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1 Introduction

1.1 The Walking with Robots network

Walking with Robots was a three-year programme of events and activities designed to
delight audiences with the potentials of robotics research whilst encouraging them to
consider the technical challenges and ethical implications of that research.

The programme started in September 2006 and ran until January 2010. It was funded by
an EPSRC Stage Award. The team consisted of leading researchers in intelligent robotics
from throughout the UK, as well as experts in engaging public audiences with science and
engineering. In 2006 the network initially consisted of 8 robotics research labs, the Science
Communication Unit at UWE, the Open University Robotics Outreach Group, Ecsite UK, At-
Bristol and Quentin Cooper. The network grew considerably to encompass many more
institutions, individuals and partners.

The main aims of the network as originally stated in the bid were to:

1. Form a pro-active group consisting of leading intelligent robotics researchers and
their labs, some of whom are already highly active in public engagement robotics
and recognised science communicators

2. Enhance, extend and network an existing portfolio of public engagement activities
and resources.

A focussed structure for the delivery of activities and resources was developed following
the opening meeting of the Network. This roadmap split the project into 5 periods of 6
months each, each period having a distinct theme. The themes were chosen so that each
researcher fitted naturally into a theme, but were flexible enough that they could easily fit
into another. The proposed themes were:

First steps (Nov 06 — Apr 07)

Exploring (May 07 — Oct 07)

People (Nov 07 — Apr 08)

Environment (May 08 — Oct 08)

Learning (Nov 08 — Apr 09)

Noubuw

The programme was initially planned to end in September 2009, but received an extension
until January 2010.

1.2 Evaluation questions

For projects

1. Participation

a. How many people did WWR activities reach?

b. What was the audience demographic for WWR activities?
2. Delivery

a. Were the activities interesting/engaging?

b. Was the science/engineering pitched at the right level?

c. What were the best and worst aspects of the activities?



d. What good practice and lessons can be shared?
3. Impacts
a. Did audiences learn more about robotics research?
b. Did audiences develop any new skills?
c. What was the impact on interest in science and engineering?
d. What was the impact on interest in science and engineering in school/HE,
and careers?
e. What was the impact on attitudes towards robotics?
f. Did the project stimulate debate around robotics issues?

For the network

1. Participation

a.
b.
C.

How many people are involved in the network?

Who is getting involved in the network and why/why not?

What motivated newer network members to get involved with the
network?

What is the ‘added value’ from belonging to the network?

2. Delivery — how did the network operate?

a. What types of activities were delivered?

b. Did the type of activities delivered by individuals or groups change or
evolve over the lifetime of the network? If so, in what way and why?

c. To what extent did network members collaborate in delivering activities?
What were the motivators and barriers to collaboration?

d. What would network members say the main successes and challenges in
delivering PE with robotics activities were?

e. How much extra funding and support did individuals and groups lever?

3. Impacts

a. What is the impact on network members in terms of their awareness of,
skills in and attitudes towards public engagement?

b. Did network members’ expectations about activities and audiences change
or evolve over the lifetime of the network? If so, in what way and why?

c. What is the impact on network members’ and other partner institutions?

d. What was the impact of the role of the SCU?

e. Have activities or collaborations become embedded in the work of
individuals or groups?

f. Were there any other impacts?

1.3 Evaluation methodology

The evaluation approach had two strands. Firstly, evaluation of activities aimed to assess
the impact of the individual activities on the target audience(s); secondly, evaluation of
process will explore the impact of the project in facilitating collaboration between robotics
research groups and science communication practitioners. A structured mechanism for
feeding evaluation findings back to the project steering group was also set up.



An evaluation toolkit comprising existing evaluation resources was compiled to support
network members in project evaluation. It includes the evaluation materials and can be
found here http://www.walkingwithrobots.org/resources/members _evaluation.php

Evaluation of activities

Network members were asked to report back on all activities every six months in line with
the six-monthly theme and meeting cycle. A brief report summarising the activities that
took place in each period was produced.

In addition to monitoring all activities, more detailed evaluation was conducted on
flagship activities. These evaluations included greater exploration of activity impacts on
the learning and attitudes of participants. Supported more strongly by the external
evaluator, reports on these activities were produced when flagship activities are
completed, which may not be at neat six-monthly intervals. The instruments used in these
evaluations were made available to the network via the e-toolkit, so any network member
that wishes to conduct their own evaluation will be supported in doing so.

Evaluation of the network

The original plan was to collect feedback from network members at six-monthly meetings
and via telephone surveys. These were problematic because not all network members
were able to give the time to travel to a meeting, or they were not willing to be
interviewed on the telephone if they felt they hadn’t participated in many activities in a
particular period. To remove these barriers, a revised approach had two elements:

e An e-survey for all network members

e Discussion sessions with four research groups

The e-survey was a non-intrusive way to gather the opinions of a wide range of network
members very efficiently. It aimed to give a representative view of network members’
opinions about the network.

To explore the impacts of the network in greater depth, the discussion groups will involve
setting aside several hours to reflect with them on their involvement in the network over
the last three years. This will then lead on to discussions that address the research
guestions identified earlier. To facilitate this process, the evaluator created a timeline with
each individual/group, using flipcharts and post-it notes. The timeline structure looked
something like the table below:

WWR timeline
Category PL | P2 | P3| Pa|P5]| P6 | future

Activities
Aims/expectations

People (incl. collaborations)
Awareness/thoughts

Skills

Attitudes/feelings

Anything else



http://www.walkingwithrobots.org/resources/members_evaluation.php

To begin with, participants were asked to recall the activities they had delivered
throughout the lifetime of the network and place them on the timeline using post-its. .
Their aims and expectations for the events, including what they thought audiences and/or
researchers would gain were also discussed at this stage. Participants were then asked to
reflect on their knowledge, skills and attitudes related to public engagement at these
times. They could also link in any external factors that influenced their thinking in the final
row of the table.

The following sections present the findings from the Walking with Robots evaluation.

2 Evaluation of activities

2.1 Summary of activities and audiences

In total, 173 activities were reported by Walking with Robots network members over the
three years. In total, the estimates for audience numbers (according to network members
that reported the activities) were almost 60,000 people. We expect that activities were
significantly under-reported, so the real extent of the network’s public engagement is
likely to be larger. The audience figures broke down as follows:

Audience type #
Primary school students 1361
Secondary school students 2095
16-19 year-olds 1220
Teachers 209
Families 34677
General public 16550
Other 3858
Total 59970

These are presented graphically with percentages in the chart below:

Activity audiences

0%

3%
6% 2 5

Primary
Secondary
16-19

B Teachers

28%

Families
General public
59% Other




Those that reported on activities were also asked to describe them based on a list of
categories. A single activity could be assigned more than one descriptor, however this
gives an indication of the type of spread of activities across the network:

Activity descriptors

Other

Talk

Festival

TV/Radio/podcast

Competition

Exhibition

Training event e.g. for teachers
Show

Art collaboration

Dialogue

Workshop

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

Talks and workshops were the most common types of activities, but large proportions of
festival and dialogue events also took place.

2.2 Map of activities

The locations for activities have been recorded on a Google map.



See
http://maps.google.co.uk/maps/ms?ie=UTF8&hl=en&msa=0&msid=116519227443379209
326.0004524a47244b0el15edb&z=2 for a more detailed map that shows more detail of
each activity.

2.3 Activities list
A full list of all activities delivered is provided in the Appendix.

2.4 Media coverage

Network activities have generated significant media coverage over the course of the
project. Various projects attracted media coverage throughout the period. The table
below gives a conservative estimate — a cutting agency has not been employed for the
project so reports of coverage are through network members and other colleagues.

Most of the coverage in Period 4 came from the Heart Robot project and network member
Noel Sharkey, who was involved in news stories about robots in society, in terms of
childcare and policing.

Type of coverage P1 | P2 | P3 P4 P5 | P6
National and international press 6 0 2 101 - 2
Regional press 0 2 0 6 - -
Local press 2 5 1 6 - 2



http://maps.google.co.uk/maps/ms?ie=UTF8&hl=en&msa=0&msid=116519227443379209326.0004524a47244b0e15edb&z=2
http://maps.google.co.uk/maps/ms?ie=UTF8&hl=en&msa=0&msid=116519227443379209326.0004524a47244b0e15edb&z=2

Online 7 4 4 2000+ -

Radio 4 3+ 1 30 -

TV 3 9 2 11 -

Specialist media (e.g. Times Educational
Supplement, UWE Bulletin)

Other: podcasts 2 0 1 2 2

3 Activities involving several partners

Throughout the network’s funded period, several larger-scale activities were delivered
that involved multiple partners. Some of these were the planned flagship activities, and
others received additional funding. All of these activities were comprehensively evaluated;
the flagship activities by Laura Grant Associates and the other activities either internally or

by Jenesys Associates.

The projects/activities are listed below along with links to the evaluation reports
Evaluation summaries from each project are provided in this section of the report.

Flagship activities:

e Period 1: Launch event (no formal evaluation)

e Period 2: Explore Land, Sea and Air @ Aberystwyth Bandstand
www.lauragrantassociates.co.uk/resources

e Period 3: Robotics Visions Conference
http://www.scu.uwe.ac.uk/index.php?g=node/155

e Period 4: Parliamentary Seminar on Intelligent Robotics
www.lauragrantassociates.co.uk/resources

e Period 5: No flagship activity

e Period 6: Festival of Robotics www.lauragrantassociates.co.uk/resources

Other activities:
e Robot Thought http://www.scu.uwe.ac.uk/index.php?q=node/155
e One Man and his Bot http://www.scu.uwe.ac.uk/index.php?q=node/155

e Heart Robot (evaluation by Jenesys Associates, not publicly available but see

summary below)

e PPE Workshop (evaluation by Jenesys Associates, not publicly available but see

summary below)
e Robotic Visions (evaluation not complete at time of writing)


http://www.lauragrantassociates.co.uk/resources
http://www.scu.uwe.ac.uk/index.php?q=node/155
http://www.lauragrantassociates.co.uk/resources
http://www.lauragrantassociates.co.uk/resources
http://www.scu.uwe.ac.uk/index.php?q=node/155
http://www.scu.uwe.ac.uk/index.php?q=node/155

3.1 Explore Land, Sea and Air @ Aberystwyth Bandstand

Introduction

Explore Land, Sea and Air was a collaboration between the University of Wales,
Aberystwyth, the Open University and the University of the West of England. The activity
aimed to bring together robots, roboticists and members of the public using the theme of
‘exploration’. A suite of activities was developed around robots that operate in different
environments.

In support of the Microtransat autonomous boat trials that took place in Aberystwyth
harbour on 3 September 2007, the was held at the Aberystwyth bandstand, a public venue
on the sea front. Hands-on robotics activities and demonstrations included tele-operated
LEGO rovers and representatives from Scisys showing off the Beagle 2 model. The TAROS-
07 conference was being held in Aberystwyth at the time which meant that a number of
roboticists were able to help with demonstrations on the day.

The evaluation considered the opinions of visitors and the roboticists and science
communicators that delivered the event. Methods included observation, questionnaires,
interviews and a debrief with the deliverers afterwards.

The event ran from 10am to 3pm on Monday 3rd September 2007. . A conservative
estimate of audience numbers is 450, based on the distribution of stickers.

Audience feedback

51 questionnaires were returned throughout the day, which represents a sample of over
10%. | spoke to a further 12 visitors informally.

Most respondents (94%) said the event was good, and described it as fun and interesting.
Some respondents also said it was informative. Others said it was cool, amazing or
exciting.

From the unstructured interviews, it appeared a success factor was the face-to-face
interaction with roboticists who could tailor their explanations to individual visitors. This
was especially important to some teenage interviewees, who would have been
immediately turned off had they felt patronised in any way. Some described the event as
friendly or welcoming.

Most respondents felt they had learned about robotics at the event. Specific learning
points included those related to sensors, infra-red and solar powered robots. Several
related to how robots can be used in space, and some people said they had learned more
about Aberystwyth’s role in robotics programmes.

42% of visitors said that the event had made them more interested in science and
engineering. Half (50%) reported no change. Many said that this was because they were
already interested. Two-thirds (66%) said they would continue to discuss robotics after
the event. Some said the event changed how they feel about robots:
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Conclusions

e The concept of the event worked well and all of the exhibits were engaging to
visitors. The overall theme and message of the project could have been reinforced
through prior discussion, posters and a demonstrator introducing visitors to the
event.

e The timing and venue for the event combined to successfully engage the local
community, whether they had a previous interest in robotics or not. The local
knowledge of the team at Aberystwyth was invaluable here.

e Many of the stands could have been improved by offering more information. This
would be easiest to provide in the form of posters. There was also suggestions for
handouts or flyers, maybe for each stand, or a ‘collector’s card’ where people that
visit each stand collect stamps or similar to exchange for a prize.

e All the activities and robots should remain gender neutral. However including an
activity such as the robot garden that is likely to appeal to females should be
considered.

e The balance between activities that were of interest to older and younger visitors
worked well and meant there was something for everyone.

e While the effort and commitment of the team in putting the event together was
admirable, organising such activities should not cause extreme stress or lack of
sleep. In future, consider scaling down an activity if it appears this will be the case
— visitors would still have enjoyed the day even if there were fewer stands.

e As well as providing an enjoyable experience for visitors, there were positive
impacts for the deliverers. These included attracting potential students and
making useful contacts with potential research funders or collaborators. The
profile of the research group was also raised through the media coverage gained.

3.2 Robotics Visions Conference

The Young People’s Robotics Vision Conference took place on 4 and 5 December 2007. It
provided the participants, who were aged 16-19, with the opportunity to explore robotics
research and have their views heard on how these new technologies could be used in the
future and what their impact could be on society.

Conference outcomes
Do not focus on negative uses, such as warfare, focus on the beneficial areas such

as social development, and ensure an equal distribution of benefit (Young person)

The overall message from the young people to policy makers, scientists and peers was that
robotics has many benefits to offer society but they should think carefully about the
motivations behind robotic developments and their potential consequences.

11



Particular benefits to society were seen in the ability to increase safety, speed, accuracy
and productivity, and to take on mundane tasks and chores.

The strongest concerns raised were those relating to ‘human replacement’ including the
potential loss of human jobs, loss of human contact (e.g. if robots were to care for the
elderly) and decline in human experiences.

The nature of the developing relationships between humans and robots was explored,
with the participants noting that partnerships should be developed, rather than humans
having over-riding control.

The young people expressed a strong interest in engaging with decision making in
robotics and strongly voiced their opinions to be educated, informed and involved as
advances continue.

Conclusions

I am currently applying for an engineering degree, the event has shown me areas in
engineering | can see myself specialising in in the future (Young person)

The visions conference was a valuable and enjoyable way to engage young people with
the societal issues surrounding robotics.

The aim to inform participants about robotics was an important one as many of the
young people related their increased knowledge about robotics with a change or
reinforcement of their opinions on the subject.

Interestingly, the visions put forward by the young people were not the same as the areas
where roboticists felt their work would have the greatest impact. This is a positive
finding, as it indicates that the ‘power relationships’ between participants and specialists
was appropriately balanced: the roboticists provided information but did not lead the
opinions. In addition, the fact that the ‘public’ aspirations and concerns (especially in
areas such as manufacturing) did not match those of the specialists highlights the
importance of engaging the public in these types of discussions.

Encouraging the discussion around the societal implications of robotics also seems to have

iNONB I aSR addzRSydaQ Ay aS Nhcingiting widefxdntexf OS | Yy R
(79% said the event had made them more interested in science and engineering).

Admittedly, all the students were already interested in science and engineering, but many

linked their increased interest with seeing how engineering could directly relate to society,

or be used for ‘social good’.

The students’ perceptions of robotics changed throughout the event. Trust in scientists
and engineers wavered towards the middle of the conference, but meeting people
working in the field appears to have had a positive impact on some students’ trust. For
some more critical young people, the event highlighted both the risks and rewards of
future robotics research, which they felt better equipped to negotiate following the event.

12



Overall, the event was very well received by the young people, who valued their
opportunity to contribute and expressed an interest in further events. However there
were some shortcomings; the innovative nature of and resulting interest in the event
meant that there were probably too many observers present during the discussions. In
addition, a clearer plan for the production of the report (to include the involvement of
participants) would have improved these aspects. Involving some real robots would also
have helped stimulate an even greater level of discussion.

3.3 Parliamentary seminar on intelligent robotics

Intelligent Robotics in Science and Society was a parliamentary reception organised by the
Institute of Physics, the Parliamentary Office of Science and Technology and Walking with
Robots. It took place on 22 April 2008 at the House of Commons. Twelve robots
represented organisations working in various areas of robotics research in the UK and
three speakers gave five minute presentations.

The organisers estimate that approximately 75% of those that registered actually
attended, meaning an audience size of 120-130 excluding the exhibitors. Of these, at least
11 MPs and 6 Peers attended, including the Science Minister. However, this is likely to be
an underestimate as it was not possible to register all attendees as they arrived at the
venue.

Feedback from visitors

Good ranges of issues covered with demonstrations providing more detail on some
areas and opportunity to discuss with speakers (Seminar attendee)

The structure of the event worked well. The brief talks were a good starting point for
discussions and the interactive nature of the exhibits meant visitors stayed longer than at
other parliamentary seminars.

Attendees were impressed with the wide range of applications exhibited. To them, the
most interesting areas for discussions were ethical issues, applications, education and
funding.

The most common suggestion for improvement was allowing more time and more space
to interact with the robots and roboticists. Some also felt there could have been clearer
linkages between the three introductory talks.

Pledges for follow-up activities included visiting Robotics labs, exhibiting in museums and
media activities with robotics.
Feedback from exhibitors

There should be further such events bringing together different robotics research
and robotics industry to build on the communication and community and drive for
t he UK’ s f ut(khibgor)i nvol vement

13



Exhibitors were generally pleased with how the event went and identified networking as
the main success factor. However it was acknowledged that only time would tell how
useful the contacts they had made were. Like the attendees, they would have liked a
larger space and a longer time.

Exhibitors made several suggestions for increasing the impact of the event. One was to
have a spill-over area to allow discussions to continue after the exhibition room had to be
vacated; another was to produce a brochure containing contact details for all exhibitors,
so that attendees could follow up with those that they didn’t get a chance to speak with at
the event.

34 Festival of Robotics

The Festival

The Festival of Robotics was part of the Manchester Science Festival in late October 2009
and formed the final flagship activity of Walking with Robots, a three year EPSRC-funded
project which aimed to bring together roboticists and artificial intelligence researchers
with public engagement specialists, allowing the public to discover more about current
robotics research.

The festival comprised fifteen events and/or activities, centred on ‘Robomania’: A
demonstration and hands-on exhibition about everything robotic. Many of the exhibits
were research projects that allowed the public to see the real state of robotics research
and meet the people who worked with robots. The various wraparound events took place
in MOSI and at other venues around the city including bars, cafes and the Trafford Centre
(shopping centre).

The evaluation used observations, questionnaires, interviews and vox pops plus a large
comments wall in the Robomania hall.

Audiences

It is estimated that 2100-2700 people visited Robomania, and over 500 visitors also
attended other events at MOSI (NB it is likely that everyone who attended a MOSI event
was included in the Robomania count, and also that some attended more than one event).
A further 1000 or so people were engaged in activities that took place outside the
Museum, notably around 800 engaged with the robot-themed science busking.

Successes and challenges

The festival was well attended by a family audience. Many of the workshop events were
listed in the festival programme as being suitable for children aged 11 years and over but
children as young as five or six participated in most of them. This was identified as a
challenge by presenters, as the young children required attention at the expense of the
older children who might otherwise have gained more from the workshop. The visitor
comments also reflected these difficulties, as parents felt that material was pitched too
high for the very young children and teenagers were critical of workshops being too
simple. Workshops which were listed in the festival programme as being suitable for
younger children (Robots in Therapy and Play, Creepy Crawly Robots) were very well

14



attended and were booked up very quickly (an extra Creepy Crawly Robots session was
added during the festival), showing that there was a clear demand for events that were
suitable for children aged 6-10.

In a setting such as MOSI where events are attended by families with young children it is
difficult to specify an audience because family groups often attend events together. While
events are often designed with a particular age group in mind, the museum setting
required that all workshops were accessible to (accompanied) children. As most of the
workshops were designed for a school audience where a specific age-range can be easily
specified, presenters needed to work hard to adapt them for mixed ages.

Robomania visitors required a high level of interaction with the presenters at the stands to
engage with many of the robots, and this was very tiring for the presenters. A number of
visitors left the main hall because it was too busy for them to engage with the presenters,
but returned later when there were fewer crowds. Stands where the presenters were
absent tended to attract no visitors at all. The change-over of presenters on Sunday
evening was an aspect of the event that worked particularly well, as the new presenters
who showed exhibits on Monday and Tuesday had the energy to engage with visitors.

Events were run every evening of the Festival of Robotics, and the events which were
aimed at Roboticists or visitors with a strong interest in robotics (Robotics Networking
Event and Pub Guide to Robots) were well-attended with a good atmosphere. The
audience at Café Sci was very small, although the attendance of the Walking With Robots
team allowed discussions to continue. Finding an audience for a one-off event is often
difficult, and events such as those at Madlab benefited from additional support from
partners in attracting an audience. Both the Café Sci and Robot Scenes events would have
benefited from links with an existing local audience such as a local Science Fiction Society,
giving both a receptive audience for the festival event and the possibility of further events
in the future.

Impacts

Audiences at MOSI reported strong shifts in their attitudes to science and engineering
following the events, stating that they had become more interested in science. Audiences
also reported that they had learned a lot from the events.

The robotics researchers showed enthusiasm and commitment throughout the events,
and went about their public engagement in a professional manner. Many of the
presenters were roboticists rather than public engagement professionals, and this gave
audiences a unique opportunity to interact with real research projects. A number of
families in the Robomania events and in some of the workshops had travelled long
distances from around the country to visit the festival. This was particularly true of
families with teenagers considering a career in robotics, who had benefited greatly from
the opportunity to meet researchers and to experience the state of current research.

An event like this is great as my son is mad-keen on robots and so we travelled here
for half term. |t s great for him to meet
visitor)
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3.5 Robot Thought

Introduction

Robot Thought was delivered by the University of the West of England, Bristol (UWE) in
partnership with seven science centres, a science festival and four robotics research
groups. The project was funded by the Engineering and Physical Sciences Research
Council (EPSRC).

Eight robotics shows and accompanying activities were developed as part of the Robot
Thought programme. These were delivered in eight different science centres and festivals
across the UK during 2006 - 2007, in partnership with robotics researchers at four
Universities.

The project aims were:

e To use the popular Robot Thought event format to provoke comment and debate
amongst family audiences about science and engineering related issues.

e To raise awareness of robotics related issues amongst the target audience.

e To build a network of contacts between robotics experts and centres of science
communication (science centres and festivals) across the UK.

e To further develop the popular 'Robot Thought' event format to best suit
performance at each of the partner venues, thereby encouraging long term
inclusion of the event format and / or content in the programmes of the partner
venues.

e To extend and enhance public engagement expertise within the robotics research
community.

e To promote the successes of the event format to the wider science communication
and robotics research communities.

Findings

Over 275 shows and over 190 wraparound activities were delivered during the project
period, reaching 26369 people for the shows and 18371 that also participated in
workshops or wraparound activities. In some centres, delivery was continuing beyond the
project’s funded period.

Responses to the shows and activities were very positive. 78% of under 12s surveyed
circled the smiley face, and 73% of older respondents rated the show as 1 or 2 on a five-
point scale from good to bad. 20% rated is as 3.

| thought it was very good and very funny but still at the same time you learnt
something (Under 12)

| thought it was good and interesting most of all | liked the real robots (Under 12)

| think the amount of discussion was about right. You could discuss things if you
wanted, or listen to others (12 and over)

Learnt how much more impact they can have on our daily life (12 and over)

16



Organisers - successes

The collaborative element was seen as a success factor, especially when different
partners played to their strengths. For example, roboticists are not used to
presenting to family audiences and do not have the time to rehearse shows, so
including them in the show itself did not work well. However, the scientists’
knowledge was incredibly valuable in workshops and meet the scientist events,
where they could answer questions and start discussions with visitors.

Shows that involved lots of ‘real’ robots (i.e. research robots) were particularly well
received by audiences.

The role of UWE in brokering the partnerships and providing support throughout
was seen as valuable by all. Indeed, several science centre staff and roboticists
commented during interviews that there was no way they would have found each
other or worked together had this facilitation not taken place.

The show provided an overview of the key issues and current thinking in robotics.
This allowed visitors to engage in informed dialogue with roboticists in subsequent
sessions.

All of the centres extended the programme beyond their initial commitment. This
allowed the project messages to reach a large audience.

Several centres adopted a robots theme during the show’s run and developed
wraparound workshops that ranged from mask making to storytelling.

Many of the researchers involved in the project have built their skills and
experience in public engagement and are keen to do more in future.

For one research group, the demonstrations developed for Robot Thought are now
in use as part of their departmental outreach offering, again extending the
project’s impact.

Organisers - challenges

Staff turnover meant that more preparation would have been desirable at some
science centres.

The discursive approach within the show was new to many of the presenters, as
well as for audiences. This needed to be carefully balanced with a good pace and
lots of demonstrations to ensure the show succeeded.

While including research robots in the shows was a success factor, these robots
were considerably less reliable than the usual demonstrations the presenters used.
Where the science centres and robotics researchers were far apart geographically
there were problems with shipping equipment and organising rehearsal time.

As ever with public engagement, the scientists’ time was a challenge. The days
when roboticists were present at the centres to participate in shows or
wraparound activities were necessarily limited. The central support from UWE
helped address this to some extent; by taking on much of the organisation, the
roboticists’ could spend the maximum proportion of the time they had dedicated
to the project actually engaging with the public.

It was difficult to run the discursive parts of the show (that require lots of audience
involvement) with very small audiences.
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Conclusions

The project reached a large number of people and as such represented excellent value for
money. Its impact will continue beyond the funded period as centres continue to deliver
the shows.

However possibly more valuable were the partnerships that formed during the project.
They may lead to future collaborations and public engagement activities. None of the
scientists and science centres had worked together before and the support provided by
UWE helped ensure that the first such partnership was a successful one.

3.6 One Man and his Bot

Objectives

This project was designed to satisfy the following objectives:

e Demonstrate the difference between 'remote-controlled vehicles' and 'robots'.

e Build on previous experience of running similar events to promote a greater level
of interactivity between the audience and the robots, and between the audience
and the researchers.

e Demonstrate that autonomous robots may be ‘human-competitive'.

e Entertain the audience and foster enthusiasm for science and in particular
robotics.

e Provide simple illustrations of the ways in which biology inspires robotics.

e Provide further opportunities for young scientists from the BRL (Bristol

e Robotics Laboratory) to experience public engagement

Audiences

After piloting with the target audience using focus groups at a secondary school, ‘One Man
and his Bot’ was delivered at three separate venues:
e Imagineering Fairl at the Royal Bath and West show [4 days]
e Discover Zone at the Cheltenham Science Festival2 [2 days]
e Imagineering Fairl at the Royal International Air Tattoo [2 days] (added following
the success of the first two stages)

Outcomes

The project attracted a ‘potential’ audience (who were present at the events) of ~42,400.
Of these, ~5,200 were deemed to have ‘engaged’ in the activity, consisting of ~1,400
direct participants (including ~960 actual ‘drivers’ and others that interacted with the
researchers) and ~3,800 spectators.

Participant reactions to the activity were overwhelmingly positive. When asked how
enjoyable they found the activity, over 97% said that they either ‘loved it’ or ‘liked it’.

When probed on whether this activity affected their attitude towards science,

29% responded in the affirmative, with a further 38% answering ‘maybe’.

When probed (using an open-response question) on how their attitude changed, the
responses fell into four main categories, with the most popular (37%) stating that science
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was now ‘more fun’. Other positive answers were also prevalent, including ‘more
interesting’, and 21% even referred to specific learning that they had achieved as a result
of participating.

Almost two-thirds (60%) of respondents were able to name something relevant that they
had learnt from the activity. The largest proportion (46%) of these responses were related
to the task itself, however 42% were able to mention something relevant to the theme of
this project (the current state of robotics research; how robots sense their environment
etc), including 6% who were able (without prompting) to state the message exactly
(autonomy Vs remote-controlled robots). A further 10% mentioned an aspect relating to
how the activity had improved their perceptions of robotics, science and/or engineering as
a result of participating.

Recommendations

The following recommendations were made to ensure success at future similar events:

e Recruit a minimum of 3 delivery staff, preferably 4 or more per day. Two team
members are required at all times to run the activity; having more present enables
greater interaction between the audience and the researchers, as well as providing
cover for breaks.

e Multiple arenas would reduce the queue times in locations of high demand and
ensure more people can participate.

¢ Include punctuated masterclasses / expert demonstrations, occurring say every
half-hour or hour for 5-10 minutes at a time. This would provide an opportunity for
audience members to find out more about the activity (and the research behind it)
rather than focusing solely on whose turn is next. To encourage participation in the
masterclass, ‘tickets’ to drive the sheepdog could be distributed only to those who
are present at a masterclass.

e Limit the posters to images and basic information (e.g. the activity title and basic
instructions). This visual element will assist in attracting participants to the stall,
but there is no need for further detailed information to be included on the posters;
they are not utilised.

e Provide hand-outs for those who are interested in further information rather than
information-based posters; they have the added advantage of being able to be
taken away and perused at leisure.

e Change the phrasing of the ‘learning’ question in the written evaluation
guestionnaire to focus on intellectual (rather than technical) learning.

Both venues (the Imagineering Fairs and Cheltenham Science Festival) were keen to have
the activity repeated at future events. In addition, interest has been expressed in
continuing various aspects of the programme in other ways, including a potential session
at the UWE fresher fair and dissemination of the evaluation materials and approach within
the Faculty.

3.7 Public engagement workshop

WWR ran a three-day workshop on 18, 19 and 20 February 2008 to devise a number of
public engagement activities and to enhance the public engagement skills of both existing
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WWR network members and new researchers. The workshop was funded by a grant from
the EPSRC Partnerships for Public Engagement scheme.

Over the three days, the participants developed public engagement activities that they
tried out on the third day on the floor of At-Bristol. The event organisers are encouraging
workshop participants to deliver activities at a number of science festivals and other
events throughout 2008.

Feedback from workshop participants

Pulling off the demonstration was amazing. | could not have done it without the
workshop (Workshop participant)

Most aspects of the workshop were highly rated. The plenary sessions were rated lowest
overall, with main reasons being repetition of content followed by lack of activities.

Participants did not have clear expectations about the event; most commented that they
didn’t know what to expect before they attended. The experience of trying out activities
with science centre visitors was a strong success factor for participants.

Feedback from science centre visitors

Having real scientists gives it real
do this (Workshop participant)

Science centre visitors responded very positively to the robotics activities. Further outings
for some of the activities are planned or have taken place. Unfortunately, bad weather
meant that some events where activities were to be showcased were rained off.

3.8 Heart Robot

Heart Robot used a puppet to bring questions about emotional machines to people
outside of Science Fairs and in the streets. Puppeteers know how to make things 'come
alive' so they seem to have emotions. With a puppet with robotic features perhaps the
aim was to show people a little glimpse of how they might react to robots soon.

Project aims

e Provide publics a hands-on, interactive encounter that will stimulate dialogue and
encourage awareness and debate around emotional and social robots

e Be present at events not normally associated with science and technology

e Develop a website and other materials that will enable the public to follow-up their
interest

e Foster relationships between creative industries and the scientific research
community

e Promote the value of public engagement within the research community and
provide researchers with an opportunity to observe the public’s response to their
work

20

credi



Evaluation approach

The project was evaluated through observations at public events (n=845), structured
interviews with audience members (n=64), an online survey for website visitors (n=398)
and a review of the media coverage obtained.

Findings

Observations

Heart provided a wide range of highly-personalised engagement experiences, with
typical ‘intimate encounters’ each lasting a few minutes.

The nature of the engagement did not appear to affect the responses or reactions
of audiences, which were consistent regardless of the type of encounter.

The majority of observed encounters (c.60-65%) took place with females, and most
of the audience members were family groups, which reflected the general
audience at the festivals.

Reactions covered a wide spectrum from ‘scary’ to ‘brilliant’.

Adults more likely than children to express concern about emotional robots —
mainly about robots ‘taking over’.

One of the most common audience reactions was ‘weird but cute’ or ‘strangely
endearing’. Comments were made about Heart looking like a baby or burns victim.
Most people referred to it as male.

People were overheard to repeat to friends and family what they had been told
about Heart and emotional robots in general.

Adults wanted to know what use it may have. Children and adults wanted to know
its name. Both children and adults asked where they might buy one.

Some people had heard of Heart through the media coverage. This coverage had
conferred Heart with ‘celebrity’ status. Audiences expressed surprise, pleasure and
pride that Heart Robot has been developed in Bristol.

Interview findings

60% aged over 12 were ‘definitely’ or ‘probably’ not previously interested in
robots.

Over 70% indicated that they would continue to discuss robots after having seen
Heart.

Over 50% ‘definitely’ or ‘probably’ believe that robots can have emotions or
feelings.

Changed the feelings about robots of 80% of over 12s and 70% of those aged12
and under.

It's made me wonder what would happen if we all had one. Would this be good or
bad? (Over-12 audience member)

Media coverage

The project attracted an enormous amount of media coverage. This centred on
appearance at Science Museum’s Emotibots in late July 2008. It included 72 articles in
mainstream newspapers worldwide, 2,100 blog references and TV features and news in

the UK.
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4 Evaluation of the network

Several approaches were used to evaluating the network as a whole. Initially, the plan was
to include an element of whole network evaluation in each six-monthly reporting
deadline. However after the first year it was decided to include the views of network
members through the evaluations of the flagships, as response rates for questionnaires
and interviews were poor and network members were already being asked to submit
regular reports on their activities.

However, during the first two periods some formative evaluation with network members
was conducted to help shape the remainder of the project. And at the end of the project,
the wider impacts on network members were evaluated through an electronic survey and
focus groups with research groups at four labs that had been involved in the network in
different ways.

4.1 Formative evaluation

Feedback from network members was gathered at the network meeting during Period 1 in
April 2007. The technique used post-it notes to gather thoughts on aspects of the
network that worked well, and aspects that could be improved.

Aspects that worked well

e Activities: Network members listed characteristics of activities (such as ‘practical’
or ‘demonstrations’), or gave examples of specific activities (e.g. Cardiff Children’s
Festival, Science Museum display) that had worked well.

e Project management and communication: Participants described various aspects
of project management, especially communication, as positives.

e Maedia: Several participants listed media coverage or training as a successful
element of the network.

e Working as a group: Three participants commented on different aspects of the
network that promote working as a group or collaboratively rather than as
individuals.

Aspects that could be improved

o Network members: The largest number of comments was made about the nature
of the network and who could get involved. They included looking to recruit new
members, seek greater commitment from existing members and to spread the
workload more evenly across the network.

e Communication: Some points related to communication and capturing activities
were raised. RSS feeds and an FAQ section on the website was suggested and it
was reiterated that everyone needs to contribute to monitoring.

e Recognition of commitment: Unsurprisingly, concerns about the costs of time
spent on public engagement activities were expressed. Gaining external funding to
help pay for time was suggested. So was a time and money machine!

e Publicity: Some suggestions were made about publicity and media coverage. They
included not timing press releases to clash with network meetings and gaining TV
coverage for ‘smaller’ activities.
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e Events and activities: Comments and suggestions were also made broadly linked
to events and activities. Points included providing a list of network member
activities so people can easily gather a set of activities for an event and making
stronger links with real robotics research projects.

Questionnaire feedback

Network members were asked to complete a short questionnaire at the meeting. The
guestionnaire had two purposes: firstly to gather feedback on the meeting and secondly
to gather feedback on the network itself. The meeting was rated highly; details of this
feedback are not reproduced here (but are available from the Period 1 report at
www.walkingwithrobots.org)

The questionnaire included items that asked about motivations and barriers to getting
involved in the network. The most common responses were in order to communicate
research to a wider audience, or to share experiences and network with others involved in
similar activities. The questionnaire was not necessary to find out what the barriers were
perceived to be: time and funding.

When asked whether the network had added value to their public engagement work,
several respondents were unsure, or said ‘not yet’. One felt that support in developing
ideas and applying for funding had been helpful and one valued making new contacts and
sharing practice. In terms of offering more support, there were several suggestions.
Some related to networking or sharing information about activities that were going on.
One requested support in reporting on activities to help build an evidence base and one
felt that providing equipment or props would be the most useful form of support.

The questionnaire also asked about the impact of the network on individuals and their
organisations. Individuals reported impacts in terms of opportunities for collaborations,
contacts and projects. An impact on the lead institution was reported here: the network
has encouraged more public engagement in the institution.

SWOT analysis

The intention was to gather feedback from network members through a telephone survey
at the end of Year 1 (end of Period 2). Unfortunately this proved very difficult and it was
only possible to interview three people from the selected sample of eleven. So in addition
a discussion session at the network meeting (which in this period combined with the
RoboFesta-UK meeting) was used to undertake a SWOT analysis of the WWR network.
The SWOT analysis identified Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats for the
network. This exercise had the added benefit of including the perspectives of RoboFesta-
UK members that were outside the WWR network, as well as network members.

Strengths Weaknesses

e The network is already up and e Meeting expectations regarding the word
running ‘robot’: what robots do vs. what public are

e Bridges the gap between the able to experience
general public, families, e Can be oversimplified: too much focus on fun
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http://www.walkingwithrobots.org/

universities and schools

Positive perceptions from those
outside the network: cohesive
impression as a group; exciting
material; ‘presents itself well’

Extensive reach

Improves the communication
skills of researchers

Collective knowledge,
experience, expertise of network
members

Enthusiasm
Academic links

Strong brand: leaflets, website,
banners etc

Wide range of activities

Really useful to have central
organisational point

Good representation across UK
Strong foundation to build on

& completion rather than design & process.
Could be more ambitious!

Seen to cater more for secondary schools than
other audiences

Time constraints & short timescales
Newsletter: can we all be signed up to it?
Need more funding: is there any help on that?
Who does what: be clear on website

Video streaming would be better than just
photographs

Hotspots of activities rather than wide
delivery; needs to be bigger national
geographical element

Activity based rather than school based
More follow up to events
Is it possible to quantify the impact?

Only about 1/3 of WWR network members
were at Robofesta

Geographical spread of members creates
difficulties in attending meetings etc

Opportunities

Threats

New school curriculum in KS2 & KS3
especially in D&T and science. Teacher
training & resource opportunities

New engineering specialised diplomas

ExoMars: potential further links especially
cross-curricular & press

Web 2.0 & social networking

Applications in the real world

Build more network links e.g. other EPSRC-
funded projects

Social research opportunities e.g. gender
preferences

2012 Olympics

International dimension could be extended
~£600K government funding earmarked

for public engagement related to ExoMars.
Also potential funding through STFC

Wide relevance to other aspects of
people’s lives

Conflicting priorities & resources for
time & money

Limited funding

Too high commitments required from
members?

Long timescale can seem
overwhelming

Members becoming demoralised
(Lack of) reward & recognition
Audience fatigue

Changing priorities of Government:
no definite commitment

Need to react fast to changes e.g.
new robotic toys can be more
advanced than demo equipment

Need to involve younger people in
the network

Not enough awareness in schools

New Pixar film on robots coming out next

year

e Promotion of robotics: is it always the
most appropriate people having their
say e.g. in the press?
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The impression from the SWOT analysis and from the telephone interviews conducted
with network members was that the first year of the programme had seen it establish a
strong brand and profile in the robotics community. The network members interviewed
didn’t have any clear expectations for the first year, and had found the roadmap produced
near the start of the project very useful. The time may be a right to review and relaunch
the roadmap, having established the type and level of activity it is realistic to expect from
network members.

An interesting outcome from the discussions at RoboFesta and in the interviews was
exactly how new network members could be involved. At the time this process was fairly
informal, however with the limited funding (e.g. for travel to meetings) only available to
initial network members one threat not fully articulated in the above analysis was that of a
‘two-tier’ network membership. Another factor that may have contributed to this
perception was the members-only area of the website (which was soon opened up).
Considering ways to recruit and recognise new network members was seen as important
in expanding the network over the following 12 months.

4.2 Electronic survey

This section summarises the findings from a brief electronic survey of network members.
These findings complement the findings from a series of four reflective lab visits where
activities and outcomes were discussed and explored in depth with research groups that
were involved in the network.

In the interests of gathering as many responses as possible, the survey was kept to eight
questions. Fifteen network members responded to the electronic survey in January 2010.

Network involvement

The first question in the survey asked them about their levels of involvement in the
network. Results are presented in the chart below:
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How involved would you say you have been in the
Walking with Robots network?

Not involved |0%

A little involved 53%

Quite involved 40%

Very involved 7%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%  100%

Unsurprisingly, all respondents had at least ‘a little” involvement in the network. They

were asked to describe their involvement, and it was clear some had been very involved:

I've been personally involved in most of WwR's activities.

Event co-organisation and attendance

While for others, involvement had been limited to a single interaction (three specifically
mention Manchester Science Festival here). Of course there were also several levels of
involvement in-between:

Ran a stall at Manchester Science festival
Demonstration of robots at a few events

Gave presentations and workshops

Intended impacts

Several questions dealt with impacts of the network. Several potential impacts were
identified prior to distributing the survey and respondents were asked to what extent th
had experienced them, and to elaborate in an open-form question.

ey
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During the last three years, has your involvement in the
network had any impact/s on...

a) Adding value to your public
engagement activities?

b) The people or organisations you
have collaborated with on public 5 8 2
engagement? Yes - a great deal

- Yes - a little

c¢) Your public engagement knowledge No - not really

or skills?

d) Your attitudes towards public
engagement?

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

It is clear from the chart that respondents identified with several of the impacts, especially
with relation to PE knowledge/skills and adding value to activities.

Respondents were also asked ‘please tell us why you think this’. Several reasons were
identified. Firstly, several respondents qualified their ‘no’ responses:

I have always felt public engagement is a positive activity.

I only say it hasn't affected our attitude to public engagement much because we
were already very keen on public engagement, and WWR reinforced rather than
changed our attitude.

[Organisation] is already heavily involved with the public

I already do this

Others described learning new skills, with two specifically picking up on ‘getting started’
with public engagement or outreach:

has enabled us to get started with outreach activities

Walking with Robots was very good at introducing outreach; it guided me through
the process.

I've greatly benefitted from the training workshop held in Bristol two years ago,
and from the experience I've gained in WwR's many public engagement events.

For others, the opportunity to develop new contacts was valuable.

new contacts, new techniques to interface/dialogue learned
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Formed good relationships with local schools who want me back. Irealised how
much | enjoy it.

Finally, several respondents commented (directly or indirectly) on the additional
opportunities for engagement stimulated by the project:

a bit of extra "pressure" to be involved

It was great to get the opportunity to go to Manchester this past year - in terms of
the number of people we interacted with, it was second only to the Royal Society
Summer Science Exhibition.

Because Walking with Robots has been for me the most successful and lively public
engagement exercise in the field of robotics for a very long time

Other impacts

Respondents were asked to list any other impacts. A range of responses were given. Some
reiterated skills or confidence they had gained:

Taught me a few things about public engagement! Made me want to do more
public engagement events.

I am now confident enough to organise my own events.

And some described working with others or meeting like minded people:
Meeting like minded people
got more younger staff involved in outreach activities

Since involvement from a early 2009 meeting, some extra opportunities to meet
with other interested robotics parties.

Quite a few mentioned raising the profile of their field or institution

Having TV companies attend visiting some new projects the University has been
involved in.

Getting famous roboticists into our university. Promoting the name of our
university

allowed presence a science festival

And one comment showed a specific impact in the case of one partner institution:

The Open University stopped supporting the work of the Robotics Outreach Group
two years ago, but my involvement in WwR has helped me to keep that work going
until now.

Lasting impacts

The survey asked whether any of the impacts would last beyond the lifetime of the project
and if so, which. Only one respondent claimed to be ‘not sure’, and one felt the question
was not applicable. All other respondents were confident that some of the impacts would
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continue. Two themes stood out, firstly those who described further public engagement
activities they plan to be involved in:

we have now purchased our own robtic platform partly to continue this work
Yes. | am now planning an event for NSEW 2010.

We hope to continue to visit the Manchester Science Festival.

And secondly those who described skills and contacts they had developed:

learning on what level to commmunicate with the public, and different methods to
approach different age levels. Will use the work done here to tunnel my methods of
showing my work to the public.

new netwok of contacts and new skills

Some contacts made will | hope develop beyond the lifetime.

There were also a few other responses that didn’t fit into the two categories:

Hopefully so, since the hip and cool approach to robotics really did change public
perception in a lasting way

That depends on whether | can make an adequate living from my robotics outreach
work.

Yes, promoting the name of our university

Strengths

The survey explored perceived strengths and weaknesses of the network. Three strong
themes emerged as strengths. These were:

The people involved in the network:

The community, being able to meet new people with similar ideas, and being able
to contact them if you need more information on topics - i.e. Lego Mindstorms
projects.

Have met and made contact with some very interesting people

Good, active, energetic people.

Diversity and professional sci communication practitioners

"Bringing together the roboticists. Fun and dynamic people running the network."

Alan Winfield's leadership. Claire Rock's management and personality.

Opportunities and activities:
Getting us involved in events, providing opportunities
Many events.

Having adequate EPSRC funding for its activities.
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The ability to do things on a larger scale than any of the individual participants
could have done alone. For example: the collection of robot-related stalls in
Manchester became a big draw in themselves - much more so than one or two
robot-related stalls in a larger exhibition would have been."

Positive representation of the field in the media and elsewhere:
Engaging the media - public knowledge of science is in need of much improvement!
Helped a well needed area to get publicity

An excellent, appealing and young representation of the robotic field

Weaknesses

Some weaknesses were identified, although two respondents said there were none. Of the
others, some felt the project was too short:

short funding period, longer would have allowed greater impact and further
iterative improvement of content and delivery

That it was only three years long...

Others said the funding available was too low or that no plans were in place for
continuation.

Lack of funding to support us. All our efforts have been done by volunteers in their
own time.

No clear strategy or plans for continuation beyond October 2009.

Some felt that there were too few opportunities to meet up, or that there was a lack of
participation from some:

Sometimes uncertain about what was expected

Only meeting for official events. Maybe organise talks - where members could
present their engagement projects, so we can informally discuss methods, or
generally meet up.

Lack of participation from many institutions

Another weakness was identified indirectly from the survey — it prompted some feedback
from one of the public engagement professionals that was involved in the network. While
he enjoyed some aspects of his involvement, he felt that his time and expertise on the
project had been greatly under-utilised and that this was a missed opportunity:

| was asked to be involved specifically to work on the science communication side
and help the experts be more comfortable and imaginative in dealing with the
media. | was told part of proposal was for me to run media training workshops
but these never materialised which is doubly disappointing as | think WWR could
have had more resonant and lasting impact if we had made even more of some of
the events and interview opportunities that were created.
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It was felt that the lack of take-up could have been influenced by the seniority of some
network members, or that time pressures with other network activities meant it fell down
the list of priorities.

The role of UWE

One of the survey questions elicited opinions about whether UWE had been effective
network coordinators. Responses here were very positive and included:

Yes, relevant emails and support from them in organising events and allowing us to
get to the public.

Definitely yes. Present and responsive
Yes, effective.
Most definitely YES. It has been a privilege and a pleasure to be involved in WwR.

Having not had much collaboration with WWR apart from Manchester, it's difficult
to say. But they co-ordinated the portions we were involved in very well.

Yes. Good communications by email and telephone (if needed)

There was one exception to this, who commented:

I can't say, I'm not entirely sure what their job was.

Other comments

Respondents’ other comments were:

If I was in the position of showing a working prototype of my project, | would have
attended more events.

| found it fun, worthwhile and productive

As with any show - a floor layout plan helps and lighting conditions etc need to be
known earlier so display can match conditions better.

It should continue
I really hope Walking with Robots really can survive after today
None, the little involvement | had was very positive.

I'd very much like to be involved in any follow-on or new robotics
outreach/engagement activities led by UWE.

Appears to provide a valuable service for outreach to the public re science &
technology in UK.

The events | was aware of seemed very professional & impressive. I'm not sure |
ever managed to get on the right mailing lists!

I enjoyed the show!
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4.3 Lab visits

The aim of the lab visits was to take an ethnographic approach to understanding the
potential impacts of involvement in the network on four participating labs. Each lab was
visited by the evaluator with the aim of creating a group timeline of public engagement
activities and exploring how the group’s ideas and activities had evolved over the three
years. Later, the extent to which WWR had influenced any changes was discussed.

These visits were very interesting and for two of the four groups significant evolution of

their public engagement work had taken place over the three years. Some evolution was
observed in one of the other groups, while there was little change recorded in the group
that had been least involved.

Lab case studies

Four case studies were included in this element of the work.

Two engineers at Imperial College London were interviewed; unfortunately the leader of

the research group was unable to attend at late notice. The research group only formed in

2006 so they weren’t initial members of the network. As their involvement in the network

had been limited, the discussion focused on more general aspects of public engagement

and research and other networks. Both interviewees perceived that there was a core of

groups that participated in WWR and they felt that they were outside thiscore.” Ou r group
was never on +witkeout being/contactetl on@ofithelrespentients felt he

would never pursue PE, while the other was developing a PE portfolio irrespective of

WWR. The parliamentary seminar was the key activity that was identified as a benefit of

the network: something that would not have happened otherwise.

At the University of Wales, Aberystwyth, four researchers participated in discussions. This
was one of the longer sessions as the group had many activities to place on their timeline.
The Bugbot build was seen as having a strong link to WWR although they became bored of
it after a while. The bandstand event was seen as a success with a great deal of media
coverage. Interestingly, they said they would do it very differently now, by being clearer
with media and less accommodating. A big turning point in the team’s approach to PE was
a skills fair in early 2008. The team spoke about it vividly and it was clearly a bad
experience. The push was recruitment, which is not usually the team’s goal. They took lots
of robots and a large team and spent much time preparing. When they arrived the space
was much smaller than expected and the students and teachers disinterested — their stand
did not fit in and they felt it was a waste of their time and effort. Since then they have
become more selective about what they get involved in, and the change in focus over the
timeline can be summarised as:

0 Events more linked to people that are interested

0 More interested in working with younger children, before they get bored

0 Closer links to real research robots

0 If working with older groups, focus on science students
The team now have a clear vision of what they want to do and are more confident to say
no if an opportunity does not meet their objectives.
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At the University of Hertfordshire, four researchers took part in discussions. The group
identified the impact of WWR as having helped them get involved in some larger events
that they would not have done otherwise, such as the Parliamentary Seminar (and follow-
up visits from MPs), the Festival of Robotics and the rollout of the Visions Conferences.
Working in Robot-Human Interaction, the team naturally include public engagement as an
element of their work. They felt that the impetus and capacity to continue large-scale or
nationally-reaching events without the network’s support would be limited, but reported
that since their involvement in the network they have developed a more reflective
approach to their own public engagement activities.

The final lab visit was to the Bristol Robotics Lab / Science Communication Unit at UWE.
Four robotics researchers and three science communication professionals took part in the
discussion. The timeline created was very detailed and revealed a shift in the types of
activities that had been delivered for some participants, with a more strategic focus
towards the end of the three years. The shift was different for the different academics: for
some, their motivations for engaging with the public were to inspire future researchers,
whereas for others the motivations were political. Either way, the Walking with Robots
network was seen as sufficiently flexible to offer support for developing interests and skills
in PE, whatever the motivation.

The next sections summarise the themes from the discussions.

Aims and motivations for PE

All of the roboticists interviewed during the visits were interested in promoting or sharing
the excitement of the field generally rather than their individual work. The inclusion of
real robots and real research in public engagement was seen as a strength of the network,
although for some the difficulty was that their research robots were not easily showcased
in a public forum, and for one group a robot that was showcased at a WWR event then
failed to work the following day as part of a funding bid. So while audiences saw realness
as a strength of the project, it presented serious challenges to researchers.

For academics working on human-robot interaction, understanding public attitudes to
robotics and its ethical implications is a strong driver for PE. Time and funding (especially
for people’s time) are barriers to PE for all. The time taken to get a robot to work in a PE
scenario is far over and above what it would take to have enough data for a paper, which
requires demonstration only rather than reality and reliability.

Impacts on activities

All of the research groups were already active in public engagement and even without
WWR, they would have delivered a number of activities over the network period. The
activities on the timelines fell broadly into two categories:

e Baseline activities that groups would have delivered independently of WWR. These
activities were generally local to the research group in question and involved just
the one research group;

¢ Network activities that were significantly changed/enhanced by the network, or
that wouldn’t have happened without the network. These activities were often
national in their reach, or took place in regions outside the research group’s area,
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or with audiences the research group would not usually reach with their baseline
PE. The also typically involved academics from more than one research group.

All of the groups identified a number of baseline activities and at least one network
activity. The impacts of WWR on research groups are therefore twofold. Firstly the
network improved the quality, focus and impact of baseline activities: Aberystwyth felt
that involvement in WWR (long with the bad experience of the skills fair) had helped them
identify their own criteria for what PE they wanted to focus on (smaller groups, interested
audience, real robots) and gave them the confidence to say ‘no’ to others. BRL saw an
evolution of the types of projects they were involved in from a didactic to a two-way
approach (One Man and his Bot and Heart Robot) which was put down to the network,
and, for one academic, was also reflected in his more discursive approach to
undergraduate teaching. UWE also saw an approach that was more focused (on profile,
partnerships, dissemination) in Year 3. The exception here was the least-engaged group,
who felt there was little impact on the PE work already underway from the group.

Secondly, the network activities reached audiences that would not have otherwise had the
opportunity to engage with robotics. Indeed, some of the network activities (such as the
Parliamentary seminar) could not have happened without the combined participation of
the network. The seminar was a true example of the whole being greater than the sum of
its parts. Interestingly, the timing of the lab visits revealed some longer-term outcomes
from network events: researchers reported that young people attending Aberystwyth
National Science Week remember the bandstand flagship event and know about
Microtransat, and UH received a follow-up invitation to a parliament event on autism as a
direct result of the Parliamentary seminar.

In addition, many of the network activities were innovative and contributed learning
about public engagement to the Science Communication Unit.

Learning and skills

Groups talked about learning through the experience of delivering events they wouldn’t
have otherwise, through reflection, through working with PE experts at UWE and through
training. During discussions several talked about what they would do differently as a result
of their network involvement, e.g. managing media, preparation for events etc.

Another interesting point related to confidence. At Aberystwyth academics described
‘having the confidence to be flexible [within an activityland t o say no 1 f an ac
tie in with your vision for PE’

Others felt that WWR had helped them develop a more sophisticated understanding of

public engagement audiences: | tgbod to be aware of the differences among researchers
andthepublic—need t o deal with a more complex pictu
publ i c’

Attitudes

When probed about any changes in attitude towards public engagement, participants felt
there had been little change as their interest and commitment in PE had driven their
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involvement in the network in the first place. However some described being less risk-
averse when it came to public engagement as a result of the support offered through the
network.

Another change in attitude discussed at the Bristol session related to students. For them,
public engagement was seen as a way to give more and gain more from the university
experience, providing an opportunity to develop valuable skills. In turn, it was felt that this
allowed staff to see students in a new light.

Collaborators

No groups had collaborated with other research groups on PE projects, although there
were many instances of collaborating with other organisations such as venues or festivals
or the Science Media Centre. One group described the network as a ‘star’ rather than a
‘web’, with all the collaborations working through UWE rather than with each other.
However they also noted that there was no real organisation that drew roboticists
together — other than TAROS — as people are computer scientists, electronic engineers etc
rather than ‘roboticists’

Other impacts

One academicsaidt he bi g t hi ng dosgufft+Hasehélpedimbkeiseasyna d e me
fun, worthwhile and getting over that initial threshold of pain. He went on to describe

some recent talks and how he did them completely differently to how he would have a

couple of years ago, saying instead of doing a talk | did interaction with a load of props.

For two of the groups, each member described the different types of activities they had

been involved in throughout the network and highlighted which they enjoyed the most —

all were different so the network gave them a chance to try out different types of PE. As

one commented: Once you get the nuts and bolts you can then go into your own interest,

whet her that’'s political or inspi.ring young ¢

At BRL there was discussion of how public opinion was filtering through to researchers and
policy makers, especially re: robot ethics. One group member summed this up as 1.
Inform; 2. Dialogue; 3. Feed back (to community, policymakers etc).

Network operation

All of the non-BRL groups got involved because they were invited and it was very clear

that they had responded to rather than created many of the opportunities for network

events. The nature of the network was seen as a strength by the included groups and a

weakness by the excluded group where one said he might look for something more

professional, compared with the IEE where he gets information, magazines, conferences.

However otherssaid:A | ot of research networks are a mai
has done more — events, training, stuff people do. Gives you a feeling of validity in what

y 0 U’ inggso dkarly these resources are valued differently by different individuals.

One senior academic commented that some work, e.g. parliamentary seminar, really
required a network approach. UWE described these types of events as the network
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punching above its weight especially when looking at the calibre of speakers they had
attracted for the next seminar.

None of the groups had involved the PE experts that were network members (outside
UWE).

Role of UWE in coordination

There was very positive feedback on the role of UWE as the network coordinators. It was
felt that UWE were well equipped for the role and had the right attitude: very friendly but
professional, never pushy or patronising. One group said | twhyswe agreed to robotics
visions, because UWE was involved

However in the discussions where UWE were present, a more balanced picture emerged:

UWE was the coordinator and the engine for funding-it wasn’ t t he vision
the expectation was that it would spread. This role was seen as having come about

because of UWE's experience in PPE, but also because the public engagement specialists

at UWE had the capacity to lead projects. Additional funding levered in doubled the total

value of the network. The group appreciated that this could have looked different had a

large application from another network member been funded.

They saw the strong lead from UWE as both a strength and a weakness. Experience and
energy (and —as one commented — luck) was a strength, but the weakness was it’s been
down to us.

Future of the network

Network members were disappointed that the funded period was ending. It was clear that

the larger network activities would not be sustained; as one researcher commented [we]

would still respond to opportunities butcouldn’ t af f or d t he .Howewee t 0 be
the impacts on groups’ baseline activities will remain. Another legacy is in the form of the

training tools and materials developed, which will inform further work from UWE. And

although the network is very unlikely to be funded again, the lessons might be usefully

applied to PE networks in other research fields.

5 Conclusions

At a conservative estimate, members of the Walking with Robots network engaged around
60,000 people in robotics-related activities between 2006 and 2009. These conclusions are
themed by the three headings set out in the evaluation questions: participation, delivery
and impacts.

5.1 Participation

With a network like WWR the notion of membership is a grey area; without conferences
and newsletters some were unsure if they were network members or not, even though
they hadbeen’ g i v e n . This vagaethatian of membership left some feeling
uninvited. However the flexibility of the network meant that for those who did engage,
the network could offer them tailored support. For this reason, it is difficult to estimate
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the number of roboticists in the network, although it has certainly grown to include more
members of the original institutions and to include new institutions throughout the
funded period.

The parliamentary seminar was instrumental in bringing commercial organisations with an
interest in robotics on board, and the flagship Festival of Robotics near the end of the
funding period also brought a wave of new network members keen to participate.

So while participation from roboticists grew, the participation of some of the public
engagement specialists that were involved in the network was less strong. Partners with
expertise in science centres and media were included in the original proposal with the
expectation that their roles would be developed as the network evolved. This did not
happen and the opportunity was missed.

5.2 Delivery

Creation of the roadmap near the start of the project was pivotal in capturing and
communicating the network’s plans. To a large extent, the roadmap was followed closely
over the three years, although towards the end of the funded period there appeared to be
less close linkage to the themes. However the Festival of Robotics was an effective and
high-profile end to the network that offered the opportunity for many partners to become
involved, and understandably the coordinators did not want to ask too much from
network members in the run-up to this event.

The flagship activities were on the whole very successful and the evaluations revealed
positive impacts on knowledge and attitudes for those involved. The Robotics Visions
flagship has now received funding for a rollout phase.

The network was a star — with UWE at the centre collaborating with each research group,
rather than a web where collaborations happened between research groups and between
research groups and UWE. In a sense, the network’s strength was in making events
happen, rather than making collaborations happen (between roboticists). This promoted
learning through doing that has in turn influenced groups’ baseline PE activities, but
means (perhaps unsurprisingly) that larger events aren’t sustainable. The role of UWE and
the network coordinator were highly praised — without this coordination it appears
unlikely that the groups would have made the activities happen of their own accord.

5.3 Impact

For the labs visited in the final evaluation exercise, involvement in the network had
impacts for the large network events that would not have happened without WWR, but in
many cases there was also an impact on the baseline PE activities that groups will
continue to deliver. While the network activities will cease after the funding ends, the
changes to baseline activities have become embedded in some groups’ and individuals’
ways of working. These impacts include greater confidence in PE, greater focus of PE on
individuals’/groups’ goals, greater skill in PE and therefore better quality activities. For
those that engaged, the network has provided a real opportunity for researchers to learn
about PE and reflect on their own preferences, strengths and weaknesses within PE. For
some this reflective approach is the legacy of the network for their PE work. The PPE
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training course delivered at roughly the mid-point of the network helped realise this
impact, as well as providing extra capacity to meet the growing demand for activities. On
reflection, it appears clear that as the lasting impact from the programme, perhaps more
support could have been given for these personal development aspects. It might have
been an area where more considered engagement of the non-UWE PE experts could have
added value.

One reflection from UWE was that it is interesting to see how far the field has come, as a
collection of individual groups, since the Robot Thought programme in 2005/6 where
there were few research robots available for use in shows. There are now a large number
of researchers and research groups regularly engaging public audiences with their
research.

It would be interesting to compare the outcomes from this network to the outcomes from
other networks. One comparator could be the Beacons for Public Engagement, where the
networks are identified geographically rather than by discipline. This might mean that
collaborations are more sustainable (geography was given as a reason why robotics labs
might not collaborate with each other: for most their baseline PE activities are local and
travel/accommodation costs are a barrier). However it is difficult to see how some
benefits from the network such as the recognition for the field from the Parliamentary
seminar could be delivered with an alternative approach.
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Appendix

List of all activities reported

Dialogue activities

CP)Z” ﬁ;::}v;ty Deliverers Audiences reached iDme;Zrclfstlon / short-term Other feedback
All of the 12+ year-old respondents
Science Museum -~ said they would continue to discuss
Robot 844 children, ~627 robotics after the show.
Thought Karen Bultitude (lead) adults; total ~ 1471 73% of under 12s and 76% of
1 Scienie plus ~665 attended 12 and overs enjoyed the The team felt that the show would
Museum University of Wales, an additional robots | show. have benefited from closer
Aberystwyth related activity (mask collaboration between the science
making) centre staff and roboticists. It can
also be helpful to involve the wider
WWR network if appropriate.
Thinktank - Robotic
Thought shows ~ Including a section of the show
Robot Karen Bultitude (Lead) 3300 family audience | 84% of under 12s and 79% of presented by a roboticist didn’t
1 Thought Bristol Robotics Lab members plus ~820 12 and overs enjoyed the work well due to lack of rehearsal
Think Tank attended additional show. time. However ‘meet the scientist’
robots related complemented the show well.
activities
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The largest contributor to activities
in this area was the Robot Thought
project. The project involves

collaborations between roboticists

Robot Techniquest ~4000 .
. : and science centres to create a
Thought Karen Bultitude (Lead) family members ) . .
. . . show that stimulates discussion
Techni- Open University attended shows .
about robotics. Later venues have
guest alone . o
also included wraparound activities
to add value to the show and
provide further interaction between
scientists and publics.
Substantial change in participants
opinions of robotics. At the initial
session (2 weeks earlier) opinion
was fearful and concerned, after
this event opinions were positive
Science Amy Saunders, Dialogue | ? adults —selected and supportive of Govt. support for
Horizons by Design (lead), Alan demographic cross robot research. Medical
@ Bristol Winfield section applications of robotics were most

enthusiastically received

What worked well was sharing
ethical concerns and giving a
balanced but positive picture.
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A combination of bad weather and
Christmas shopping meant a

Meet the ~15 adults and disappointingly low audience.
Scientist Alan Winfield families However, it did mean that there
Think Tank was a greater level of dialogue than
would be possible with larger
numbers.
>1000 visitors saw Following the leg at NMSI where the
Robot the show and a roboticists contributed to the show,
Thought Karen Bultitude (lead) similar number 81% of under 12s and 79% of here the meet the scientist
Techni- University of Wales, participated in meet | 12 and overs enjoyed the workshop was a greater success as
guest @ Aberystwyth the scientist activities | show. it allowed the presenters and
NEWI and robot roboticists to ‘play to their
workshops. strengths’
260 school and family The largest evaluation sample was
.. from the school shows, where 64%
visitors saw the show
. . rated the shows and challenges as
Robot and participated in ‘good’. These results may appear
Karen Bultitude (Lead) workshops run by the B - . v app
Thought Open Universit OU roboticists durin less positive than previous legs, but
WS5, Belfast P y g the evaluation was conducted

the launch weekend.
Further shows have
been delivered since.

during the first performance and
the audience was schools rather
than families.

41




Robot

2 weeks of shows for

Thought Karen Bultitude (Lead) family audiences.

Centre for University of Edinburgh Awaiting final visitor

Life numbers.
Claire Rocks and Lesley
Patterson (RAEng), Young people identified the issues
Heather Hawthone (LEP) that they feel most strongly about
Frank Burnet, Karen in society. They then focused on
Bultitude, Laura Grant, their ‘visions for the future’ of

. Kevin Warwick (Reading) robotics and artificial intelligence.
Walking - . .
with Robots Alan Winfield (University
.. of the West of England), The feedback from the young

Vision . 20 young people "
Tariqg Sattar (London . people was very positive, they

Conference . . aged 16-19 recruited .
South Bank University), valued being part of the event.

@ Royal . X through the London

Academy of Matt Studley (University Engineering Project

. y of the West of England, : & £E0) The size of the task of pulling
Engineering,
London Kheng Lee Koay together the outcomes from all of

(University of
Hertfordshire), Abigail
Sixto (London South
Bank University), Birgitta
Zics (Univ. Plymouth),
Martin Postler (Industry)

the discussions into a report was
underestimated, and it was not
clear where the responsibilities of
the project managers, evaluator and
facilitators were with this.
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Robot

Emily Dawson, UWE

Facilitation worked well. Balancing

scenes at . ) . . . .
) Helen Featherstone, Discussions based on movie the input of experts so a discussion
Brighton . 24 adults . . K . )
. Claire Rocks and Laura clips involving robots. doesn’t become an ‘expert Q&A’ is
Science Strieth (all UWE) important
Festival '
Techno
Bodies -
© |<?s . Alan Winfield, UWE Demonstrated Ecobot as part
Hybrid Life .
Dana Centre of this event.
workshop,
Dana Centre
Ca.fe o Alan Winfield 60 adults
Scientifique
Streetwise Noel Sharkey, Ashley Dana centre event
robots Green
The Great
Engineering
Debate: .
. Noel Sharkey Event at Houses of Parliament
Solutions
for the
planet
Audience response:
. Good
. Sam Wane, Senior . , .
Cafe Sci @ . Organisers’ experience:
. Lecturer, Staffordshire
Painsley . . Talk and demo of Roomba, Good
. Uni, Anne Maingay, 50+ year 10 students . . N -
High School, . followed by discussion. Organisation and logistics:
Cheadle Assistant Headteacher, Very £00d
Ann Grand, Café Sci U ) .
Overall impression:
Good
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Intro was probably a bit long at 15-
20mins. First time I've done a Cafe. |
really enjoyed it and found the
relaxed atmosphere good. Speaker
packs were useful.

Audience response:

Very good
Organisers’ experience:
Could you I . . - Very good
Alan WinfieldMatt Science café @ Arnolfini, . .
ever love a . 80 adults . Organisation and logistics:
Studley, David McGoran Bristol
robot? Good
Overall impression:
Very good
This event was evaluated externally.
Heart Robot and David Audience response:
Good
. McGoran made an appearance ., .
Science aloneside Professor Alan Organisers’ experience:
Café: Could | Claire Rocks, David . g Good
Winfield and Dr Matthew o -
You Ever McGoran - UWE Matt . . Organisation and logistics:
Approx 50 - adult Studley from Bristol Robotics
Love a studley - UWE Alan audience Lab. The event followed a very good
Robot? @ Winfield - UWE Claire scie.nce cafe format with Overall impression:
Arnolfini, Rocks - UWE ) ) Good
. informal presentations .
Bristol ) Getting small focus groups from the
followed by questions and .
public was a strength, although the
debate. e .
venue was very 'just passing'.
Cafe Sci-
Manchester | Staffordshire University, Sam Wane, WWR Various Chatted to the pul?llc and
Robot Sam Wane demonstrated various robots.
Festival @
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Manchester

Trafford
Centre
Robotic
6 Visions at UWE, Alan Winfield About 25 young Robotics visions conference
. people
At-Bristol

Art collaborations

Activity Deliverers Audiences reached Pescrlptlon/short term Lessons
name impacts
Y8 students drew their 'visions
of the future' as influenced by | Structured elements of the session
science and engineering then | worked well but would have
Mosaic formed their designs into a benefited from more practical
1 Magic Karen Bultitude (UWE), ? Year 8 students mosaic artpiece. Robotics hands on robotics and a stronger
Design Day featured highly in the final focus on practical examples of what
design, with students clearly robots do now, what they will do in
inspired by the possibilities the future...
robotics offers for the future.
Workshops
Peri | Activity Deliverers Audiences reached Short-term impacts Lessons
od name
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Robot Karen Bultitude (UWE), 25 NAGTY (Gifted 77% said the event improved Felt they tried to do too much
Discovery Claire Rocks (UWE) and Talented) how they feel about science. during the session — need to focus
Masterclass students There were a wide range of on a few key messages. Building
London robot-related learning points activity, robots in the news and
reported. initial brainstorming elements
worked well.
Robot Claire Rocks (UWE) + 1 130 secondary school | Over 75% liked the event. A minority of participants didn’t feel
workshops | demonstrator student participants | Over half said it had made they learned anything new —
at in 3x1hr sessions them more interested in suggest a more focused
Cambridge science. presentation at the beginning.
Science
Festival
BIG event British Interactive Group | ~30 people from A carousel of activities forming | No need for plenary at the end
Magna (lead) science centres and part of the WWR programme | talking to people informally and
Claire Rocks (UWE); other science of events was presented, answering questions throughout
Ashley Green (OU) communicators which was well-received. worked well.
Participants especially enjoyed
the hands-on activities and
asked lots of questions.
Engineering | Katy McDonald (At- 120 KS3 students The practical worked well. The team rated the activity as
the future Bristol) (lead) Having a competition also ‘good’ in terms of audience
gave some focus. response, their experience of the
activity, organisation and logistics,
and overall impression.
At-Bristol Claire Rocks (UWE); Alan Should have made more of the

Winfield (UWE); Ashley
Green (OU)

'space expert'; felt the message was
a little lost in the fun.
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Robot Mark Harmsworth (lead) | 25Yr7,8 and 9 Full evaluation report to
Garden Claire Rocks, Emily students follow
Rhosnesni Dawson (UWE)
High School,
Wrexham
Robots at Cass Beddoe (the BA) 60 secondary school | Students had 20 minutes to Audience response:
the National | Claire Rocks, UWE Kate | students build a robot bug which wasn’t | very good
Botanical Sim (Welwyn Garden long enough, timings of other | Organisers’ experience:
Gardens of | City) activities had overrun. The very good
Wales interactive nature of the Organisation and logistics:

activity worked well. Better good

instructions would have Overall impression:

helped. very good
Robofesta Ashley Green, OU; Alan 46 members of the Annual meeting/conference The variety of projects covered was
annual Winfield, UWE; Emily public engagement a success factor. It was hoped that
meeting @ Dawson, UWE; Colin with robotics more core WWR members would
the Open Sauze, UW Aberystwyth | community attend - perhaps the format and
University, | Jo Walker, UW outcomes of the day need to be
Milton Aberystwyth Jon revisited in order to facilitate this
Keynes Rosewell, OU Kate Sim,

Monks Walk School
Mark Harmsworth,
Rhosnessi High School
Sam Wane, UW
Aberystwyth Karen
Bultitude, UWE Claire
Rocks, UWE Laura Grant,
evaluator
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2 x schools
robotics
workshops

James Humble

150 school students

PPE
workshop
for
researchers
in Robotics,
Animatronic
s and Al
held at At
Bristol

Claire Rocks and Alan
Winfield, UWE,
Catherine Aldridge, Gia
Milavonic, Jonathan
Sanderson, Helen
Featherstone, Savita
Custead, Louise Webb
(All working as
freelancers) Rachel
Mason (TQ@NEWI),
Steve Mesure (Creative
Science Consultancy),
Sarah Jenkins

37 Mix but mostly
early career
researchers, public
event on final day
reached ~400 people
(family audience)

The participants

conceptualized a robotic

activity, produced it and

presented/interacted with the
audience in the Science Centre

Audience response:

very good

Organisers’ experience:
good
Organisation and logistics:
good

Overall impression:

good

Social aspect and the chance to try
out activities in the centre worked
well. Some participants would have
liked the first day to be more
interactive and to have been able to
participate in more than one activity
‘stream’.

Participant
in BA/
EPSRC
Partnership
s for Public
Engagement
workshop,
Bristol

Alan Winfield

Biorobotics
workshop

Matthew Whitaker,
Edinburgh University

30 aged 13-65

A talk on the subject of

Biorobotics, followed by a
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hands-on robot-building
session using the upgraded
Bug-Bot kits, and closing with
some discussion on the topic.

Robot University of Edinburgh 12-16 year-olds The workshop uses a
creatures Matthew Whitaker, presentation and ‘Robot
workshop Michael Mangan and Nobot’ to introduce robot
Finlay Stewart concepts and Braitenburg
fundamentals and then makes
use of the bug-bots kits to
allow the students some
hands on experience. then
showing robots performing
the same behaviour.
Real Robots | Claire Reddington (The 80 Adults Ratings:
Watershed) Claire Rocks Audience response:
(UWE) Alan Winfield very good
(UWE) Matt Studley Organisers’ experience:
(UWE) David McGoran very good
(UWE) Noel Sharkey Organisation and logistics:
(Sheffield) Piers Bizony Very good
Overall impression:
very good
BIG event Claire Rocks (UWE) Mark | 30 science A Short set of presentations on Working with Experts followed by a
session Neal (Aberystwyth) communicators Q&A session

Olympia Brown (the RI)
Kenny Webster
(Thinktank

Feedback from the session chair: ‘Good audience turnout, especially
considering the competing sessions on at that time. The speakers
involved were all excellent however without exception they
exceeded their time allocation (10 minutes each), in some cases quite
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significantly, meaning that in the end there were less than 10
minutes left for questions / discussion. There was a lot of interest
within the audience for further involvement — possibly a topic worth
returning to again in future, but with more of a focus on audience
discussion? Might also work better with fewer speakers?? Also
needs to be clear who is the recorder and who is the facilitator.

Stafford Malcolm and John 120
robot (Stafford SETPOINT) Sam
garden Wane, (Stafford), Claire
rocks
Robotics Ashley Green 31 Year 4/5 pupils
workshops
School Morna Findlay University | various The bug bots and the connect
outreach of Edinburgh 4 robot are regularly used as
visits part of outreach activities by
the school liaison officer
Biorobots Barbara Webb 20 IET student 2 hour workshop
workshop members
Aberdour Barbara Webb 100 under 10s Drop in robot session with
Robot Connect 4, e-pucks, AIBOs
session
Robotics Georgina Humble 11 primary schools,
workshops 400 students 10
secondary schools,
520 students
Robot University of Edinburgh 12 x 13-16 year-olds | As part of our annual visit to Aberdour to represent the University of
Building Matthew Whitaker, Edinburgh, we held a robot-building workshop based upon the Robot
workshop Michael Mangan and Creatures workshop described above. This workshop was free to

Finlay Stewart

attend, but was for children in the age range 13-16 only and required
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registration.

Space Week | Paul Meacham, ExoMars 150 primary students, 100
at INTECH, Rover Team, Astrium Ltd public and teachers
Winchester
Sensors and | Barbara Webb, 6 elderly people; 3 Pilot workshop for the proposed 'Sensors and Sensorbility' activity.
Sensorbility | University of Edinburgh described themselves | We obtained a lot of very useful feedback and learned a lot from the
Karen Bultitude, SCU @ as disabled experience. An immensely satisfying audience to work with.
UWE Morna Finlay, UWE
Robot Malcolm Eyre-SETPOINT | School 40+ Students made robot flowers | Audience response:
Garden manager Claire Rocks, and self-charging jitterbugs. good
Tony Homer, IET NW Problems with jitterbug circuit | Organisers’ experience:
Midlands committee but it was resolved. good
members Organisation and logistics:
average
Overall impression:
good
Skirting SCU - UWE Tina Roberts | We saw ~20 students | Organised by Soroptimist Ratings:
Science Karen Bultitude Claire ontheday-Yr9all International Weston-super- Audience response:
Rocks girls Mare Weston College Wyvern | good

Community School North
Somerset Independent State
School Partnership We
provided a workshop and talk
on swarm robots
http://www.weston.ac.uk/nod
e/1497

Organisers Report at
http://www.spanglefish.com/
nsissp/index.asp?pageid=1408
37

Organisers’ experience:
good

Organisation and logistics:

good
Overall impression:
good
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Robot

Staffordshire University

15 STEM leaders, 3

STEM club was excellent. I'd

Audience response:

Workshop, | Sam Wane, Senior science club not used the NXT or language | Very good
Painsley Lecturer, Staffordshire members before, but | introduced what | | Organisers’ experience:
High School, | Uni Anne Maingay, understood of the robot. The | Very good
Cheadle Assistant Headteacher students were happy to Organisation and logistics:
discover it for themselves and | Poor
got line following and music Overall impression:
playing Very good
Roberta Ashley A. Green, Roberta | 15 D&T PGCE The 1-day workshop was Audience response:
Teacher Regional Centre Manager | students designed to provide PGCE Very good
Training Paul Spencer, Senior students with the training to Organisers’ experience:
Workshop Lecturer in D&T, LIMU enable them to implement the | Very good
@ Liverpool Roberta curriculum in their Organisation and logistics:
John future schools. Neither
Moores Overall impression:
University Very good
Come and University of Austen Rainer, Ben 20 families with Autistic The event took place on Sunday
Play with Hertfordshire Robins, Lynn Bhania, | Spectrum Disorder children 15th March from 1pm —4pm,
our Robots Kerstin Dautenhahn and professionals that work in | specifically targeting children with
and Ester Ferrari the field Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD)
and their families. Professionals
with an interest in ASD and Special
Education Needs (SEN) were also
invited. A variety of activities were
organised involving robots or
software
Kre8 Mars Ashley A. Green, 14 families Two 2-hour Kre8 Mars Rover Audience response:
Rover RoboFesta-UK and WwR, workshops for families. They | Very good
workshops | Ed Truman, Marketing were well received. Organisers’ experience:
National Executive, National Very good
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Space Space Centre Organisation and logistics:
Centre, Good
Leicester Overall impression:
Good
RoboFesta Science Learning Centre | 16 secondary school | 1-hour teacher training Audience response:
workshop at | West Midlands, Keele teachers (mixture of | workshop which introduced Very good
STEM Uni, Ashley A. Green, and | STEM subjects) the participants to the LEGO Organisers’ experience:
Conference | WwR MINDSTORMS NXT robotics Good
system. The workshop was Organisation and logistics:
well received but very rushed - | Very good
we could have done with Overall impression:
double the time! Very good
The hands-on activities and the
frequent interaction between the
participants and Ashley worked
well.
Kre8 Mars Ashley A. Green, Primary School 40 2-hour workshops in which the | Audience response:
Rover RoboFesta-UK Sheila pupils plus parents participants constructed Very good
Workshops | Plant, Lostock Gralam CE | and teachers (about | motorised Kre8 models of the | Organisers’ experience:
Primary School 70 people in total) US Mars Exploration Rovers. A | Very good
very successful (and tiring!) Organisation and logistics:
event which was well received | Very good
by the participants. Overall impression:
Very good
The involvement of parents to assist
their children worked well, but
smaller group sizes would be less
stressful and exhausting!
ASSECES Ashley Green, RoboFesta | Two groups of about | Space-themed hands-on Audience response:
Celebration | Research Fellow Barry 20 school pupils robotics activities, including Average
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Event, RAF
Museum
Cosford

Lewis, West Midlands
Regional Coordinator,
STEMNET

each, accompanied
by RAF apprentices.

teleoperated Rovio and

Spykee robots, and a LEGO

Mars rover.

Organisers’ experience:

Average

Organisation and logistics:

Good

Overall impression:

Average

The time allocated for the hands-on
robotics activities was not sufficient
for the sizes of the groups. The
pupils particularly enjoyed
teleoperating the Rovio and Spykee
robots around the Cold War
Exhibition area. Charging the Rovio
and Spykee robots in the short
interval between the two groups
was a problem.

IET-STEM
Robot day

Malcolm Eyre-STEM
manager, Sam Wane,
IET Local committee

50 schoolkids (12-14)

Using Lego NXT to run a mock
FLL competition. We had the
boards and layout and tried to
encourage teachers to get

involved with the FLL

Audience response:

Very good

Organisers’ experience:

Very good

Organisation and logistics:

Very good

Overall impression:

Very good

Having the actual board layouts for
the FLL competition was a success
factor, but knowledge of the helpers
(IET committee members) would
have improved the workshop.

Summer

Staffordshire University,

15 school children

Robot taster day using NXT

Audience response:
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Taster
Session

Sam Wane, Staffordshire
STEM

(12-14 years)

robots

Good

Organisers’ experience:

Good

Organisation and logistics:
Good

Overall impression:

Good

Students got to experience
university. Using C on the NXT
robots (NXC) was a challenge.

Training event e.g. for teachers

Activity Deliverers Audiences reached Short-term impacts Lessons
Period | name
Tony led this one-day
workshop consisting of 20
Ethics of Al 25 Academics mmyte pr.esenta1:-|ons and lots .
. ) of discussion, which was The workshop format with lots of
1 workshop, Tony Hirst (lead) attending the BCS . . . .
. extremely lively and thought discussion time worked well.
Cambridge SGAI conference , I
provoking. Participants
regarded the workshop as
worthwhile and enjoyable.
Teachers from around the Audience response:
Daniel Tysman, Head | world using robots to teach Very good
ORT . . . . . . ., .
. Staffordshire University | of Education Dept, schoolchildren about science Organisers’ experience:
6 Robotics .
. Sam Wane ORT World Gave presentation on what Very good
Seminar . . -
Conference robots are capable of teaching | Organisation and logistics:
students. Very good response. | Very good
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Overall impression:

Very good
Shows
Activity Deliverers Audiences reached Description / short-term Lessons
Period | hame impacts
Lecture Sam Wane Staffordshire | ~55 IET members, Activity rated as ‘very good’ in | Needed more help to look after the
chairman's University students, public terms of audience response showcase activities to ensure robots
address Advertised in local and deliverer’s experience of weren’t lost/damaged.
(Robots and papers and had range | the activity; rated as ‘good’ in
the future) of audience from 7 terms of organisation and
and IET AGM year olds to adult. logistics, and overall
2 impression

Animatronics

Sam Wane Staffordshire

40 10 year-olds

Excellent reaction by the

Demonstrations and students asking

showcase University Helen Wilson- students. Coverage in Express | questions during the presentation
Culturegen Staffordshire and Star daily paper. worked well. Could have been
county council improved with more equipment,

2 time and staff to run a workshop
Robot Gavin Crook, IET 15 IET members, Generated a considerable Sharing presentations and
navigation Birmingham Sam Wane | mixed ages amount of discussion after 2 demonstrations at the end worked
and T, Wilcox (Birmingham hours’ presentations well. Shorter time for presentations
micromouse | Uni) P Harrison discussion continued for a or breaking them up would have
IET (Cannock Chase College) further hour. improved the event.

2 Birmingham
Techniquest | Staffordshire University, | Techniguest 100+ Techniquest visitors 3 x workshops throughout two days.
Show/ Sam Wane Wrexham, Sam Wane | throughout two days | did mostly demonstrations and a
Dialogue/ little talking as the age ranged from

6 Workshop 6-60. Very positive feedback and
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have been invited back! Audience
stayed to investigate the robots,
very interactive and informal

Exhibitions
Activity Deliverers Audiences reached Description / short-term Lessons

Period | name impacts
SLC training | Claire Willis, SLC Claire ~20 teachers and 10 | Activity rated as ‘good’ in The sheet describing how people could get
day Rocks other exhibitors terms of audience response, involved with the network was a success as werst
marketplace deliverer’s experience of the details that teachers could take away. Physical
Science activity, organisation and robots pulled the crowds in. Cards with contact
Learning logistics, and overall details and two laptops to show the RoboCup
Centre, impression DVDs could have improved the activity.

2 Durham
Science and Kerstin Dautenhahn, UH | 1000+ University Attendees visited themed Everything went well and with a great response
Technology Mick Walters, Kheng Lee | students, school areas of computing, robotics, and positive feedback from the visitors. The
Research Koay, Dag Syrdal, Joe children, business engineering, astrophysics, Showcase gained coverage from national, local
Institute Saunders, Hatice Kose- leaders, general atmospherics, mathematics, and international media (British Satellite News,
(STRI) Bagci, Qiming Shen, public agriculture and environment, | Anglia TV, etc)
Showcase @ | Scott Watson, Steve Ho, and 'research in motion'.
University of | Antoine Hiolle, John These included activities such
Hertfordshire | Murray, Lola Canamero as meeting Kaspar a humanoid

robot child as well as

3 interacting with other robots.
Robot Dr Mike Pitts, Chemistry | 70+ mixed ages Demonstrated various mobile | Ratings:
showcase Innovation Ltd Ali Yunis, robots and how they work and | Audience response:

Student, Staffordshire are programmed. Lasted 2 Very good
4 University hours with a half hour break. Organisers’ experience:
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Many questions throughout

and audience were captivated.

Very good

Organisation and logistics:

Excellent feedback from good
organiser and had some kind Overall impression:
emails from parents Very good
Royal Society | Dr. John Bridges, 1,000 School Audience response:
Summer Leicester UniversityLiz students in the Very good
Science Seward, Astrium Ralph | daytime 200 VIPs at Organisers’ experience:
Exhibition Cordey, Astrium Nicola | evening Soirees good
Soper, Ben Boyes, Organisation and logistics:
Bridget Team, Astrium average
Dave Barnes, Overall impression:
Aberystwyth Lawrence Very good
Tyler, Aberystwyth
Mark Sims, Leicester
Backy Barnes, National
Space Centre Andrew
Coates, MSSL James
Carpenter, ESA
ACRISAT 2 Ashley Green 80 children and Careers showcase event at
adults Thinktank in Birmingham
Rat Brains Kevin Warwick An exhibition on show in the
Antenna gallery at the science
museum in London
National Paul Meacham, ExoMars | Holiday Families and | As a major sponsor of the Audience response:
Space Centre | Rover Team, Astrium Summer School Mars Yard at the National good
Outreach groups Space Centre, Astrium is Organisers’ experience:

supporting the centre by
providing its Bridget Mars

good

Organisation and logistics:

58



Rover for Static display and good
demonstrations in the Mars Overall impression:
Yard good
International | Alistair Scott, Adviser, 2,500 Delegates to The annual International Audience response:
Aeronautics | PR & Comms, Astrium the IAF Congress Aeronautics Federation good

Congress Ltd. Ben Boyes, ExoMars | representing industry | Congress moves around the Organisers’ experience:
2008, Rover Team, Astrium and academia. world. It is one of the best good
Glasgow Ltd. Nicky Soper, attended events on the space | Organisation and logistics:
ExoMars Rover Team, calendar and this year proved | average
Astrium Ltd to be the best with over 1600 | Overall impression:
papers and 2.500 delegates. good
Several papers were given on
Mars Rovers and Bridget,
Astrium's Mars Rover
Engineering Demonstrator was
on display, and performed, on
the Astrium stand. A large
plasma screen showed live
images from a navigation
camera on Bridget.
Robotopia @ | University of Family audience, 25 Exhibition (UH) and Talk http://www.ukrobotgroup.com/joomla/index.pl
National Hertfordshire + UWE for talk, ? for (UWE)
Space Mick Walters + Alan exhibition
Centre, Winfield
Leicester
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Competitions

Activity Deliverers Audiences reached Description / short-term impacts | Lessons
Period | Name
First Lego John Trickett, SETPOINT, | ~180 primary school | Claire was asked to judge.
League SW Claire Rocks, UWE students
1 | tournament
University of
Bath
1
Androids Science Museum, ~12 teams from Activity rated as ‘good’ in terms | The students were highly engaged in their
Advance London Kevin Warwick, | schools throughout of audience response, deliverer’s | robots The delivery team had strong
Jim Wyatt, University of | the south east experience of the activity, and technical and creative skills however there
Reading Rob Skitmore competed on the overall impression. Rated as was no one person looking after the
(NMSI) Jon Tickle actual day. Teams ‘average’ for organisation and logistical arrangements. The individual
(compere) ranged in size from logistics Lots of media coverage | competitions took too long. Inclusion of a
one studentto 5 or 6, | gained: a least 2 TV crews were variety of prizes (e.g. Best Dressed and
all accompanied by a | in attendance, plus a variety of Pimp My Bot) encouraged creativity and
teacher. Visitors to newspapers. also the involvement of females Extra
the museum were administrative support would have been
also able to watch beneficial (e.g. employ a project
the competition on coordinator specifically covering the
2 the day. administrational tasks). .
RoboCup Ashley Green, OU No further
2 | 2007 information available
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First Lego John Trickett, Wessex 240 primary and Ratings:
League SETPOINT Director secondary school Audience response:
tournament, | Claire Rocks, David students Very good
Bristol McGoran Organisers’ experience:
Good
Organisation and logistics:
Good
Overall impression:
3 Very good
Ashley A Green Stephen The event went very well, on the whole. All
Norbury, RCJ UK participants had a very positive and
RoboCup National RoboSoccer, RoboRescue and supportive attitude. In hindsight, we could
Junior UK RepresentativeGerry RoboDance UK Finals to select have done with more volunteers to share
Finals @ Heather, Bedfordshire & | Approximately 150 | teams to represent the UK at the workload, as it was a very hectic and
Cranfield Luton EBP Kate Sim, pupils and their RoboCup 2009 in Graz, Austria in | tiring event. We should have made more
5 | University Schoolteacher teachers July. effort to obtain some media coverage.
Audience response:
Good
Robot competition with three Organisers’ experience:
Staffordshire University, university entrants. The event Very good
UK Skills Sam Wane, Stephen publicised UK Skills and robotics. | Organisation and logistics:
Mobile Prior, Senior Lecturer, www.ukskills.org.uk Good
Robotics Middlesex University, S. | Undergraduate www.worldskillsuk.org Overall impression:
6 | Competition | Dogramadzi, SL, UWE students (10) www.worldskillslondon2011.com | Good

TV / Radio / Podcast

Period

Activity name

Deliverers

Audiences reached

Description / short-term impacts

Lessons
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The Gadget Show

loannis leropoulos, Alan
Winfield

Nationwide
broadcast

The event was filming for the special
episode of the "Gadget Show" series
on robotics. EcoBot-Il was featured
at the very beginning of the episode,
which was broadcast on the 20th of

November 2006 at 19:15 on Channel
five.

This came about as a result
of the launch event at the
IET.

Guardian Unlimited
science podcast

Alan Winfield, Noel
Sharkey

Guardian podcast
listeners

http://blogs.guardian.co.uk/podcasts

/2007/04/science_weekly
for_april_30.html

Ethics of Robots

Sam Wane, University of
Staffordshire

? BBC Radio Stoke
Listeners

Interview on BBC radio Stoke for 15
Minutes regarding the ethics of
robotics and robots in the media

A longer time to talk about
the WWR network would
have been nice!

Engineering everywhere

Ken Gadd, 4-science
Claire Rocks, Noel
Sharkey, Sam Wane

? Teachers that
downloaded the KS3
resource

Activity rated as ‘good’ in terms of
audience response, deliverer’s
experience of the activity,
organisation and logistics, and
overall impression

Bright Sparks

Kerstin Dautenhahn &
team from Uni.
Hertfordshire

? TV viewers in
Northern Ireland

KASPAR was featured on the Bight
Sparks TV show.

The Big Questions,
national science week
2008

Alan Winfield, The BA

Times readers,
website users

Web article and Times colour
supplement about the ‘Big
Questions’ in science, including
several about robotics.

Parliament robotics
podcasts

Alan Winfield, Noel
Sharkey

Discovery doc: Future
superhumans /future

Kevin Warwick
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intelligence
3 minute wonder:
robots and multisensory
4 | input Kevin Warwick BBC viewers
Guardian Technology
4 | weekly podcast Noel Sharkey
A series of 10 programmes for
National Geographic Channel with
4 | What would happen if? | Noel Sharkey Heinz Wolf and Jim Al-Khalili
5 | Modern Marvels Kevin Warwick History Channel TV programme: Super Human
TV programme "Weird Connections"
Science channel Dec 2008 - The
5 | Weird Connections Kevin Warwick Science Channel Roachmobile
Half hour documentary broadcast in
6 | Spanish Documentary UWE - Alan Winfield Spain and Latin America
Festivals
Activity Deliverers Audiences reached Description / short-term Lessons
Period | name impacts
1 Edinburgh Claire Rocks & Karen 3854 family audience | 97% liked the activity. An Sometimes very busy - suggest scheduling
international | Bultitude (UWE), members amazing 83% said it had made | sessions not drop in; Mix of activities for
science Edinburgh University them more interested in different age groups; Robot components
festival science. Participants also could be more robust; Method of
learned about how robots rewarding people who have made a robot
work. (either selling the kit or a
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sticker/certificate); More definite 'meet the
expert' - perhaps a banner or a different
location

WWR at Claire Rocks, Alan ~800 family Interactive activities worked well with
Brighton Winfield audiences young children and opportunity to ask
Science guestions of the scientists worked well for
Festival older visitors.

One Man Matt Studley, Alan Festival visitors: 97% of those surveyed Concept was popular and support from
and his Bot Winfield, Karen 5,200 people enjoyed the activity and 29% Imagineering venues was very good.
Cheltenham | Bultitude, Claire Rocks, | engaged with the said it increased their interest | Technical aspects could be more robust.
Science various PhD students activity including in science.

Festival (UWE) ~1,400 direct There was a high level of

participants (people
who drove the robot
sheepdog and/or
spoke to the
researchers) plus
~3,800 spectators

interest in the activity at all
three festival venues.

One man and
his bot Bath
& West Show

Deliverers rated the activity as
‘very good’ in terms of
audience response and
deliverer’s experience of the
activity, and ‘good’ in terms of
organisation and logistics, and
overall impression

Need to find a way of overcoming the 'my
turn' element (e.g. including a regularly
scheduled mini-discussion with the
researchers).

One man and
his bot Royal
International
Air Tattoo

Tight timescale was also a challenge for the
team.
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RoboFesta-

Ashley Green

For Cheltenham

Hands-on robotics activities,

The hands-on activities were very popular

UK activities Science Festival: and display on the ESA and worked well (except for the RoboNova
Cheltenham ~1000 Festival ExoMars Rover mission. Ran robots which didn’t function properly). Get
Festival of visitors similar events at Milton the RoboNova robots functioning properly!
Science Keynes Science Festival, More space would have improved the

Darwin Festival, Shrewsbury, activity

Royal International Air Tattoo

and Town and Country

Festival, Warwickshire
Flagship Claire Rocks (UWE), ~450 members of the | 94% of questionnaire Overall the event worked really well. The
project: University of public respondents rated the activity | timing (last day of summer holidays) and
Explore Land, | Aberystwyth, Ashley as ‘good’. They described it as | venue (in a space ‘owned’ by the town)
Sea and Air Green (OU) fun, interesting and were successful in making the event
Aberystwyth informative. 98% said they had | accessible to Aberystwyth residents.
bandstand learned something about Suggestions to improve the event included

robotics; 47% said they had clearer explanation of what the event was

learned ‘a lot’. 42% said it had | about via posters and signage, and

made them more interested in | providing materials that visitors could take

science and engineering. Large | away with them.

amount of media coverage

generated.
WWR Claire Rocks (UWE), ~600 family audience | Hands-on robotics activities, Good mix of real robots and hands-on
Marquee at | Dave Barnes (UWA), robot junk modelling, activities. Junk modelling was a success
the Cardiff Ashley Green (OU) demonstration of half-scale despite not being able to use glue guns.
childrens ExoMars rover breadboard Deliverer rated activity as ‘good’ in terms of
festival chassis, and display on the ESA | audience response, deliverer’s experience

ExoMars Rover mission. The
event went very well, despite
heavy rain on the set-up day.

of the activity, organisation and logistics,
and overall impression. The timing 11-5 was
not too long a day - kept energy high. Must
remember that evaluation forms need
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translating too!

Imagineering | Ashley Green, The Open | Approximately 300 Remotely-controlled Meccano | Ratings:

Fair @ Ricoh | University Robotics children and adults and LEGO robots. Audience response: Good

Arena, Outreach Group Bob visited my stand on Programmable robot game. Organisers’ experience: Good

Coventry Shanks, Chairman, The the Saturday and 500 | Display on the ESA ExoMars Organisation and logistics: Good
Imagineering on the Sunday. Rover mission. Overall impression: Good
Foundation

Scientriffic Ashley Green, The Open | Approximately 400 Remotely-controlled Meccano | Ratings:

2008 @ University Robotics children and adults and LEGO robots, and a Audience response: Very good

NEWI, Outreach Group Emma | visited my stand programmable robot game. Organisers’ experience: Good

Wrexham Prevete, Events during the day Display on the ESA ExoMars Organisation and logistics: Very good

Coordinator, NEWI

Rover mission.

Overall impression: Very good

The hands-on activities worked well. Some
help on the stand would have been
welcome.

Heart Robot

Matt Studley (UWE)
Alex Lenz (BRL), Ben
Dowden, Bim Mason,
Ben Winston (UWE),
Claire Rocks, David
Grubb (UWE),
David McGoran (UWE),
Matt Denton, Mark
Newton, Peter Walters
(UWE), Rosanne
Wakely, Sarah Jenkins,
Simon Chambers, Todd
Jones, Tom Widd

Engaged 7358,
intimate 2812,
postcards 4105,
stickers 1000

Robot puppet designed to
stimulate discussion about
robots and emotions

66




Imagineering
at Ricoh

Claire Rocks James
Humble (Manchester),
Ashley Green, Chris Peel
(Bradford), Wuxiang Ge
(Manchester)

911 visitors

Ratings:

Audience response:
Very good

Organisers’ experience:
Very good

Organisation and logistics:

Very good
Overall impression:
Very good

BA festival of

Claire Rocks James

1690 + 200 hits on

science Humble, Georgina the blog on the
Humble, Simon and Mel | Sunday
Worgan, Ying Li, Alan
Winfield, Wenguo Liu,
Haroon Malik, Ashley
Green, David Buckley,
Wei Fang
(Southampton), Vivek
murali (Southampton)
David McGoran (UWE)
& David Grubb (UWE)
with Heart Robot (Not
included in numbers)
Wales in Cass Beddoe (The BA) Claire Rocks (UWE) 950
space at Colin Sauze (Aber)
national
botanical
gardens
wales
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National Ahgharad Thomas (loP) | 70 for minibugs Under 12s were most drawn Mars Rover worked well. Important to
Eisteddfodd | Cass Beddoe (the BA), activity, 20 for Mars | to the minibugs but they make sure the area for building the rovers is
Claire Rocks (UWE) Rover activity found it difficult to make them | contained as bits of Knex can fly around and
because of the complexity and | get under people's feet. Also the Mars
manual dexterity required. terrain needs to be wide enough as the
There are two solutions - directional capabilities of the rover are non-
either the making of the existent!
minibugs becomes easier
(through the use of connectors
rather than twisting wires) or
the appeal of the activity is
changed to appeal more to
older children.
Cheltenham | Claire Rocks, Ashley 3019 through venue
science Green (OU) David
festival Buckley Rhodri Armour

(Bath) Wei Fang
(Southampton) Sifat
Momen (Sheffield)
Vivek murali
(Southampton)
Nathaniel Poate
(Plymouth) Dip Ghosh
(Southampton) David
McGoran (UWE) &
David Grubb (UWE) with
Heart Robot (Not
included in numbers)
Matt Studley (UWE),
Peter Jaeckal (BRL) and
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James Edwards (Bristol)
with One Man and His
Bot

Royal Bath Claire Rocks Ashley 1008
and West Green, OU; David
Show Buckley; Chong Lui
(University of
Manchester), Marjahan
Begum (Manchester)
James Humble
(Plymouth) Rhodri
Armour (Bath) Amir
Kamali( Sheffield)
UK Ashley Green 200 MPs and
Innovation educators
day
show and tell | Alan Winfield 100 family members
@ Bristol
Festival of
Nature
University of | Greg Scott families The overall theme was "robots
Surrey for exploring Mars", and the
annual kids loved it. 2 remote
Science controlled cars (one wheeled,
Circus one tracked) and a legged

robot walked in a big sand
box. The kids could control the
cars and compare how well
they traversed in the sand to
the legged robot. We also had
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a wheeled robot that drove
around the arena floor on it's
own with sonar to avoid
obstacles (which helped
attract attention to the stall.

Robot Carers

Noel Sharkey

Talk at Cheltenham Science
festival

Brighton Claire Rocks, SCU, UWE | 386 stickers given Ratings
Science Liz Lister Chris Peel away, official Audience response:
Festival - Big | David Buckley Julianna | estimate from venue Good
Science Photopoulos Simon 488 Family Organisers’ experience:
Saturday @ Worgan Vivek Murali Audiences Good
Sallis Benney | Maya Herbolzheimer Organisation and logistics:
Theatre Good
Brighton Overall impression:

Good
Bright Sparks | Claire Rocks, Chris Peel 755 sticker given Ratings
at Brighton Claudia Velhas Vivek away - official Audience response:
Science Murali Sophie estimate for the Very good
Festival @ Drinkwater James event was 2047 Organisers’ experience:
Hove Park Humble Anna Phlippen | Family audiences Good
Upper Organisation and logistics:
School, Hove Good

Overall impression:

Very good

Particularly the researchers and the MSC
students got a lot out of working together.
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Bright Sparks
at Brighton
Science
Festival @
Hove Park
Upper
School, Hove

Claire Rocks

Chris Peel Claudia
Velhas Vivek Murali
Sophie Drinkwater
James Humble Anna
Phlippen

755 sticker given away -

official estimate for the event
was 2047 Family audiences

Ratings

Audience response:

Very good

Organisers’ experience:
Good

Organisation and logistics:
Good

Overall impression:

Very good

Particularly the researchers and the MSC
students got a lot out of working together.

Scientriffic, Ashley A. Green Approximately 200 children Ratings
Wrexham and parents, including scouts, | Audience response:
Science guides and home schooled Very good
Festival pupils Organisers’ experience:
Glyndwr Very good
University Organisation and logistics:
Wrexham Very good

Overall impression:

Very good
Tribeca Film | Kevin Warwick Feature film
Festival
Festival of Museum of Science and | About 450 children Two days of space-themed Audience response:
Robotics, Industry (MOSI), and adults over 2 hands-on robotics activities, Very good
Manchester | Manchester; Ashley days including teleoperated Rovio Organisers’ experience:
Science Green, RoboFesta and Spykee robots, and a Very good
Festival Research Fellow; Laura LEGO Mars rover. Having the Organisation and logistics:

Drane and Liz Ellis lunar rock field in a corner Very good
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(WwR) Jon Rosewell

(which deterred children from

Overall impression:

(Open University) walking across it) was a good Very good
idea. The light level in the
room was too low for the
video camera on the Rovio
robot.
Talks
Activity name Deliverers Audiences reached Description / short-term Lessons
Period impacts
1 Walking with Richard Ellam, 13 adults Format worked really well for | Make sure to get audience to fill in
Robots at Radstock | Local BA Alan this audience. Made good evaluation forms!
Winfield & Claire contact at BA.
Rocks, UWE
1 WWR Stafford Same Wane, ~40 young adults Made good contacts More preparation time and a better
University Robots University of understanding of what would work for the
fun day Stafford, Claire audience.
Rocks, UWE
1 Hewlett-Packard Alan Winfield ~150 mixed all ages "Walking with Robots: a new Tried to cover too much and should have

Science Lecture,

Bristol

kind of engagement between
humans and people". The
lecture appeared to have gone
well; there were many kind
comments afterwards from
audience members and HP
staff.

left more time for Q&A at the end.
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Keynote talk at RO-
MAN 2006 (IEEE
conference on

Kerstin
Dautenhahn was
conference chair,

~150 academics
attending RO-MAN

Gave a talk about WWR which
was, | believe, well received

human-robot Alan Winfield

interaction)

U3A Talk Alan Winfield ~130, generally over

(UWE) 60s

TAROS Claire Rocks ~40 conference Claire Rocks gave a short Claire rated activity as ‘good’ in terms of

Aberystwyth (UWE) delegates presentation about WWR and | audience response, deliverer’s experience

University (roboticists) how academics could get of the activity, organisation and logistics,
involved - this was received and overall impression. ‘What's in it for you’
very well by the academics section and Q&A session worked well
and has led to further contact
with 2 academics outside the
network prior to the
conference

Talk on political Kathleen ? public audience The talk examined political

issues that inspired | Richardson issues that inspired the

the first robots (Cambridge creation of the first robots and

University) the importance of robots as a

vehicle to think about what it
means to be human.

Schools talk son Kathleen ? schools audiences

human Richardson

relationships and (Cambridge

robots University)

Robots as Artificial | Kerstin Keynote address at a

beings? keynote
address @ The

Dautenhahn, UH
The Centre for

symposium entitled: 'Robots
and Rights: Will artificial
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Royal Society of
Medicine

Bioethics and
Public Policy

intelligence change the
meaning of human rights?"
Talk entitled: 'Robots as
artificial beings? A human-
robot interaction viewpoint'

Medical Robotics:
Touching a nerve
Glendinning
Lecture Theatre,
UWE Kevin
Warwick

Kevin Warwick
Arrange by the
Machine Vision
lab at UWE in
association with
the Institute of
Mechanical
Engineers Bath &
Bristol Region,

100 University staff

Professor Kevin Warwick gave
a talk entitled 'Medical
Robotics: Touching a Nerve'.

Speaker very engaging and presentation at
the right level

Aliens Panel, Alan Winfield,
Science Museum UWE Science
Museum
Evening talk at Alan Winfield 80 adults over 50
Warwick Women’s
Institute
Robotics talk for Alan Winfield 50 people of all ages

loP SW branch,
Bristol

Smallpiece Robotic
Engineering Course

Ashley Green

30 Year 9 students

Talk at the University of East
Anglia

Robots in Space

Ashley Green

50 general public

Talk at the University of East
Anglia

Talk for Tiverton
and Mid Devon

Alan Winfield

30 adults
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Astronomy society

Bath talk Alan Winfield 50 adults Talk for Open University
Reign of the Noel Sharkey 1940 adults The Science Museum's first
Robots adults only evening

Robots at your
Service

Noel Sharkey

Talk at the National Space
Centre, Leicester

The Reem B
Human Robot

Noel Sharkey

United Arab Emirates
Royal Family and
guests

Launched robot to Royal
Family and guests

Trends in Assisted | Alan Winfield, 100 adult business

Living talk UWE leaders in Taipei,
Taiwan

RI Science for Alan Winfield, 450 14-16 year-olds

Schools talk, UWE

Disneyland, Paris

Portsmouth and Alan Winfield, 60 family audience

District Physical UWE members

Society,
Portsmouth

Robots in Space
presentations,
Painsley Catholic
College, Cheadle

Ashley A. Green
Anne Maingay,
Assistant Head,
Painsley Catholic

Three groups, each of
about ten KS4 G&T
students and their
parents

40 minute presentations

"Robots in Space" presentations focused on
recent robotic exploration of Mars, Titan
and comets in the search for clues to the
origins of life. They included 3D images of

College Mars.
Talk at Society of UWE - Alan 15 ordained
Ordained Winfield scientists

Scientists, Bristol
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World ORT
Robotics in
Education Seminar,
London

Ashley Green,
RoboFesta
Research Fellow
Daniel Tysman,
ORT

18 ORT educators
from many parts of
the world

90-minute presentation on
Robotics in Schools

Evening talk for UWE - Alan Adult professional

the Bristol Medico | Winfield audience: 25

Historical Society,

Bristol,

Evening talk for UWE - Alan Adult general

Wells Scientific and | Winfield audience: 25

Engineering

Society

(SCIENGSOC),

Wells

Talk for U3A UWE - Alan Audience over 50s:

Weston super Winfield 50

Mare,

Invited lecture at UWE - Alan Schools audience:

Tomorrow's Winfield 150

Technology 2009

event, Royal

Institution, London

Talk at Red Maid's | UWE - Alan Teachers + teenage

School Bristol, Winfield pupils: 15

24-27 October, UWE - Alan 35 professionals; 50 3 events:

Festival of Robotics | Winfield adults; ~2000 o Robotics Networking
museum visitors Event

o Walking with Robots:
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what are the questions
o Swarm robotics at Robo-
mania (with Wenguo and
Paul).
6 International UWE - Alan Adult professional
Robot Workshop, | Winfield (industry) audience:
Osaka, Japan 150
6 Talks at UWE - Alan Teachers + under 10s
Elementary School, | Winfield + parents: 100
Osaka, Japan
6 Technical Festival, | UWE - Alan Adult professional
Honda, Swindon, Winfield audience: 40
6 Durdham Hall, UWE - Alan student audience: 30
Bristol University Winfield
6 Evening Christmas | UWE - Alan family audience: 100
Lecture, Winfield
Nottingham
Medico-Chirurgical
Society
Other
Activity name Deliverers Audiences reached Description / short-term Lessons
Period impacts
1 WWR launch All network members 86 invited guests All attendees rated the event Hard to follow up when back to normal job
at IET (adults) as ‘good’ or ‘very good’ in pressures. Need a good structure to get

terms of the overall
impression, its usefulness, the
discussions, the venue and the

things moving; very useful to have the
evening reception - suggest set up the Dana
centre as a venue and event next time; a
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organisation. Some
respondents rated aspects of
the presentations and catering
‘neither good nor bad’.

roadmap for the project and some events
to participate in; More time for
brainstorming and fleshing out ideas;

Rickmansworth

Kerstin Dautenhahn,

Secondary School

The students were fascinated

In future events of this type, try to tailor

School Visit Ben Robins, Kheng Lee Students: 1 group of | by the robots in general, and presentations more to the background and
Koay, Michael L. 25 GCSE students introducing the work using a interests of the audience that is being
Walters, Dag Sverre and one group of 15 | robot demo was a good presented to.
Syrdal (all University of | A-level students attention grabber. Dr. Koay’s
Hertfordshire) presentation about robot
programming was seen as very
relevant by the A-Level
computer science students.
Robofesta Tony Hirst & Ashley 50 adult invited WWR delivered 4 sessions: need to be sure not covering similar things
annual Green, OU; Alan guests speed dating; presentation on | in presentations on WWR and Robot
meeting, Winfield, Karen WWR; Presentation on Robot | Thought
London Bultitude, Claire Rocks, Thought; brainstorming of
UWE future activities. Speed dating
and brainstorming were
excellent sessions.
Please don't Alan Winfield ~80 adults The event was a great success. | Science Café format is brilliant. This was my

switch me off!
Bristol Café
Scientifique

| overran my intro talk a bit,
but the Q&A lasted a good
hour and a half, which was
tough but great fun. The
discussion got into
controversial areas such as
robot ethics, and robots in the
military.

first experience of science café. | would
advise others to go to one as an audience
member first, before leading one.
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Talking Robots

Emily Dawson, Clare
Wilkinson, Karen
Bultitude (UWE)

various, ranging from
universities to lecture
halls to science
centres & museums
At least 500 people
have been observed,
with ~25 interviews
conducted with
audience members,
and a further ~25
with roboticists
and/or event
organisers.

Run 9 separate research
sessions investigating public
attitudes towards robotics
AND the effectiveness of
public engagement activities.
Audiences have generally
been very interested in the
project. Deliverer rated
activity as ‘good’ in terms of
audience response, deliverer’s
experience of the activity,
organisation and logistics, and
overall impression.

Venues with areas where observation could
be undertaken inconspicuously work well.
Clarifying that the aim is NOT to evaluate or
judge the roboticists involved is important.

Tethered
Robots @ At-
Bristol

Adrian Albin-Clark,
Teaching Fellow, School
of Computer Science,
University of
Manchester T. R. Vishnu
Arun Kumar, PhD
Student, School of
Computer Science,
University of
Manchester

30 General public

The public, acting as single and
multiple tethered robots, were
given the task of locating
victims (stick-figures drawn on
a cardboard square, face
down) in an earthquake zone,
and returning to base, so we
could rescue them. Parents
with children tended to enter
into the spirit of the activity
with great enthusiasm.

The main constraint was space on the
science centre floor, which reduced the
effectiveness of the message. It was a
useful experience though. The activity could
be based more on Theseus and the
Minotaur, by using a maze of furniture, plus
more people as robots, and blindfolded, in
a larger, enclosed space. People could
follow walls or tables, to prevent accidents,
locating musical greeting cards by sound,
among many ordinary cards, by opening
them.

Parliamentary
seminar on
Intelligent
Robotics @
House of

POST, IOP, WWR (Claire,
Alan, Karen) Adrian
Barett (Acrobot) Alistair
Scott (Astrium)
Armando De La Rosa

120-130 (excluding
exhibitors)
Parliamentarians,
public engagement
specialists and media

The event was well-received
and there are plans for a range
of follow-up activities for
roboticists, public engagement
specialists and

The talks were a useful starting point for
discussions;
e The interactive nature of the exhibits
was a success factor;
e Attendees were impressed with the
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Commons,
London

Tames (Shadow Robot)
Ashley Green (OU) Colin
Sauze (Aber) Craig
Chorley (BRL) Craig
Fletcher (Elumotion) Dr
Ben Robins (Herts) Dr
Michael Walters (Herts)
Dr. Andrew Shaw
(Scisys) Dr. Dave Barnes
(Aber) Dr. Martin
Pearson (BRL)
Fernandino Rodriquez
(Imperial) Graeme
Brooks (Acrobot)
Haytham Elhawary
(Imperial) Kerstin
Dautenhahn (Herts)
Mark Neal (Aber) Mark
Woods (Scisys)
Matthew Studley (UWE)
Michael James Pollitt
(Shadow Robot)
Michael Lamperth
(Imperial) Nicholas
Singer (Shadow Robot)
Owen Holland (Essex)
Paul Bremner (BRL)
Paula Gomes (Acrobot)
Renzo De Nardi (Essex)
Rich Walker (Shadow

reps.
Of these, at least 11
MPs and 6 Peers

attended, including

the Science Minister.

parliamentarians.

wide range of applications exhibited;

e Attendees and exhibitors would have
liked more time and space for the
exhibition.
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Robot) Richard
Greenhill (Shadow
Robot) Roger Ward
(Scisys) Stephen
Crampton (Swarm
Systems) Yaroslav
Tenzer (Imperial)

Embedding
robotics in the
curriculum
meeting,
Milton Keynes

Ashley Green, OU
Claire Rocks, UWE
Matt Studley

Kate Sim

60 educators and
industry members

Ratings:

Audience response: Good
Organisers’ experience: Good
Organisation and logistics:
Good

Overall impression: Good

The large number of participants was a
success factor. More time for discussions
was requested.

Roboticists
Noel Sharkey
on Wall-E

Noel Sharkey

Article in the Guardian

Surrey Space
Centre Tours

Greg Scott

various

Regular tours of the Surrey Space Centre,
both during university Open Days and for
other requested events (e.g. for a man and
his grandson, just because he wants his
grandson to have an interest in
engineering).

Prince Phillip Barbara Webb Prince Philip visited the department at the
department University of Edinburgh

visit

Embedding Ashley Green, Claire 13 professionals Meeting to move the project Ratings:

Robotics in the | Rocks (UWE) John forward Audience response:

curriculum 2 Murchie; Des O'Neill; Very good

Phil Culverhouse; Vince

Organisers’ experience:
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Marriott; Steve Hinton;
Dave Catlin; Chris
Proctor; Simon Steiner;
Adrian Marshall; John
Trickett; M Mucunska;
Kate Sim

good
Organisation and logistics:
good

Overall impression:

good

First Minister
visit

Barbara Webb

Research robots featured in official opening
of building by Alex Salmond, first minister of
Scotland

loP Physics Ashley Green 51 Physics teachers

teachers

conference

Space Day at Ashley A. Green, Matt Four groups, each of | School STEM event: Space- Ratings

the RAF Smallwood, about fifteen Year 8 | themed hands-on mobile Audience response:

Museum Wednesfield High pupils and their robot activities, including a Very good

Cosford School teachers LEGO Mars Rover activity and | Organisers’ experience:
a new "Hunt the Anorthosite" | Very good
lunar geology rover activity Organisation and logistics:
utilising WowWee Rovio and Very good
Meccano Spykee teleoperated | Overall impression:
robots. Very good

Robot House
lab

University of
Hertfordshire Mick
Walters

Grand Opening of the
University of Hertfordshire
"Robot House". This is a house
that is dedicated to
conducting Human-Robot
Interaction Research, mainly
for their work for the EU
funded LIREC project
(www.lirec.org). The research

There were various media reportings
including a New Scientist article and video.
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to be conducted in the Robot
House will investigate how
Artificial Companions (robots
and virtual computer agents)
may be usefully integrated
into a domestic environment.
The aspects to be considered
are not purely technical, but
will focus on what social and
non-verbal behavioural
characteristics and capabilities
such agents may have to
exhibit in order to be
acceptable, useful and adapt
to living with the people in a
domestic environment.

Rovios
experiment in
two Shropshire
schools

RoboFesta-UK Ashley A.

Green, Kieron Sheehy,
Educational
Psychologist, FELS, The
OU Ashley Green

Inter-schools robotics
experiment. Rovios in both
(neighbouring) schools were
teleoperated by pupils in the
other school. The activity was
run as a robotic Christmas
treasure hunt.

Audience response:

Very good

Organisers’ experience:
Very good

Organisation and logistics:
Very good

Overall impression:

Very good

Short article "Pupils take part in robot
experiment" in the Shropshire Star on
Monday 14th December. There are some
images of the activity at:
http://robotgallery.open.ac.uk/Shropbots
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http://robotgallery.open.ac.uk/Shropbots

The children in both schools were very
enthusiastic and greatly enjoyed the
activity.
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