudes towards Authority −.34 4.95*** .38 5.84*** 

Conformity .16 2.43* .06 .92 

Paranoia .08 1.20 .18 2.89** 

 
F(13, 249) = 6.57***,  
R = .52, Adj.R2 = .23,  

ΔR2 = .25, ΔF = 7.16*** 

F(13, 249) = 9.34***,  
R = .58, Adj.R2 = .30,  

ΔR2 = .33, ΔF = 10.77*** 

***p < .001, **p < .005, *p < .05. 

 
Interestingly, the items which attracted most agreement were 19 (I probably 

could not tell if I were under surveillance), 7 (Surveillance systems are necessary 
because they help in the identification and apprehension of criminals) and 1 
(Surveillance systems help protect society from terrorists and criminals) while 
those that attracted most disagreement was 16 (I sometimes feel as though I am 
constantly being watched or monitored by surveillance), 25 (Surveillance does or 
would motivate me to be a better citizen) and 18 (Surveillance alienates people 
because it makes the more likely to self-police each other). 

The correlational results shown in Table 3 show three things. First, overall 
personality factors are weakly related to either positive or negative attitudes to 
surveillance. Second, some beliefs are correlated only with either positive or neg-
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ative surveillance attitudes. Thus, those who have right wing authoritarianism beliefs 
and are more conforming were significantly pro, but not anti-surveillance, while 
those who believe in conspiracy theories and tend to be sub-clinically paranoid 
are significantly anti-surveillant but unrelated to positive attitudes to surveil-
lance. Third, the two scales most clear related to attitudes to surveillance were 
attitudes to authority and political cynicism: anti-authority, politically cynical 
people that have low positive and high negative attitudes to authority. 

The results of the regression confirmed in part the correlational results. They 
showed that four belief/attitudinal variables were related to positive attitudes 
surveillance and that we could account for nearly a quarter of the variance. 
Open, conforming individuals who had positive attitudes to authority and right 
wing Authoritarian beliefs tended to be pro-surveillance. The results for the 
negative attitudes showed that four scales could account for nearly a third of the 
variance. Those with negative attitudes to authority, and who were marginally 
paranoid and politically cynical and also believed in conspiracy theories held 
more negative views. 

Overall, the results showed that demographic and personality factors were 
weakly related to attitudes to surveillance while general attitudes to authority 
were the strongest predictor. Attitudes to authority are associated with delin-
quency and general alienation from society. 

This paper attempted to investigate a neglected topic. Like Furnham and 
Swami (2015) we expected attitudes to surveillance would be more complex and 
related to both different types of, and reasons for surveillance. The question for 
future research remains: to what other intra- or inter-individual difference fac-
tors more strongly relate to attitudes to surveillance. Future studies may profita-
bly consider how the explanations organisations give for the introduction of new 
surveillance technology is related to how it is received. It may also be that cus-
tomer reactions to shop and street surveillance are worthy of investigation. If 
anything there is likely to be a great increase in the use of surveillance technolo-
gy to include not only cameras but hear and weight detectors. 

A limitation of this research was that we used only self-report studies which 
are open to dissimulation though there is no reason to suspect the participants 
were faking. Next, this was not a representative sample as they were younger and 
better educated than the general population. Also, we have become aware of the 
fact that some of the items were UK-centric in the sense that some items seemed 
relevant only to those with CCTV experiences in Great Britain. Future work 
would do well to ensure that items are more universally applicable. 
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