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STUDENT’S ATTITUDES TOWARDS SOCIAL ROBOT
(THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION AND THE REPUBLIC
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N.N. Zilberman, A.T. Amanzholova, E.V. Zhuravlev

National Research Tomsk State University, Tomsk, Russia

Under assumptions of analysts social robots will soon appear in retail and
become a mass product production affordable to the average consumer. At the
same time we still have not explored the willingness of society to the emergence
of robots in a new role in familiar everyday practices. The proposed pilot study
focuses on the identification of social and cultural representations (students from
the Russian Federation and the Republic of Kazakhstan) about the social robot.
The aim is to reveal the contents of students’ stereotypes about the scope, func-
tions and capabilities of the advent of social robots. Questionnaires were used as
the main method, which included 15 closed questions. In the survey 100 respon-
dents took part: 50 of them were citizens of Kazakhstan and 50 – citizens of Rus-
sia (25 female and 25 male). The average age of respondents was 22 years old.
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In general, stereotypical views of respondents about robots largely coincide.
The role of the robot is still fixed in the service sector, associated primarily with
household functions. In this case, the Kazakh respondents are not prepared to
delegate cooking functions to the robot. Russian respondents believe more than
Kazakh  that  it  is  necessary  to  use  a  robot  as  a  waiter.  Also  it  is  important  for
them to use smart home systems and robot bodyguard / security guard.

In the professional field respondents from Kazakhstan are ready to take the
robot as assistant, but representatives of both groups refuse to obey the robot
boss. The use of robot judge causes a negative reaction among respondents from
Kazakhstan; it is interesting to note that Russian respondents meet difficulties by
this question.

Kazakh respondents tend to believe that robots will appear in their house in
50 years, while the Russian respondents expect robots in 15 years on an average.
Robotic pets may be the first social robots in the home, while a third of respon-
dents in each group are categorically against their use. Both groups of respon-
dents carefully feel about possible use of robots in the work with children.

The results of studies of stereotypes are important for developers of social
robots as they allow to take into consideration the audience expectations in the
preparation of the robot.
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