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Abstract
The purpose of this dissertation is to explore whether negative attitudes towards robots affect higher job security as robots may replace workers in the workplace in the future. General attitudes towards robots were also examined by age and gender. Hypothetically, older people should have a more negative attitude towards robots, which was examined in this study. Fifty five (43 women and 9 men; (M=30.79, SD 11.30) students of UWTSD from psychology department took part in an online study where they completed the General Attitudes Towards Robots (GATORS) questionnaire by Kevalova et al., (2022) and the Job Security Index JSI Probts (2003). Three separate t-test were conducted to answer research questions about whether negative attitudes affect JSI and whether age and gender affect attitudes towards robots. The study did not show significant differences, but further research is needed with more data from participants due to various aspects that may influence the perception of robots, such as education, place of residence or interest in technology.
[bookmark: _Toc195038933]Chapter 1 Introduction
The development of robot technology in modern times has generated debates about their parts in a variety of fields, most notably in work communities. The original goal of robots to improve productivity and help with repetitive and hazardous human roles has led to their development in complex industrial applications, including healthcare manufacturing and customer service. Some people use robotics to optimise work systems, but some people develop robophobia, meaning that they feel negative emotions towards robots when they occupy positions traditionally occupied by humans. Investigating the development of robotic attitudes is critical to evaluating both public acceptance of the deployment of modern robotic technology and the future effects of robotic technology on social systems. Many people fear that robots may replace human workers, leading to job losses Nomura (2017).
[bookmark: _Hlk195044229]In the nearby future, people and robots will be interacting and cooperating with one another. However, it is not clear how humans and robots will welcome these new companions, or what types of personality traits, socioeconomic factors, or experiences influence these attitudes Kevalova et al., (2022). Optimists are convinced that emerging technologies can help accelerate breakthroughs in economic productivity and society. Critics, on the other hand, have negative feelings about this innovation. The main source of fear is that robots will be used to replace people in the workplace. Unemployment is therefore becoming a real threat to many sectors with technological innovation the subject of extensive scientific debate Fan et al., (2024).
Sometimes people can view robots through the prism of their depictions in pop culture. For example, in the article by Backonja et al., (2018) a participant in the study had a positive attitude towards robots and said that he liked the character Data from Star Trek: The Next Generation. However, films like Terminator and 2001: A Space Odyssey may cause negative attitudes explain why. Some express concern that robots may reach an excessive level of intelligence, which could lead to dangerous situations what?. Warnings formulated by Stephen Hawking are also cited in this context. The article also stresses that people who have had previous contact with robots have a positive attitude towards them. Negative opinions often relate to the fact that it brings fears of job losses and reduced human interaction Backonja et al., (2018).
Woods (2022) also points out that the fear of robots is deeply rooted in culture and history, citing the story of Frankenstein and how campaigns oppose autonomous combat systems. The threat to humans could be that robots, over time, gain the ability to make decisions and decide against humans, so they are a threat to us. Woods (2022) also stresses that the process of adapting society to the new technology may take time and education Woods (2022).
  Negative views of robots often appear in films, books and articles, which has been the subject of research such as that conducted by Frey and Osborn in (2017). The dominance of negative information about robots over positive information can affect people's attitudes, leading to work-related stress and limiting their ability to see robots as innovative and helpful technologies (Yam, 2022). 
The important question to ask is how attitudes towards robots are formed. The shaping of robot-related perspectives relies on personal contact with robots in association with cultural traditions and media exposure. Positive perceptions of robots develop in individuals who frequently experience robots during daily activities or at work or in education Broadbent, Stafford and MacDonald, (2009). People without first-hand personal experience show a strong robot phobia due to the negative representations of robots they are confronted with in a fictitious media (Naneva et al., 2020). Studies show that the older population, along with women, show more scepticism towards robotics than the younger male population demographic, according to Szabó et al. (2021).
Personal experiences in building attitudes toward robots are also important. People develop their robotic attitudes through knowing robots directly or encountering them regularly. People who interact with robots in their daily work environments including factory employee’s healthcare professionals and retail staff view robots as functional tools beyond their fear components  Chien et al., (2019).
   Backonja et al. (2018) carried out a study involving 499 participants which demonstrated that people engaged regularly with robots showed reduced anxiety towards robots and lowered resistance to their presence. People without experience interacting with robots showed higher worry regarding the rising number of robots found in employment areas and common public areas.
       Fear and negative attitudes towards robots in the workplace can lead to job insecurity Job insecurity functions as the leading predictor that drives people to develop unfavourable perspectives regarding robots. Studies prove that employment vulnerability because of automation increases employee resistance to integrating robotics at work (De Witte 1999). Workers in manufacturing sectors with automation potential together with transportation sectors and administration sectors have demonstrated increased job dissatisfaction and stress because of their belief robots will take their positions according to a study by Sverke et al. (2002).
	Workplace automation does not generate negative perspectives among all members of staff. The use of robotics leads Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics (STEM) professionals to believe they improve workplace efficiency but repetitive job workers view these technologies as an impending job elimination (Naneva et al., 2020). According to Kinnunen & Mauno (2020), individuals who received training development programs view robots positively because these programs help them improve their job opportunities following technological advancements.
It is important to remember that media can be secured against robots. Robots are received by the primary access based on cultural function. Western public opinion of detecting security, provided that robotics will absorb the user and breadth, but Eastern nations, in Japan and South Korea, robot accessories as ally solutions, according to Bartneck et al. (2007). Integration of modules into your daily functioning to help with operations over older devices and service aids, as well as support for publicly accessible functions. The widespread acceptance of robotics as an adversary, not an adversary, leads people to check and engage in robotic technologies Kevalova et al., (2022).
Age and attitudes toward robots can play an important role with their adoption in workplaces and society. An example would be study conducted by Backonja et al., (2018) in which the aim was to examine the influence of social factors, comfort and negative attitudes towards robots among different age groups, including young people, middle-aged people and older adults in the United States. Robots are designed with all age groups and can be applied in a variety of environments, from clinics to their own homes. The work of the robot can include healthcare support and helping with activities of daily life.  Nurses play an important role but can also effectively support the acceptance of robotics in the medical sector by patients. The study aimed to see if the age of the participants had an impact on acceptance of robots as well as on bias towards them. The number of participants was 499, including 322 young adults aged 18 to 44, 50 middle-aged people (45-64) and 102 older adults (65-98). Members of the research team recruited participants in different public places, such as town squares, community events and markets.  For better results from elderly people, the researchers also brought the questionnaires to community centres designed for seniors.  Participants were asked to complete a questionnaire containing the Negative Attitudes Towards Robots Scale (NARS) and two additional questions taken from the European Commission's Autonomous System Report (2015). The results showed no significant differences between the age groups regarding the social impact of robots and the comfort associated with their presence. Furthermore, for the NARS, no significant differences were observed between age groups either older, middle-aged and younger adult participants showed similar attitudes towards robots, so these results challenge the common belief that older people are less open to interacting with robotic technologies than younger people, challenging stereotypical beliefs about older people being sceptical of modern technology Backonja et al., (2018).
Another study that examines age is from the survey of Chien et al., (2019) where they are also looking at how older people perceive robots given their increasing presence in environments such as nursing homes. They note that older people may have explicit and implicit attitudes towards robots. A comparison of overt attitudes towards robots in different age groups before and after interaction with a robot was conducted.  The results of the study revealed that older adults showed a stronger tendency to improve their attitudes after interacting with a functional social robot. This suggests that direct experience with robots may have a positive impact on older adults' attitudes. In a similar way, Smarr et al. (2014) found that older people preferred support from a robot for household tasks such as laundry. In contrast, they showed more trust in human help in personal care scenarios, such as bathing or shaving.
However, what may be important to the results is that demographic factors, such as cultural background, may play a significant role in the acceptance of robots. A study by Bartneck et al. (2007) found that participants from the United States had more positive attitudes toward robots than participants from Mexico and Japan Chien et al., (2019). 
Harrison et al. (2023) conducted a cross-sectional, large-scale study to examine perceptions of robotics in the workplace among different age groups and to assess the extent to which exposure to the technology at different life stages influences robot acceptance. The study included 900 participants from North America and Europe, representing professional sectors such as finance, healthcare, education and engineering. Participants were divided into three age groups: young adults aged 18-35, middle-aged (36-55) and older adults (56 and older). The survey analysed attitudes toward robots in the workplace, comfort levels with machine decision-making, and willingness to work with assistive robots. The survey results revealed a clear generational divide in the acceptance of robotics technology. Young adults showed a 65% higher willingness to approve robotics, viewing it as a tool to raise efficiency. Middle-aged people presented mixed opinions, seeing the advantages of robots, but at the same time expressing concerns about job security. Older adults appeared to be the most sceptical, particularly about automated decision-making in sectors such as employment and healthcare, with 74% of this group declaring concerns about robots making important decisions.
The survey found that prior exposure to technology has a significant impact on robot acceptance. It suggested that age-appropriate on-the-job training could help mitigate scepticism among older workers.
Job security has often been studied in relation to robots. Advances in robotics and artificial intelligence are growing in significance, allowing organisations to substitute human employees with robots and with algorithms. Predictions suggest that these new technologies will have a massive effect on millions of professionals in a variety of fields in the years to come, assuming a wide range of jobs and even entire profession. People in general see robots as a threat to the job market. The analysis reveals that participants were more likely to agree than disagree with the idea that robots are a threat to human employment Woods (2022).
[bookmark: _Hlk190636755]Granulo et al’s (2019) studies examined how participants react to replacing human workers with robots. Two studies are key to this dissertation. The study sample included 251 participants, 125 of whom were men, with a mean age of 41 years. These participants were representative of the US population in terms of age and gender. Study 1a investigated worker preferences regarding replacing human workers with other workers and robots.  Participants were separated into two groups. In the first, judging the situation from an observer's perspective, 67% of participants stated a preference in replacing workers with new employees rather than robot. In the second group, the group who took the perspective of workers at risk of losing their jobs, the percentage decrease to 40%. This suggests that, when confronted with an imminent threat to their jobs, these participants show an increased willingness to accept being replaced by machines.
The second study analysed participants' emotional reactions to being replaced by robots. The results show that when participants judged the situation from an observer's viewpoint, replacing a human with a robot resulted in stronger negative emotions compared to being replaced by another human. When participants pictured them losing their jobs, the negative emotions were significantly lower. In summary, replacing humans with robots depends on the context and perspective and replacing humans with machines raises greater opposition than replacing humans with other humans. A situation where the participant's own work is to be replaced, the preference for replacement by robots is greater, which may result from a perceived lower risk for employees when the replacement was a machine, compared to another human took their place Granulo, Fuchs & Puntoni, (2019).
[bookmark: _Hlk190636920]A situation where robots appear to be more productive than humans can lead to them being perceived as a potential threat to the job market and future employment Frey and Osborne (2017). Innovation, productivity and other aspects of performance over humans can cause panic and fear in employment when people are aware that they may be replaced by robots soon. According to Shoss, (2017), job insecurity is a subjective assessment and results from an individual's perspective. To test the hypothesis exposure to robots is positively associated with job insecurity. In the research of Yam et al., (2023) six studies were conducted. The results indicate that robots have a particularly strong impact on job insecurity, compared to other job threats such as immigrants or algorithms. 
A university experiment based at the University of Singapore was designed to examine the impact of participants ‘exposure to robots in an employment perspective on participants’ feelings of job insecurity. Participants were assigned one of three test groups. Each group was tasked with reading an article.   The first group's article discussed the role of robots in the economy (test group). In the second group, articles on advanced robots but did not mention their role in the work context (control group - robots as technical elements). In the final third group, articles about work culture that had nothing to do with robots were presented. After reading the article, participants indicated a sense of job insecurity. In addition, participants were asked to select their preferred website.  Participants who chose the career category were considered to have a greater sense of job insecurity. All the results of this research confirm that the use of robots in the workplace leads to increased job insecurity. Another important study analysing job insecurity is one that recruited employees from one of Asia's largest automotive companies, based in the West Indies. One hundred and eighteen engineers out of 202 agreed to take part in the study. the survey lasted ten days and participants were asked to complete questionnaires at three pre-determined times of the day: before starting work, in the middle of the working day and at the end of the working day. The survey used a rating scale from 1 to 7, where 1 means ‘strongly disagree’ and 7 means ‘strongly agree’. The association between daily robot adoption and daily job insecurity was found to be statistically significant. Also, a Monte Carlo simulation analysis showed that the indirect effect of daily robot adoption on the level of job burnout associated with daily feelings of job insecurity was positive. The results of this study confirm that the increase in job insecurity is influenced by the adoption of robots in the workplace. The results are also important because the participants were engineers who are employees with advanced technical skills. This suggests that even skilled people may experience negative consequences associated with the introduction of robots Yam et al., (2023).
Jensen et al. (2023) conducted a long-term study extending over 18 months to investigate the correlation between exposure to robots in the workplace and trust in robotic technology systems. The study involved 750 employees from various sectors in which robots have a significant role. Participants were separated into three different groups: those who interacted with robots on a day-to-day basis, others who had occasional interactions with robots, and those who never had direct contact with robots. Results found that daily contact with robots led to a 42% increase in their trust in robotic systems. Workers with only occasional contact displayed an medium level of trust, while those who never had contact with robots showed a higher degree of avoidance behaviour. The study also pointed out how robotics training helps staff members  to build confidence and reduce anxiety, eventually promoting greater adoption of automation in the workplace.
Another study that includes a large number of participants is that of Kumar et al., (2023). The study collected survey data from 1,000 employees working in sectors such as banking, transportation and manufacturing, which exhibit high levels of automation and the presence of robots in the workplace. The study examined how employees' fear of job insecurity correlates with their negative views of robots. According to the study, high levels of robophobia were recorded in 72% of employees who perceived robots as a threat to their job roles. In contrast, employees with stable job roles showed much lower rates of robophobia, which amounted to 28%. Workers performing routine tasks manifested three times the intensity of concern about displacement by robots in the workplace compared to those engaged in problem-solving and interpersonal tasks. Research conducted on workers' attitudes toward automation found that those who perceive their workplaces as vulnerable to being replaced by robots tend to express negative opinions about automation technologies. As a result, the researchers said based on their findings, it is becoming extremely important to implement appropriate policy measures, including training programs, to counteract the fear associated with the possibility of job replacement by robots.
A study by Lowe and Richards (2023) looked at the evolution of robot-related anxiety among 1,500 workers in a wide range of fields, over a five-year period. A significant number of participants, as many as 60%, initially expressed concern about the potential replacement of their jobs by robots. As the long-term use of robots in the workplace continued, the surveyed professionals showed 39% less concern about the new technology. This indicates that exposure to robots led them to gradually accept automation. The results of the study revealed that early fears about robots were often exaggerated, as workers adapted to the integration of robots into their work environment over time. At the same time, as Lowe and Richards (2023) note, the lack of adequate training on how humans and robots work together in various industries contributed to the perpetuation of relationship anxiety between workers and technology.
The survey with many participants is a survey conducted by Loffredo and Tavakkoli (2016) on public attitudes towards robots. The aim was to find out whether attitudes towards robots are related to age and gender. The survey was conducted in the 27 EU Member States, with 26,751 respondents (45.9% men and 54.1% women), and revealed significant differences in attitudes towards robots by gender and age. This extensive study used both descriptive and inferential statistical methods. These included one-way analysis of variance with repeated measures and two-way analysis of variance with independent measures. The aim of these analyses was to examine the answers to several key questions in the survey. Participants were asked to choose between two pictures of robots and the results showed significant differences that not only depended on gender and age, but also on the interaction between these two. This suggests that the perception of robots is formed by a complex game of various individual demographic factors. The study showed that men and younger participants were more likely to give positive attributes to robots, while women and older people showed more negative attitudes. In terms of general attitudes toward robots, gender and age-related differences were again statistically significant, with men and those in younger age groups more likely to report positive feelings.
[bookmark: _Hlk194967068]The data indicate that men and younger people were more likely to be interested in scientific discoveries and technological development compared to women and older people. Although most of the questions in the survey one question - on the need to manage robots carefully - showed no significant differences in responses by gender or age. This suggests that there are common concerns among different groups. Overall, the results of this study clearly support the hypothesis that both gender and age have a significant impact on public attitudes toward robotics. They also highlight the relevance of adapting communications and political strategies to effectively address these demographic differences Loffredo and Tavakkoli (2016).
A study by Kim, Montes and Han (2021) investigated how smart hotel guests perceive the automation and implementation of robots. A key goal for this study was to see how gender affects perceptions of robot use.  The perception of smart hotels in terms of how benefits such as personalisation, entertainment, safety and security are implemented, were controlled by the customers' perceived value and usage - applications regarding behavioural intentions regarding smart hotel operations. The personalisation and entertainment components have a crucial impact on perceived value, while entertainment and sense of security are key in shaping customer attitudes. The study also examined how age influences the perception of innovation with robots in smart hotels. An important element that moderates this relationship is the connection between entertainment and attitude. The participants were divided into two age groups: older and younger (mean age 55 years). The results showed that the more elderly had positive attitudes towards robots when it came to their use in hotel entertainment - reaching a path factor of 0.643 (p < 0.05).
The Authors suggested that younger people might be more knowledgeable or less fearful of advanced robot technology in the hotel industry, while older people see a significant advantage in aspects of entertainment, which has a significant impact on their attitudes. The authors point out that, from previous research into the acceptance of robots and attitudes towards them, gender can have an influence on the acceptance of technology. Their study, however, found no significant moderating factor in the relationship between expected benefits and perceived value or attitudes of customers. Although there was a virtually balanced gender distribution among the participants (47.4% male and 52.6% female), the hypotheses regarding the effect of gender on these relationships were not confirmed. Their findings show that both males and females perceive and respond in a similar way to the benefits of smart hotels. The results indicate that older generations show greater emotional engagement towards unknown technologies when they are presented as enjoyable experiences.
The aim of this dissertation project is to explore people’s attitudes towards robots in society and their use in the workplace, and whether this links to their feelings about their future job security. The other aims of the study are to explore whether there are any differences between males and females and older vs. younger adults in their attitudes towards robots in society and their use in the workplace.
[bookmark: _Toc195038934]Chapter 2 Methods
[bookmark: _Toc195038935]2.1 Participants
Participants were recruited through the Experiment Management System (EMS) at the University of Wales Trinity Saint David (UWTSD). A link to the online Qualtrics survey was provided to students in the Psychology and Counselling department. Participants were required to give informed consent before taking part in the study.
[bookmark: _Hlk195044476]A total of 63 participants initially completed the survey. However, eight responses were excluded due to missing demographic data, skewed data and non-binary gender identification. The final sample included 52 participants -43were females and 9 were males (M=30.79, SD 11.30).

[bookmark: _Toc195038936]2.2 Design
The research employed a quantitative cross-sectional questionnaire design to evaluate both robot attitude perspectives and employee job security beliefs. 
The predictor variable was General Attitudes Towards Robots Scale GATORS Koverloa et al., (2022), which measure attitudes towards robots and the criterion variable was Job security Index scores which rates people’s perceived sense of job security. To answer the primary study question: ‘Do negative attitudes towards robots in society and their use in the workplace correlate with higher future feelings of job insecurity?’, a Pearson correlation was conducted between the GATOR scores and Job Security Index scores using SPSS software. For the exploratory analysis: ‘Do men and women and do younger and older adults differ in their attitudes towards robots in society and their workplace?’, two separate t-tests were conducted for independent samples. The first independent variable was gender (male and female) and the second independent variable was age group younger and older adults (classified by the average age of the sample). The first t-test compared GATORS scores of men and women, while the second t0test compared the GATORS scores and younger and older adults (classified of the basis of mean age in the sample).
[bookmark: _Toc195038937]2.3. Materials
[bookmark: _Hlk194621877]The research was conducted online via Qualtrics. Participants were recruited through the Experiment Management System (EMS) from University of Wales Trinity Saint David (UWTSD). The participants were students of the Psychology and Counselling department. Once they open the survey browser, they were presented with an Information sheet (see appendix 1), which they could download and provided information on the study, what they are asked to do, approximate length of time the study will take, and researcher and supervisor contact details. Informed consent form see appendix 2) which included confirmation that the participant is 18 years of age or older, understanding participation is voluntary, understanding that the participant can withdraw from the study, understanding that the date will be anonymous and kept confidential, understanding the information contained in the information form, and confirm consent of the participants. Participants were then asked to specify their gender (male, female, non-binary/third gender, other, prefer not to say) as important information for this work since the study was to compare a group of women and men. As the last question, participants were asked to indicate their age by writing it in the box as important information for this work since the study was to compare a group of younger and older participants.
[bookmark: _Hlk194877074]After giving consent, they were presented with two questionnaires. Firstly, was General Attitudes Towards Robots Scale (GATORS; Koverloa et al., 2022). The GATORS was created with inspiration from the Negative Attitudes towards Robots (NARS), the Robot Perception Scale and the Frankenstein Syndrome Questionnaire. As NARS only focuses on the negative aspects of robots and the Robot Perception Scale only on human robots, Koverloa et.al (2022) created their own version of the questionnaire. The items developed follow a four-factor structure, categorising positive and negative attitudes into separate factors at both personal and societal levels. Twenty items in total are included in the final version (e.g., “Dangerous tasks should primarily be given to robots”, “I fear that a robot would not understand my commands”) with all items ranging from 1 ('Strongly disagree') to 7 ('Strongly agree').  The final GATORS questionnaire (see appendix_3) contains 20 questions that include questions from NARS (question no. 4): ‘I would feel relaxed talking with a robot’, and questions that were re-worded (for example, question no. 9: ‘I would feel very nervous just being around a robot’). From the Frankenstein Syndrome Questionnaire (for example, questions no. 1, 2, 8). There is only one question (no. 3) from the RPS Robot Perception Scale that was re-worded: ‘I can trust a robot’. Koverloa et.al (2022) also created their own questions (question no. 11): ‘robots are necessary because they can do jobs that are too hard or too dangerous for people’s.
As the authors say, their created questionnaire is 'a new multidimensional scale that measures people's attitudes towards robots, giving equal weight to positive and negative attitudes’. This scale distinguishes, among others, comfort and pleasure in the robot environment, anxiety and fear related to the robot environment, rational hopes and fears about robots in general (at the societal level). All twenty question were used for this dissertation study. Reverse scoring were needed for ten questions (number:6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20).
An adapted version of the Job Security Index (JSI Probst, 2010) assessed perceptions of future job security using a 3-point scale (yes, ?, no) ( see appendix 4). The scale includes the use of adjectives and short sentences such as “my future job is almost guaranteed” or “uncertain,” with higher scores (score ranges) indicating greater perceived job security. The original version contains eighteen descriptive phrases were chosen to avoid judgmental language. All eight of the expositions were used for the survey. Positive and negative items were equally divided to prevent response bias. Eight items out of eighteen had to undergo reverse scores. After the survey was completed, participants were shown a debrief sheet on the screen (see appendix 5) which outlined the purpose of the survey and contact information for the researcher and supervisor. This document was also available for download.

[bookmark: _Toc195038938]2.4 Procedure
As a first step, the researcher had to create an proposal form (see appendix 6) of the study in order to be accepted by the supervisor. The accepted idea had to be described in an ethics form (see appendix 7), The study had no major potential ethical issues that were identified before the study began.
Once the survey received ethics approval from the University of Wales Trinity Saint David (UWTSD) the survey was conducted, all required items were inputted into Qualtrics Survey Software, the on-line survey software used to collected survey data. Participants were recruited via the Experiment Management System (EMS) at University of Wales Trinity Saint David (UWTSD) and will consist of students from the Psychology and Counselling department. Upon accessing the survey, they were presented with an information sheet which they had the option to download. This document were provided outline key details regarding the study, including its purpose, the tasks involved, the estimated duration, and contact details for both the researcher and the supervisor. Participants will be required to provide informed consent by selecting the appropriate tick boxes before proceeding with the study and  that their participation was voluntary, anonymous, and that they could withdraw at any time.
After providing consent, participants were asked to report demographic information, specifically their age and gender, before completing two questionnaires. The General Attitudes Towards Robots Scale (GATORS; Koverloa et al., 2022) were used to assess their perceptions of robots and Job Insecurity Index(JSI; Probst 2010) to evaluate future job stability. At the conclusion of study participants were presented with a debrief sheet displayed on the screen, which was provided a summary of the study’s objectives and future details regarding the research. This document was also included contact information for both the researcher and the supervisor and were available to download.
All the measures that were applied to the study were approximately 20 minutes long and were presented in the following order: Information sheet, Demographics information, Consent to participate, completion of Gators and JSI questionnaires, and debrief information at the end.
After data collection, it was downloaded to excel, initially cleaned and transferred to SPSS, where it was checked and cleaned again. Seven items are incomplete, which are used by brakes of elements such as age and gender. One participant described his gender as non-binary, the third gender was removed due to the purpose of the study, which was specific to males and females. Three participants had to be removed because after checking the distribution of the data using histograms from SPSS software. This refers to the data of those participants who were skewed in order to obtain the reliability to each scale and subscale. It was checked which ones needed reverse scoring and was subjected to this process. It is required to mark age and standard division for disease state. Next, it was checked whether Negative attitudes towards robots from GATORS questionnaire influence job insecurity from JSI scale using t-test.
Participants were registered, divided into two groups of women and men and subjected to t-test to determine the significance whether there is significant gender diversity in attitude towards robots with GATORS specification. Then the two groups- young and old were transcribed by SPSS using the mean score for age. Another t-test analysis was conducted to check whether there are significant differences in the condition and perception of the GATORS robot.










[bookmark: _Toc195038939]Chapter 3 Results
This section of the study contains the details of data collection, data cleaning and statistical analysis. The data were collected using Qualtrics and then exported to Excel for preprocessing. First, only the necessary variables were retained, and any irrelevant columns were removed. The dataset was screened for missing values and inconsistencies, in order to ensure the data accuracy. Reverse scoring was applied to relevant items in the Gators_Total (attitude towards robots) and Job_Total (job security concerns) scales to ensure correct interpretation. After cleaning, total scores for Gators_Total and Job_Total were computed. The final dataset was then imported into SPSS for statistical analysis. 
Descriptive statistics were computed to summarise key variables. Furthermore, normality assessments were conducted to determine whether parametric tests were appropriate and to assess the skewness and normality, histograms, Q-Q plots, and Shapiro-Wilk tests were applied. Additionally, correlation analysis was performed to examine the relationship between Gators_Total and Job_Total scores. Finally, independent sample t-tests were conducted to compare differences between gender (Male and Female) and age groups (Young and Old). These detailed analyses provided understandings of the association and differences within the dataset, supporting with the study’s research objectives.
Assessing normality of GATORS_TOTAL
The normality of the GATORS_TOTAL variable was evaluated using multiple methods, including Q-Q plots, detrended Q-Q plots, boxplots, and histograms. The results indicate that the data is approximately normally distributed with minor deviations. The Q-Q plot (Appendix1) shows that most data points closely follow the diagonal line, suggesting normality. However, slight deviations at the lower and upper ends indicate minor skewness or the presence of a few outliers. The detrended Q-Q plot (Appendix, Figure 2) further supports this observation, as most data points cluster around the zero line, with some deviations in the lower range (below 50), suggesting potential skewness or outliers. The boxplot (Appendix, Figure 3) reveals that GATORS_TOTAL is slightly negatively skewed, as indicated by the unequal whisker lengths. Additionally, a few outliers are present beyond the whiskers. The histogram (Appendix, Figure 4) supports the findings, displaying a roughly symmetric distribution with a mean of 77.92 and a standard deviation of 12.87, suggesting no extreme skewness. Overall, while GATORS_TOTAL follows a near-normal distribution, minor skewness and a few outliers are present. Full visualizations are provided in the section - Appendices of results 1.
The histogram (Appendix 1) displays the distribution of JOB_TOTAL, showing that the data is spread across various ranges. Peaks around 30 and 50 indicate clustering, while gaps between bars suggest deviations from a perfectly normal distribution. The mean of JOB_TOTAL is 35.11, with a standard deviation of 8.797, indicating a moderate spread in the data. The histogram suggests that the distribution does not exhibit a classic bell-shaped curve, implying potential deviations from normality. The Q-Q plot (Appendix, Figure 6) shows that most data points align with the diagonal line, suggesting an approximately normal distribution. However, minor deviations at the lower and upper ends indicate slight skewness or the presence of outliers. The detrended Q-Q plot (Appendix, Figure 7) further confirms this pattern, as most data points cluster around the zero line, with some fluctuations at the extremes. These deviations suggest that while the data follows a general normal pattern, a few extreme values may slightly impact its normality The boxplot (see appendix 1) suggest the data to be approximately normal. Overall, JOB_TOTAL exhibits near-normal characteristics, with some deviations due to minor skewness and potential outliers. Full visualizations are provided in the (see appendices of results 1).
Normality Test for Conforming Normality of the Scores
Table 1 shows the results of Kolmogorov-Smirnov conducted to assess the normality of GATORS_TOTAL and JOB_TOTAL scores. For GATORS_TOTAL, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test results (D (52) = .079, p = .200) suggest that the data follow normal distribution. For the variable JOB_TOTAL, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test results (D (52) = .116, p = .080) does not indicate a significant departure from normality. Therefore, normality test suggests that the both the variables follow a normal distribution.
[bookmark: _Ref195033675]Table 1. 
Test of Normality
	
	Kolmogorov-Smirnov

	
	Statistic
	Df
	Sig.

	GATORS_TOTAL
	.079
	52
	.200*

	JOB_TOTAL
	.116
	52
	.080



Descriptive Measures for GATORS_TOTAL and JOB_TOTAL
The dataset contains a total of 53 observations with one missing value (1.9%) for both variables GATORS_TOTAL and JOB_TOTAL, leaving 52 valid cases or observations (98.1%). As far as the mean or average is concerned, table 4 shows that for GATORS_TOTAL, the mean score M was 77.92 (SE = 1.784). Furthermore, the 95% confidence interval ranging from 74.34 to 81.51 for GATORS_TOTAL and its median score was 77.50. As far as the measure of variation is considered the data had a standard deviation (SD) of 12.867 while its range is 62 (minimum = 44, maximum = 106). Additionally, the Skewness (-0.025) and kurtosis (0.050) indicate an approximately normal distribution. For the variable JOB_TOTAL, the mean score (M)was 35.69 (SE = 1.206). Furthermore, the 95% confidence interval range was 33.27 to 38.11. Also the median was 34.00. Table 2 also shows that the standard deviation (SD) for JOB_TOTAL was 8.690, with a range of 31 (minimum = 22, maximum = 53). Table 3 shows that the statistical measures Skewness (-0.050) and kurtosis (0.650) indicate a distribution close to normality.
[bookmark: _Ref195034307]Table 2. 
Descriptive Measures-I for GATORS_TOTAL and JOB_TOTAL
	Variable
	Mean
	SE
	95% CI Lower
	95% CI Upper
	5% Trimmed Mean
	Median
	Std. Dev.
	Range

	GATORS_TOTAL
	77.92
	1.784
	74.34
	81.51
	77.93
	77.50
	12.867
	62 (44-106)

	JOB_TOTAL
	35.69
	1.206
	33.27
	38.11
	35.59
	34.00
	8.690
	31 (22-53)



[bookmark: _Ref195034327]Table 3. 
Descriptive Measures-II for GATORS_TOTAL and JOB_TOTAL
	Variable
	Skewness
	Std. Error of Skewness
	Kurtosis
	Std. Error of Kurtosis

	GATORS_TOTAL
	-0.025
	0.33
	0.05
	0.65

	JOB_TOTAL
	-0.05
	0.65
	0.65
	0.65



Table 2 shows that the 5% trimmed mean for GATORS_TOTAL is 77.92, while the 5% trimmed mean is 77.93. Since these values are nearly identical, it suggests that outliers have little to no effect on the overall distribution. Similarly, for JOB_TOTAL, the mean is 35.69, and the 5% trimmed mean is 35.59, again indicating that extreme values do not significantly distort the data. This small difference supports the assumption that the data follows a relatively normal distribution. The Q-Q plot (Appendix, Figure 1) also shows that most data points align with the expected normal pattern, with only slight deviations at the tails. While the extreme values table identifies some high and low values, their overall influence on the dataset appears minimal.
Table 6 (appendix) presents the summary of the extreme values for two variables: GATORS_TOTAL and JOB_TOTAL. That is figure 11 reveals the highest and lowest values for each variable with the corresponding case numbers and IDs. For variable GATORS_TOTAL, the highest or largest value recorded is 106, while the lowest recorded value is 44. The second highest value is 101, and other high values range from 96 to 99. Figure 11 further shows that the lowest values range from 44 to 61. As far as the variable JOB_TOTAL is concerned, its highest recorded value is 52, and the lowest recorded value is 22. The extreme lowest values are consistently 22, except for one instance which is 26. These results highlight the presence of significant variability in both variables along with extreme values at both ends  (see appendices of results 1).

Gender Descriptive Analysis
Table 4 shows the descriptive statistics for GATORS_TOTAL and JOB_TOTAL by gender. For variable GATORS_TOTAL, the mean score for males (N = 9) was 79.11 (SD = 14.62), while the mean score for females (N = 43) was 77.67 (SD = 12.65). This suggests that on the average, males scored slightly higher than females in GATORS_TOTAL. For variable JOB_TOTAL, the mean score for males was 38.44 (SD = 9.80) as compared to a mean score of 35.12 (SD = 8.46) for females. Here again, males had a higher average score than females in JOB_TOTAL. In simpler terms, males scored higher than females in both GATORS_TOTAL and JOB_TOTAL.  It is important to note that the sample size for males is relatively small (only 9). Although there are observable differences in average scores between genders, further analysis (statistical tests) would be needed to determine if these differences are statistically significant or not.
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Gender Descriptive Statistics
	Group Statistics

	
	Gender
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	GATORS_TOTAL
	Male
	9
	79.11
	14.615
	4.872

	
	Female
	43
	77.67
	12.649
	1.929

	JOB_TOTAL
	Male
	9
	38.44
	9.799
	3.266

	
	Female
	43
	35.12
	8.458
	1.290



Descriptive Statistics by Age
Table 5 shows the descriptive statistics for Gators_Total and Job_Total scores across age groups. It is to remembered that if a respondent age is less than or equal 31 then respondent is Young otherwise respondent is Old. For variable Gators_Total, the young group (n = 30) mean score is 75.50 (SD = 12.94), while the old group (n = 22) have a high mean of 81.23 (SD = 12.29). Likewise, for Job_Total, the young group (n = 30) have a mean score of 33.83 (SD = 8.04), whereas the old group (n = 22) has a smaller mean of 38.23 (SD = 9.09). These results suggest that, on average, the older group scored higher on both measures. Whether these differences in score are significant we need statistical test
[bookmark: _Ref195035572]Table 5.
Descriptive Statistics by Age
	Variable
	Age Group
	N
	Mean
	Standard Deviation
	Standard Error Mean

	GATORS_TOTAL
 
	Young (Age ≤ 31)
	30
	75.5
	12.942
	2.363

	
	Old (Age > 31)
	22
	81.23
	12.8
	2.619

	JOB_TOTAL
 
	Young (Age ≤ 31)
	30
	33.83
	8.09
	1.468

	
	Old (Age > 31)
	22
	38.23
	9.02
	1.938


Correlation Analysis
To assess whether attitude to robots (GATORS_TOTAL) and Job security concerns (JOB_TOTAL) influence each other or not, Correlation analysis is being carried out. Table 6 contains the results of Pearson correlation coefficient between the variables GATORS_TOTAL and JOB_TOTAL. As the value of Pearson correlation coefficient is equal to is 0.155, it means there is a weak positive correlation between the two variables. The significance value (p = 0.271) suggests that this correlation is not statistically significant. Therefore, it is concluded that attitude to robots is not associated with job security concerns.

[bookmark: _Ref195035903]Table 6.
Pearson Correlation Coefficient
	
	GATORS_TOTAL
	JOB_TOTAL

	GATORS_TOTAL
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	.155

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	-
	.271

	
	N
	52
	52

	JOB_TOTAL
	Pearson Correlation
	.155
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.271
	-

	
	N
	52
	52




Exploratory Analysis to Assess the difference in scores by Gender
Table 10 (Appendix) contains the results of independent samples t-test applied to compare gender for Gators_Total and Job_Total scores. Before t-test, Levene’s test for equality of variances applied which was not significant for Gators_Total, as F = 0.427, p = .516. Similarly, for JOB_TOTAL, F = 1.019, p = .318, indicating that equal variances could be assumed. For variable Gators_Total, the t-test revealed no significant difference between gender as t (50) =0.302, p = .764. effect size it 2 genders. therefore, it is concluded that attitude towards robots is similar for Male and Female. Similarly, for JOB_TOTAL, no significant difference was found between gender as t (50) = 1.046, p =.150. effect size =it 2 gender  In the same way, it is concluded that job security concerns are similar for both Male and Female (see  appendices of results 2).

Exploratory Analysis to Assess the differences in Scores by Age
The results of independent samples t-test used to compare Gators_Total and Job_Total scores between age groups.  This figure shows that Levene’s test for equality of variances was not significant for Gators_Total, F (1, 50) = 0.003, p = .957. Also, for Job_Total, F (1, 50) = 2.516, p = .119, reveals that equal variances could be assumed. For Gators_Total, the t-test showed no significant difference between age groups, t (50) = -1.810, p = .111 with a mean difference of -5.727 and effect size of. For Job_Total, the t-test was also nonsignificant, t (50) = -1.862, p = .070, with a mean difference of -4.394 and effect size of. These results suggest that although the older group had higher scores on both measures the differences were not statistically significant. In other words, although older group have high score for attitude towards robot and concerns about job security as compared to younger group, the differences between these scores are nonsignificant. Therefore, it is concluded that they have similar perceptions about attitude towards robots and concerns about job security (see appendices of results 3).

[bookmark: _Toc195038940]Chapter 4 Discussion
The more people interact with robots directly in their work and robotic social environments the greater their acceptance and trust of automated systems becomes. The combination of experiencing  Artificial Intelligence (AI) together with familiarization reduces fear patterns because it enables people to develop neutral perspectives about AI in modern society Bartneck et al., (2023). Under normal conditions, people without robot experiences receive merged information through media and public dialogue which leads to higher levels of doubt and incorrect perceptions.
The development of robots and their increasing presence in work environments will cause many discussions in society. Since people have a fear of being replaced in the workplace by robots, researchers have begun to create studies that aim to check why there may be a negative or positive attitude towards them. Let's start with films and series. Once there were a few films that were associated only with sci-fi, but in the present day when robots are quickly entering life, there are more and more films and series. Robots are taking place in many sectors. hospitals, nursing homes, and others. However, many people feel negative emotions even if it is supposed to be an innovative thing in the world. It is said that people will interact with robots in the workplace, but not only in the workplace, which we can learn from rumours from social media and movies. So we have two specific groups of people - the first who look optimistically at the future because of the breakthroughs that automation can make on economic and social productivity. and complete sceptics who either have a negative attitude because of movies and series or have no idea what robots are all about. There are also people who know nothing about robots and still have negative attitudes towards them. It would be worth considering whether rumours that robots will take our jobs are not the main reason for people's negative attitudes. If work wasn't threatened by robots, people would have a different attitude. Let's say that robots will not take our driving but will help us in life and we will do fewer things ourselves - for example a car that doesn't need to be driven because it has an autopilot or robot waiters who definitely do not get tired if customers keep asking for something. However, there is a threat that robots will take jobs from many people and the world must focus on preventing the stress that this involves. Such stress has a negative impact on society. Having a job is one of the most important things for people.
The aim of this dissertation project was to focus on robots in the workplace, but there are also robots or there will be robots that will have highly developed AI and can achieve a greater type of intelligence, so they can become a threat not only in the workplace. It would be worth separating these two concerns in future research because people who say that after watching the movie Terminator are afraid of robots, while another person does not because they love Star Trek. Therefore, he suggests that researchers ask participants what motivates them.
This study examined the distribution, relationships, and group differences in variables GATORS_TOTAL and JOB_TOTAL scores by gender and age. The findings of this study showed that both variables follow an approximately normal distribution. Although GATORS_TOTAL being slightly skewed and JOB_TOTAL showed a minor deviation from normality. The correlation between the two scores was weak and statistics insignificant. Which means that attitude towards robots have no relationship with job security concerns. When t-test applied for comparing scores by gender, males had slightly higher averages than females in both GATORS_TOTAL and JOB_TOTAL. However, these differences were not statistics significant. This concludes that both Male and Female have the same or equal perception about attitude towards robots and job security concerns. Likewise, when scores were compared by age, older participants had higher scores as compared to younger participants. Further analysis showed that these differences for age were also insignificant. This concludes that both old age and young age people have the same perception about attitude towards robots and job security concerns. Finally, the effect size analysis confirmed that any variations between groups (by gender or by age) were small and were non-significant practically
Frey and Osborn (2017) and Woods (2022) emphasize that there is a lot of negative information about robots in the media based on films, series, and books. The formation of negative attitudes towards robots is associated with exposure to them. Broadbent, Stafford, and MacDonald, (2009) say that personal contact with robots or exposure to the media has an impact. people who have greater exposure to robots in the workplace have positive opinions about them. Chien et al. (2019) also emphasizes that contact with robots is associated with positive opinions about them an d they are perceived as a work tool and not something to be afraid of.
The answer to the first question of this work whether negative attitudes towards robots have a greater reference to job security showed that the same in Backonja et al. (2018) where people who have interactions are not afraid of robots in relation to people who do not have this connection. People who received training development programs in the workplace perceive robots positively according to the study According to Kinnunen and Mauno (2020) which is associated with the fact that they do not have stress about the future of employment and say that these are opportunities for employment with technological development. Countries such as Japan that implement robots in everyday functioning are associated with the widespread acceptance of robotics in society Bartneck et al. (2007). While others such as Mexico do not have such good opinions about robots. so it is clear that countries have an influence on this.
Another important question is whether age plays a significant role. Many studies have shown that age does not have a significant role. The results of this work also indicate that age is not significant when it comes to the perception of robots.
It does not depend on the generation but rather on the individual. Japan is not afraid of robots and is even in Favor of new technologies. This is a country that is also developing faster and has innovative solutions earlier than other countries. For example, robot waiters.
Working with robots can have an important factor in how people working with them see robots. A company where robots are just being implemented may turn out that their real grandchildren will be afraid of them. At every step, the media also shows how dangerous robots can be and it usually turns out that robots were very dangerous for humanity. More and more series and movies with robots and AI are seen. Also, games such as the very popular Detroit Became Human from 2018.
Not only the Terminator 2000 can scared people of robots in  appeared films like for example  in and Subservience in 2022, The Creator in  2023 or most popular in 2025 Cassandra. Once very popular were movies and series about zombies and many people heard that humanity is afraid of such an apocalypse and now everything is around robots and AI. We must talk here together about AI and robots because that is what people are most afraid of. That robots will take control of us. Many comments on Instagram say that let's not do it, let's not include AI and robots in our lives. However, it is not that easy. Young people, including myself, did not know that many places of truth will be created And that we should not worry And that robots together with AI are to make our lives easier - help in medicine, e.g. surgeries can be more effective and more efficient than a person doctor. Care and scary people. However, many people will not look for information on their own what will happen when there is already a lot of technology around us. The media is therefore full of negativity about robots.
But people are also afraid of losing their jobs. The economic crisis that is ongoing where companies are closing down and new rules are coming into force, such as universities in Great Britain, people are starting to worry about work and the future of employment even  without robots. Nowadays future studies should ask participants what could be other factors that fear them to lose work.
Negative opinions about AI robots and the entire technology may not be enough as many important people say that AI is dangerous, e.g. Elon Musk. You rarely hear optimistic texts like: ‘There will be many jobs and new professions.’ However, bombarding with negative information may not be as motivating and humiliating for humanity. In a study where innovative robots were examined in hotels, it turned out that young people have less positive thinking towards robots and have an positive attitude. You might think that young people should not be afraid and have a negative attitude. So, it does not fit the vision that young people are innovation. There is no connection between negative attitudes and job security in this study. However, if participants are put in the role of observers, they have no problem being replaced by robots. If it is about putting themselves in the role of an employee, the approach of participants is already changing, where positive attitudes have decreased by 40% and they would prefer to be replaced by other people. Sources say that this is related. It should be remembered that this study is a study of students, and psychological ones at that, where there is a lot of talk about topics such as stress or approach to various things. The most reliable studies are those conducted among employees of companies where robots already exist, are being implemented or are to be implemented. If a company with robots that already has a job with them is not afraid or has negative attitudes and a company that is just starting out has, it may be information that people have to deal with robots to see, and not just media and rumours. Such a study should be conducted in the same country
Since women have greater negative attitudes towards robots, there may be many factors contributing to this. Stereotypically, men are more involved in techno news, let's look at engineering studies and you can see that there are more men than women. In the study of robots in hotels, it was noticed that women are less tend to be interested in technical innovations, which may be associated with a more negative reception. Important questions that should be asked to participants are whether they have any knowledge about robots and not only from TV series and social media where they say that a robot will kill you and take over the world and very quickly because technology is developing quickly and will be even faster.
If a participant does not have much knowledge about robots and has a very negative attitude towards them, this is some information for us. They do not have knowledge, so the attitude may also be negative. It is often said that people are now panicking like people who were afraid of the industrial revolution because they did not know that this change is good and will be very important for the development of humanity. In the future, it may turn out that the journey to Mars planned by Musk will be the next revolution and people will one day be able to live on Mars where life on the planet will no longer be possible. World can boast first the Hubble telescope, then James Webb. James Webb has only just started and people are already building a new telescope. I'm talking about this because the world is constantly moving forward. The same will happen with robots and in the future people can really be hybrids connected to machines. People who have knowledge about robots, what are the benefits, what will humanity get from it, how will it make our lives easier will not have such a negative attitude. Education of people about robots should be implemented because it can be.

In the future, several extensive studies should be done which must include: knowledge about robots, age, gender, education, what people think about series and films, whether they believe what they say about robots, and compare companies that have and do not have robots yet. Questionnaires alone may prove useful, but a study with such a huge amount of data can give a clear result. The study should also be done in several countries at the same time.
The current study lacked checking the age of people who were afraid of robots and losing their jobs. Educating people can help them with stress because the world moves so fast and always strives for development. For better results there could be a second stage, which would be contact with a robot (one that is to be implemented in the company) and conduct an interview or give a questionnaire. Then we would know that exposure to robots really has a chance, e.g. in clinics where people have no negative attitudes towards robots.
Studies such as Backonja et al., (2018), in hospitals and nursing homes for the elderly may be important to see how elderly people look at robots. It turned out that they do not have negative attitudes because they have contact with them. Their study did not note any differences in age and acceptance of robots. Importantly, the NARS questionnaire was used for the study, which we used in the current study, which also did not obtain any significant differences in age groups. The authors emphasize that nurses play an important role in adopting robots in the workplace, which is associated with people's accustomedness to robots.
Another study by Chien et al. (2019) also studied older people and their results showed that those who had contact with robots improved their attitudes towards them than before interacting with the robot. This is another time when the article found such observations that contact with a robot significantly changes attitudes towards robots. Bartneck et al (2007) in their study noted however that cultural differences play a major role in the acceptance of robots where participants from the USA had a more positive attitude than, for example, participants from Mexico. The studies are also conducted in workplaces where Harrison et al. (2023) studied different age groups and attitudes towards robots in different age groups. Here, however, it was the younger ones who showed a greater willingness (65% of participants) to adapt robots to the workplace where older people turned out to be sceptical about the idea.

Another important acceptance is how people can fear being replaced by robots in the workplace. Granulo et al.'s (2019) research examined participants' reactions to the replacement of employees by robots. The study showed that observer participants, i.e. people who took on a role that was not supposed to replace them in the workplace but other employees (67%) preferred that another person replace them rather than robots. However, employees showed that they do not want to be replaced by robots and the percentage dropped by 40%. Shossa (2017) emphasizes that fear of replacement is an individual matter, but it is clear that job insecurity is related to the introduction of robots in the workplace.
In summary, it is important for future studies to check whether people are interested in robots, watch films related to robots, what their approach is to social media, whether they have contact with robots, what their approach is to changing their profession due to the fact that robots will close many sectors but will also open up new professions that we do not even know about.
Also, the current study therefore had many limitations. The number of participants was also not large. Robots were not used, and participants were not asked if they were interested in technical innovations. We do not know whether they are afraid of losing their jobs not only because of robots. It is also worth asking participants what country they come from.
        Current study did not produce results that would differ much from those contained in the literature. Age and gender do not matter too much (only in some small cases), so it is clear that the country in which participants live is developed and open to robotization, which will be important for future studies.
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Participant Information Sheet 

Study Information Sheet

Title of Study: Exploring attitudes towards robots in the workplace and job security.

You are being invited to take part in a research project being conducted by a third-year dissertation student within the Psychology and Counselling department at The University of Wales Trinity Saint David (UWTSD).

Before you choose to participate, it is important for you to understand the purpose behind the research and what engaging in it will require.

Purpose of Research:
The aim of this study is to explore people's attitudes towards robots in the workplace and future job security.

The study aims to help improve our understanding of the factors that shape attitudes towards robotics in society.

What does taking part involve?  
During this study you will be required to do the following:

• Provide demographic information of age and gender.

 • Complete an online questionnaire related to your attitudes towards robots, use of robots in the workplace, and future job security.

How long will the study take:
This study is expected to take around 15 minutes. If you have signed-up via the EMS, you will receive 2 credits for participation.

Benefits of participating:
While there is no direct benefit to participants in the study, this work aims to contribute to the existing knowledge on people's thoughts about the use of robots in the workplace and their job prospects.


Risks of participating:
While the risks to participating in this study are low, if you feel you would be uncomfortable answering questions about your thoughts on the use of robots in the workplace and your future job prospects, you are advised not to take part in this study.

Participation and withdrawal:
Participation in this study is completely voluntary and you can withhold answers to any questions that you do not wish to answer. You can withdraw from the study at any time without penalty by closing the browser. If you submit your responses at the end of the study it will not be possible to withdraw as your data will be anonymous and not possible to trace it back to you.

How will your data be used, processed, collected, and stored:
Your data will only be used for the purpose of the research activity. This study will not require your name, only your age and gender for standard reporting in psychology using descriptive statistics. The raw anonymous data collected via the questionnaires in this Qualtrics survey will be stored on the researcher's password protected University Qualtrics account. This anonymous data will then be downloaded to excel and SPSS and stored on the researcher's password protected University OneDrive account. After the dissertation has received external examiner approval at the end of the academic year, the data will be deleted.

If you have any questions about this study, you can contact the research student via email:

Sylwia Kadewska- 2105813@student.uwtsd.ac.uk 

You can also contact the research supervisor via email: Dr Kate Williams - kate.williams@uwtsd.ac.uk  

You can also download and save a copy of this information sheet by clicking this link: Information sheet

To continue to the consent process, please click the arrow below.
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Appendix 3 General Attitudes Towards Robots Scale (GATORS)

[bookmark: _Hlk194898613]General Attitudes Towards Robots Scale (GATORS): A New Instrument for Social Surveys 
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Appendix 4 Job Security Index


[bookmark: _Hlk194898363]Probst (2003): Development and validation of the Job Security Index and the Job Security Satisfaction scale: A classical test theory and IRT approach

Below are a set of adjectives and short phrases describing the future of job security. Please indicate on the 3-point scale (yes, ?, no) the extent to which the adjectives and phrases describe how you feel about your future job security. 

Sure 
Unpredictable 
Up in the air 
Secure 
Stable 
Questionable
Unknown
Well established 
My job is almost guaranteed 
Uncertain 
Can depend on being here
Future is vague 
Unclear 
Permanent position if I want it 
Certain 
This job might not be around too long
Unspecified
Insecure
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Appendix 5 Debrief form
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Appendix 6 Study proposal form
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Research Proposal

Research proposal (1,000 words overall) 
	Student Name and University ID number:
	Sylwia Kadewska (2105813)

	Proposed Supervisor’s name:
	Only complete this if you have already been in contact with a potential supervisor who has agreed to supervise you in principle. 

Dr Ceri Phelps



Psychology Research Area (tick all that apply) 


	Social Psychology 

	Developmental Psychology 

	Biological Psychology 
	Forensic Psychology 

	Health Psychology 

	Individual Differences 

	Educational Psychology 
	Political Psychology 

	Cognitive Psychology 

	Clinical Psychology 
	Counselling Psychology 
	Occupational Psychology
 ✓


	Other:  indicate briefly (not included in word count)




Proposed Study Design (tick all that apply) 


	Quantitative 

	Experimental 
	Applied (with UWTSD students 
✓


	Online Questionnaire Survey 

	Qualitative 

	Quasi Experimental 

✓

	Focus Groups
	Online  


	Mixed Methods 

	Applied (with external organisation) 
	Interviews 



	Lab-based study 

✓


	If Applied, and involving an external organisation, please indicate your plans for gaining appropriate approvals from the organisation: (not included in the word count)






	Other study design: indicate briefly (not included in word count)




	Suggested Research Title/Area: (between 10-15 words and must reflect the essence of your proposed research question, study design and study population and should be more specific than a broad topic area).

The impact of Robophobia on Job Insecurity and Future Work Insecurity: A Cognitive Appraisal Theory of Stress Perspective.






	Background: 250 words 
Why is your study important? What theory and empirical research evidence supports your research question? (Please provide a rationale for your study including a brief review of relevant psychological literature and theory and a minimum of five references). 





Many people are scared that robots will replace human workers causing to job loss. Negative views of robots in films, books, and articles, such as the study by Frey and Osborne (2017), when they informed that 47% of people in US will lose job contribute to this fear. The prevalence of negative information about robots, compared to positive information, may influence people's attitudes, potentially triggering job-related stress and preventing them from seeing robots as innovative and helpful (Yam 2022). Positive information and the potential and benefits of robots, like help with patients with autism, cancer, diabetes, or dementia, are often overshadowed (Oliveira et al. 2021; Chita-Tegmark & Scheutz 2021; Dawe et al. 2019). Study by Pocriciuc (2023) suggests that people who are conscious and aware of robots' positive aspects are less likely to fear job loss and they are ready for innovations.
 However, many people may not be exposed to such positive information, leading to negative attitudes and high levels of job insecurity and future work insecurity (Woods 2022; Atkinson 2017). The aim of this study is to explore how exposure to robot and positive information about robots as an innovative and helpful in the now and in the future can reduce fear of job insecurity, future career insecurity according to cognitive appraisal theory of stress.

This study will be important to understand how exposure to robots and positive information affects participants' attitudes towards robots can effectively increase positive attitudes towards robots, while recognizing that robots should be seen as innovation and help rather than replacing human workers (Dawe et al. 2019)


Chita-Tegmark, M., & Scheutz, M. (2021). Assistive robots for the social management of health: a framework for robot design and human–robot interaction research. International Journal of Social Robotics, 13(2), 197-217.

Dawe, J., Sutherland, C., Barco, A., & Broadbent, E. (2019). Can social robots help children in healthcare contexts? A scoping review. BMJ paediatrics open, 3(1).

Frey, C. B., & Osborne, M. A. (2017). The future of employment: How susceptible are jobs to computerisation?. Technological forecasting and social change, 114, 254-280.

Oliveira, R., Arriaga, P., & Paiva, A. (2021). Human-robot interaction in groups: Methodological and research practices. Multimodal Technologies and Interaction, 5(10), 59.

Pocriciuc, A. (2023). Robophobia in European countries: how do cultural and economic differences influence the accuity of this fear? (Bachelor's thesis, University of Twente).

Woods, A. K. (2022). Robophobia. U. Colo. L. Rev., 93, 51.
 
Atkinson, Robert D. (2017) National Review, Inc; National review (New York), Vol.69 (7), p.35 

Yam, K. C., Tang, P. M., Jackson, J. C., Su, R., & Gray, K. (2022). The rise of robots increases job insecurity and maladaptive workplace behaviors: Multimethod evidence. Journal of Applied Psychology.




	

	



	Please state the main research question(s) or hypotheses(s): (100 words max)

Research questions:
1.Do participants who experience robophobia, high level of job insecurity and future job insecurity can change attitude when informed with positive information and exposure to robot compared to group with neutral information.
2.Can positive information about working with robots in the future and exposure robot decrease job insecurity and future work insecurity?


Job insecurity is a subjective appraisal. Environmental stimuli can provide negative information and when work is meaningful to individuals, they are informed that they may lose their jobs to robots. Negative information is therefore inconsistent with individuals' goals and can cause stress and job insecurity. We therefore want to test whether positive information and positive incentives can reduce job insecurity and future job insecurity and trigger positive reactions according to the cognitive appraisal theory of stress.





Methodological Details (500 words) 

	Please summarise the key methodological approach: (you can include copies of proposed study materials as appendices if you wish). You must include details of the following:
· Participants: Who will your participants be, how will you access and recruit them, and how many are needed? 
· Design: Using appropriate terminology clearly define key elements of your design (IVs, DVs, Qual approach, expt. manipulations etc).  How do you plan to analyse your main data? 
· Materials: What are the main measures, scales, experimental tools or other materials required for your study? 
· Procedure: How will you carry out the study – define briefly what will happen to a participant in your study from the point of consent to the study debrief.


Participants:
Undergraduate students aged 18 and above, enrolled in psychology courses at UWTSD. They will voluntarily sign up through the university's designated participant recruitment system EMS in exchange for course credit. Study has not specific inclusion or exclusion criteria. The study involves two groups of participants where participants will be assigned to groups based on the answers, they provide in the pre-screen study on the EMS system. The two groups will be divided into participants with high or low job insecurity and future work insecurity. The study will require approximately 50 participants.



Design: 
Quasi-experimental pre-post design. Experiment will include pre-screen questionnaire of job insecurity and future job insecurity then experiment in the labs with exposure participants to robot and positive or neutral information and then again questionnaires of job insecurity and future job insecurity. First independent variables include: two levels- neutral and positive information and second independent variable is exposure to robot. The dependent variable is job insecurity and future job insecurity measured using a validated scale.

ANOVA will be used to analyse data.

Materials:

Occupation Insecurity Scale (Vander Elst, De Witte & De Cuyper, 2014) includes four- items that asks for job insecurity. Future Carrer Insecurity Questionnaire (OCIS) (Roll, De Witte, & Wang (2023) includes twenty-six items that asks about future career insecurity. In this study, we will utilize a humanoid robot for the purpose of student interaction. Positive or neutral information of working with robots will be presented on the screen after exposure to robot.




Procedure:

Pre-screen online study on EMS will take place around three months before experimental study to place future participants to one of two groups. They will complete Occupation Insecurity Scale and Future Carrer Insecurity Questionnaire. In the psychology labs participants will be exposure to humanoid robot for 10-15 minutes. Then participants will be informed with neutral of positive information with working with robots and then they will complete scale and questionnaire mentioned above once again. Once all steps of the study have completed the study will conclude, and participants will be debriefed.






Key Ethical considerations (150 words)


	In this section you are required to briefly outline any specific ethical considerations for your project.  All projects will be expected to adhere to the BPS code of human research ethics, and you will need to submit a full ethics form which will document your specific processes for informed consent, debriefing, and data protection.  Here you need to briefly note additional or specific key ethical considerations for your particular project e.g. potential for distress or discomfort, any deception, research with vulnerable populations or sensitive topic areas, and briefly outline how you expect to manage these risks within your project. 


The participant will be deceived to a certain extent as they will not be aware that they have been divided into two groups. This will be fully disclosed during the debriefing, with information on the study design. and offering the opportunity to ask further questions. A questionnaire and scale asking participants to specify their job insecurity and future work insecurity is likely to be invasive and cause discomfort. Exposure to robot may become uncomfortable, stressful might cause panic or anxiety attack during the study. Therefore, participants will be reminded that they can withdraw at any time without penalty if they feel uncomfortable. Participants will be told about prior to giving their consent and will be told that their data will be kept strictly confidential and anonymous.



















Appendices

Occupation Insecurity Scale (Vander Elst, De Witte & De Cuyper, 2014).
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Appendix 7 Ethics form

APPLICATION FOR ETHICAL APPROVAL


	RESEARCH STUDENTS
This form is to be completed by the student within SIX months for full-time students and TWELVE months for part time students, after the commencement of the research degree or following progression to Part Two of your course. 

Once complete, submit this form via the MyTSD Doctoral College Portal at (https://mytsd.uwtsd.ac.uk).

This document is also available in Welsh.


	RESEARCH STAFF ONLY
All communications relating to this application during its processing must be in writing and emailed to pgresearch@uwtsd.ac.uk , with the title ‘Ethical Approval’ followed by your name.


	STUDENTS ON UNDERGRADUATE OR TAUGHT MASTERS PROGRAMMES should submit this form (and receive the outcome) via systems explained to you by the supervisor/module leader.




In order for research to result in benefit and minimise risk of harm, it must be conducted ethically. A researcher may not be covered by the University’s insurance if ethical approval has not been obtained prior to commencement.

The University follows the OECD Frascati manual definition of research activity: “creative work undertaken on a systematic basis in order to increase the stock of knowledge, including knowledge of man, culture and society, and the use of this stock of knowledge to devise new applications”. As such this covers activities undertaken by members of staff, postgraduate research students, and both taught postgraduate and undergraduate students working on dissertations/projects.

The individual undertaking the research activity is known as the “principal researcher”.

Ethical approval is not required for routine audits, performance reviews, quality assurance studies, testing within normal educational requirements, and literary or artistic criticism.

Please read the notes for guidance before completing ALL sections of the form.

This form must be completed and approved prior to undertaking any research activity. Please see Checklist for details of process for different categories of application.  

SECTION A: About You (Principal Researcher)
	1
	Full Name:
	Sylwia Anna Kadewska

	2
	Tick all boxes that apply:
	Member of staff:
	☐
	Honorary research fellow:
	☐

	
	Undergraduate Student
	☒	Taught Postgraduate Student
	☐	Postgraduate Research Student
	☐


	3
	Institute/Academic Discipline/Centre:
	Yr Athrofa: Psychology and Counselling


	4
	Campus:
	
SA1 Waterfront Campus, Swansea

	5
	E-mail address:
	
2105813@student.uwtsd.ac.uk

	6
	Contact Telephone Number:
	


	
	For students:

	7
	Student Number:
	2105813

	8
	Programme of Study:
	BSc Psychology

	9
	Director of Studies/Supervisor:
	Dr Ceri Phelps/Dr Kate Williams





SECTION B: Approval for Research Activity
	1
	Has the research activity received approval in principle?
(please check the Guidance Notes as to the appropriate approval process for different levels of research by different categories of individual)
	YES
	☒	NO
	☐
	
	
	Date

	2
	If Yes, please indicate source of approval (and date where known): Approval in principle must be obtained from the relevant source prior to seeking ethical approval
	Research Degrees Committee
	☐	

	
	
	Institute Research Committee
	☐	

	
	
	Other (write in)
Dr Ceri Phelps- Dissertation Supervisor (2023-2024)
Dr Kate Williams – Dissertation supervisor (2024-2025)
	☒	29th October 2023

11.10.2024



SECTION C:  Internal and External Ethical Guidance Materials
	
	Please list the core ethical guidance documents that have been referred to during the completion of this form (including any discipline-specific codes of research ethics, location-specific codes of research ethics, and also any specific ethical guidance relating to the proposed methodology).  Please tick to confirm that your research proposal adheres to these codes and guidelines. You may add rows to this table if needed.

	1
	UWTSD Research Ethics & Integrity Code of Practice
	☒
	2
	UWTSD Research Data Management Policy
	☒

	3
	BPS Code of Human Research Ethics (2021)
	☒

	4
	BPS Ethics guidelines for internet-mediated research (2021)
	☒




SECTION D: External Collaborative Research Activity
If there are external collaborators then you should gain consent from the contact persons to share their personal data with the university. If there are no external collaborators then leave this section blank and continue to section E.
	1
	Institution
	


	2
	Contact person name
	


	3
	Contact person e-mail address

	

	4
	Is your research externally funded?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	5
	Are you in receipt of a KESS scholarship?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	6
	Are you specifically employed to undertake this research in either a paid or voluntary capacity?
	Voluntary
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	7
	
	Employed
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	8
	Is the research being undertaken within an existing UWTSD Athrofa Professional Learning Partnership (APLP)?
	If YES then the permission question below does not need to be answered.
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	9
	Has permission to undertake the research has been provided by the partner organisation?
	(If YES attach copy)
If NO the application cannot continue
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐




Where research activity is carried out in collaboration with an external organisation
	10
	Does this organisation have its own ethics approval system?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	
	
If Yes, please attach a copy of any final approval (or interim approval) from the organisation (this may be a copy of an email if appropriate).







SECTION E: Details of Research Activity
	1
	Indicative title:
	Exploring attitudes towards robots in the workplace and job security.

	2
	Proposed start date:
	December 2023
	Proposed end date:
	May 2024 2025

	
	Introduction to the Research (maximum 300 words per section)
Ensure that you write for a Non-Specialist Audience when outlining your response to the points below:
· Purpose of Research Activity
· Proposed Research Question
· Aims of Research Activity
· Objectives of Research Activity
Demonstrate, briefly, how Existing Research has informed the proposed activity and explain
· What the research activity will add to the body of knowledge 
· How it addresses an area of importance. 

	3
	The purpose of this research is to conduct a dissertation project to explore people's attitudes towards robots in society and specifically in the workplace and then to explore if this links to feelings of future job security. The research will also look to explore if there are any differences between males and females and older vs. younger participants in their attitudes towards robots in the workplace and their future job security. 

Many people are scared that robots will replace human workers causing job loss, with negative views of robots in films, books, and articles reported in studies such as Frey and Osborne (2017). The prevalence of negative information about robots, compared to positive information, may influence people's attitudes, potentially triggering job-related stress and preventing them from seeing robots as innovative and helpful (Yam 2022). Positive information and the potential and benefits of robots, like help with patients with autism, cancer, diabetes, or dementia, are often overshadowed (Oliveira et al. 2021; Chita-Tegmark & Scheutz 2021; Dawe et al. 2019). A study by Pocriciuc (2023) suggests that people who are conscious and aware of robots' positive aspects are less likely to fear job loss and they are ready for innovations. However, many people may not be exposed to such positive information, leading to negative attitudes and high levels of job insecurity and future work insecurity (Woods 2022; Atkinson 2017). 
Reference List:
Atkinson, Robert D. (2017) National Review, Inc; National review (New York), Vol.69 (7), p.35 

Chita-Tegmark, M., & Scheutz, M. (2021). Assistive robots for the social management of health: a framework for
        robot design and human–robot interaction research. International Journal of Social Robotics, 13(2), 197-217.

Dawe, J., Sutherland, C., Barco, A., & Broadbent, E. (2019). Can social robots help children in healthcare contexts?    
        A scoping review. BMJ paediatrics open, 3(1).

Frey, C. B., & Osborne, M. A. (2017). The future of employment: How susceptible are jobs to computerisation?. 
        Technological forecasting and social change, 114, 254-280.

Oliveira, R., Arriaga, P., & Paiva, A. (2021). Human-robot interaction in groups: Methodological and research  
         practices. Multimodal Technologies and Interaction, 5(10), 59.
 
Pocriciuc, A. (2023). Robophobia in European countries: how do cultural and economic differences influence the
        accuity of this fear? (Bachelor's thesis, University of Twente).

Woods, A. K. (2022). Robophobia. U. Colo. L. Rev., 93, 51.
 
Yam, K. C., Tang, P. M., Jackson, J. C., Su, R., & Gray, K. (2022). The rise of robots increases job insecurity and 
         maladaptive workplace behaviors: Multimethod evidence. Journal of Applied Psychology.



	4
	Research Question

Do negative attitudes towards robots in society and their use in the workplace correlate with higher future job insecurity?

Do males and females and do older vs. younger adults differ in their attitudes towards robots in society and their use in the workplace. 


	5
	Aims of Research Activity

The main aim of the study is to explore people’s attitudes towards robots in society and their use in the workplace, and whether this links to their feelings about their future job security.

The other aims of the study are to explore whether there are any differences between males and females and older vs. younger adults in their attitudes towards robots in society and their use in the workplace.


	6
	Objectives of Research Activity

1. To analyse data on people’s attitudes towards robots in society and their use in the workplace, and whether this links to their feelings about their future job security. 

2. To explore any potential differences between males and females and older vs. younger adults in their attitudes towards robots in society and their use in the workplace. 



	
	Proposed methods (maximum 600 words)
Provide a brief summary of all the methods that may be used in the research activity, making it clear what specific techniques may be used. If methods other than those listed in this section are deemed appropriate later, additional ethical approval for those methods will be needed. You do not need to justify the methods here, but should instead describe how you intend to collect the data necessary for you to complete your project.

	7
	The research will be conducted online via Qualtrics. Participants will be recruited through the Experiment Management System (EMS) from University of Wales Trinity Saint David (UWTSD). The participants will be students of the Psychology and Counselling department.

Once they open survey browser, they will be presented with an Information sheet, which they can download and will provide information on the study, what they are asked to do, approximate length of time the study will take, and researcher and supervisor contact details. Informed consent will then be obtained via tick boxes in Qualtrics. Participants will then be asked to provide information on their age and gender and then complete two questionnaires.  

General Attitudes Towards Robots Scale (GaToRS; Koverloa et al., 2022).  The GaToRS was created with inspiration from the NARS, the Robot Perception Scale and the Frankenstein Syndrome Questionnaire. As NARS only focuses on the negative aspects of robots and the Robot Perception Scale only on human robots, they created their own version of the questionnaire. The items developed follow a four-factor structure, categorising positive and negative attitudes into separate factors at both personal and societal levels. Twenty items in total are included in the final version (e.g., “Dangerous tasks should primarily be given to robots”, “I fear that a robot would not understand my commands”) with all items ranging from 1 ('Strongly disagree') to 7 ('Strongly agree'). 

Job Security Index (JSI, Probst, 2010). An adapted version of the Job Security Index (JSI) will assess perceptions of the future safety of jobs using a 3-point scale. The scale includes use of adjectives and short sentences such as 'my future job is almost guaranteed' or 'insecure', with higher scores indicating greater perceived job security. The eighteen descriptive phrases selected were chosen to avoid judgmental language. Positive and negative items were divided equally to prevent response bias.

Following study completion, participants will be shown a debrief sheet on the screen outlining the purpose of the study and the contact details of the researcher and supervisor. This will also be available for download. 


	

	Location of research activity
Identify all locations where research activity will take place.

	8
	
Online within the Qualtrics system.
 
(this box should expand as you type)

	
	Research activity outside of the UK
If research activity will take place overseas, you are responsible for ensuring that local ethical considerations are complied with and that the relevant permissions are sought. Specify any local guidelines (e.g. from local professional associations/learned societies/universities) that exist and whether these involve any ethical stipulations beyond those usual in the UK (provide details of any licenses or permissions required). Also specify whether there are any specific ethical issues raised by the local context in which the research activity is taking place, for example, particular cultural and/or legal sensitivities or vulnerabilities of participants. If you live in the country where you will do the research then please state this.

	9
	
N/A

(this box should expand as you type)



	10
	Use of documentation not in the public domain: Are any documents NOT publicly available? 

	NO
	☒

	
	
	YES
	☐

	11
	If Yes, please provide details here of how you will gain access to specific documentation that is not in the public domain and that this is in accordance with the current data protection law of the country in question and that of England and Wales.



(this box should expand as you type)



	
	Does your research relate to one or more of the seven aims of the Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015?
	
YES
	
NO

	12
	A prosperous Wales
	☒
	☐

	13
	A resilient Wales
	☒
	☐

	14
	A healthier Wales
	☐
	☒

	15
	A more equal Wales
	☐
	☒

	16
	A Wales of cohesive communities
	☐
	☒

	17
	A Wales of vibrant culture and thriving Welsh language
	☐
	☒

	18
	A globally responsible Wales
	☐
	☒

	19
	If YES to any of the above, please give details:

	
	This study may improve our understanding of what the general population in Wales think and feel about their futures in relation to the role of robotics in the workplace which could help inform future interventions. 



SECTION F: Scope of Research Activity
	
	Will the research activity include:
	YES
	NO

	1
	Use of a questionnaire or similar research instrument?
	☒
	☐

	2
	Use of interviews?
	☐
	☒

	3
	Use of focus groups?
	☐
	☒

	4
	Use of participant diaries? 
	☐
	☒

	5
	Use of video or audio recording?
	☐
	☒

	6
	Use of computer-generated log files?
	☒
	☐

	7
	Participant observation with their knowledge?
	☐
	☒

	8
	Participant observation without their knowledge?
	☐
	☒

	9
	Access to personal or confidential information without the participants’ specific consent?
	☐
	☒

	10
	Administration of any questions, test stimuli, presentation that may be experienced as physically, mentally or emotionally harmful / offensive?
	☐
	☒

	11
	Performance of any acts which may cause embarrassment or affect self-esteem?
	☐
	☒

	12
	Investigation of participants involved in illegal activities?
	☐
	☒

	13
	Use of procedures that involve deception?
	☐
	☒

	14
	Administration of any substance, agent or placebo?
	☐
	☒

	15
	Working with live vertebrate animals?
	☐
	☒

	16
	Procedures that may have a negative impact on the environment?
	☐
	☒

	17
	Other primary data collection methods. Please indicate the type of data collection method(s) below.
	☐
	☒

	
	Details of any other primary data collection method:



(this box should expand as you type)
	
	


If NO to every question, then the research activity is (ethically) low risk and may be exempt from some of the following sections (please refer to Guidance Notes).

If YES to any question, then no research activity should be undertaken until full ethical approval has been obtained. 

SECTION G: Intended Participants
If there are no participants then do not complete this section, but go directly to section H.

	
	Who are the intended participants:
	
YES
	
NO

	1
	Students or staff at the University?
	☒
	☐

	2
	Adults (over the age of 18 and competent to give consent)?
	☒
	☐

	3
	Vulnerable adults?
	☐
	☒

	4
	Children and Young People under the age of 18? (Consent from Parent, Carer or Guardian will be required)
	☐
	☒

	5
	Prisoners?
	☐
	☒

	6
	Young offenders?
	☐
	☒

	7
	Those who could be considered to have a particularly dependent relationship with the investigator or a gatekeeper?
	☐
	☒

	8
	People engaged in illegal activities?
	☐
	☒

	9
	Others. Please indicate the participants below, and specifically any group who may be unable to give consent.

	☐
	☒

	
	Details of any other participant groups:



(this box should expand as you type)
	
	



	
	Participant numbers and source
Provide an estimate of the expected number of participants. How will you identify participants and how will they be recruited? 

	10
	How many participants are expected?

	To explore the link between attitudes to robots and job security, and to explore any differences between gender and age on attitudes, a minimum of 30 participants is required.  

	11
	Who will the participants be?

	
Participants will be over 18 years old and students of UWTSD from Psychology department courses.


	12
	How will you identify the participants?
	Participants will sign up via EMS.  There are no exclusion criteria.





	
	Information for participants:
	
YES
	NO
	
N/A

	13
	Will you describe the main research procedures to participants in advance, so that they are informed about what to expect?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	14
	Will you tell participants that their participation is voluntary?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	15
	Will you obtain written consent for participation?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	16
	Will you explain to participants that refusal to participate in the research will not affect their treatment or education (if relevant)?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	17
	If the research is observational, will you ask participants for their consent to being observed?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	18
	Will you tell participants that they may withdraw from the research at any time and for any reason?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	19
	With questionnaires, will you give participants the option of omitting questions they do not want to answer?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	20
	Will you tell participants that their data will be treated with full confidentiality and that, if published, it will not be identifiable as theirs?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	21
	Will you debrief participants at the end of their participation, in a way appropriate to the type of research undertaken?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	22
	If NO to any of above questions, please give an explanation 

	
	
Online consent will be achieved via a tick box statement on Qualtrics in line with BPS guidance on internet-mediated research.



	
	Information for participants:
	
YES
	NO
	
N/A

	24
	Will participants be paid?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	25
	Is specialist electrical or other equipment to be used with participants?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	26
	Are there any financial or other interests to the investigator or University arising from this study?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	27
	Will the research activity involve deliberately misleading participants in any way, or the partial or full concealment of the specific study aims?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	28
	If YES to any question, please provide full details 

	
	


(this box should expand as you type)



SECTION H: Anticipated Risks

	
	[bookmark: _Toc195038823][bookmark: _Toc195038944]
Outline any anticipated risks that may adversely affect any of the participants, the researchers and/or the University, and the steps that will be taken to address them. 

If you have completed a full risk assessment (for example as required by a laboratory, or external research collaborator) you may append that to this form.  

	[bookmark: _Toc195038824][bookmark: _Toc195038945]1
	[bookmark: _Toc195038825][bookmark: _Toc195038946]Full risk assessment completed and appended? 
	[bookmark: _Toc195038826][bookmark: _Toc195038947]Yes 
	☐

	
	
	[bookmark: _Toc195038828][bookmark: _Toc195038949]No
	☒

	2
	Risks to participants
For example: sector-specific health & safety, emotional distress, financial disclosure, physical harm, transfer of personal data, sensitive organisational information

	
	Risk to participants:


1. Personal data collected from participants relating to attitudes on robots and job security.





2. Participants will have to do the survey using Qualtrics. The potential risk of using this method to collect data is that the researcher won't be there if there are any issues with participants or questions
	How you will mitigate the risk to participants:

1. Information gathered from the participants will be kept confidential and stored in secure locations (Qualtrics cloud storage). This means that there won't be any personal information that can connect the data to specific individuals. 

2. At the start of the study, participants will be given the contact information of the researchers and their academic supervisor in case they have any questions or need assistance. Additionally, before commencing the study, participants will be informed of their option to withdraw at any stage.


	3
	If research activity may include sensitive, embarrassing or upsetting topics (e.g. sexual activity, drug use) or issues likely to disclose information requiring further action (e.g. criminal activity), give details of the procedures to deal with these issues, including any support/advice (e.g. helpline numbers) to be offered to participants. Note that where applicable, consent procedures should make it clear that if something potentially or actually illegal is discovered in the course of a project, it may need to be disclosed to the proper authorities

	
	
N/A

(this box should expand as you type)

	4
	Risks to the investigator
For example: personal health & safety, physical harm, emotional distress, risk of accusation of harm/impropriety, conflict of interest

	
	Risk to the investigator:

1. Participants will be given the email addresses of the researchers. As a result, a potential concern is that researchers may receive negative or unwelcome emails from participants.

2. Student researchers, being at the undergraduate level, may encounter inquiries that fall beyond the scope of their academic expertise.

3. Additionally, there is a possibility of a student researcher facing allegations of harm or impropriety if a participant expresses dissatisfaction with any aspect of the research process.






(this box should expand as you type)
	How you will mitigate the risk to the investigator:

1. Only the email addresses associated with university students will be shared, and personal email addresses will not be disclosed. In the event of a researcher receiving any unwanted emails from a participant, immediate reporting will be made to the research supervisor.

2. Any inquiries beyond the researchers' capacity to address will be referred to the research supervisor for resolution.

3. The student researcher's strict adherence to all applicable UWTSD and BPS researcher codes of conduct and research guidelines will be ensured. The study will only commence after receiving ethical approval from SREC.

	5
	University/institutional risks
For example: adverse publicity, financial loss, data protection

	
	Risk to the University:

1. The reputation and integrity of both UWTSD and the field of Psychology could be at risk if researchers fail to adhere to ethical codes and research protocols.

(this box should expand as you type)
	How you will mitigate the risk to the University:


1.  The University Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice, along with the BPS Code of Ethics and Conduct, will be diligently followed at every phase of the proposed study to mitigate potential risks to the institution. Researcher will consistently uphold professionalism in their conduct.

2. All data collected will be stored in compliance with UWTSD Research Data Management (RDM) regulations and will solely be used for its intended purpose, adhering to ethical guidelines outlined in the UWTSD Research Ethics & Integrity Code of Practice policy and the British Psychological Society (BPS) code of ethics. To minimize any risks to UWTSD and the Psychology department, all collected data will be downloaded from Qualtrics to a secure university OneDrive account and deleted upon the conclusion of data collection.

	6
	Environmental risks
For example: accidental spillage of pollutants, damage to local ecosystems

	
	Risk to the environment:

NA

(this box should expand as you type)
	How you will mitigate the risk to environment:



(this box should expand as you type)



	
	Disclosure and Barring Service

	
	If the research activity involves children or vulnerable adults, a Disclosure and Barring Service (DBS) certificate must be obtained before any contact with such participants.
	YES

	NO

	N/A


	7
	Does your research require you to hold a current DBS Certificate?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	8
	If YES, please give the certificate number. If the certificate number is not available please write “Pending”; in this case any ethical approval will be subject to providing the appropriate certificate number.
	



SECTION I: Feedback, Consent and Confidentiality

	1
	Feedback
What de-briefing and feedback will be provided to participants, how will this be done and when? 

	
	
At the end of the study, participants will receive a comprehensive debriefing document online, which is also available for download. This debriefing document will include a detailed explanation of the study, as well as contact information for the researcher and supervisor. It will also inform participants that they have the option to withdraw their data by informing the researcher before the submit their.  Lastly, the debriefing document will express gratitude for their participation.


	2
	Informed consent
Describe the arrangements to inform potential participants, before providing consent, of what is involved in participating. Describe the arrangements for participants to provide full consent before data collection begins. If gaining consent in this way is inappropriate, explain how consent will be obtained and recorded in accordance with prevailing data protection legislation.

	
	Informed consent will be obtained via Qualtrics.  Once they open survey browser, they will be presented with an online Information sheet explaining what the study is about and what they are asked to do and approximate length of time the study will take. They will be told that they will be asked to complete an online questionnaire about attitudes towards robotics in the workplace and job security. They will be asked to tick a box to confirm they understand the study information and are happy to participate in the study.  They will be informed of the voluntary nature of the study, their right to withdraw up until the end of the questionnaire completion, and will be provided with the contact names and emails of student and supervisor for any questions of concerns.  


	3
	Confidentiality / Anonymity
Set out how anonymity of participants and confidentiality will be ensured in any outputs. If anonymity is not being offered, explain why this is the case. 

	
	
Collected data will be kept confidential. No names will be collected, only age and gender via Qualtrics, which will be aggregated in the thesis output. Raw questionnaire data collected via Qualtrics will be anonymous and stored in the researcher’s password protected university Qualtrics account. When reporting findings, only aggregated responses from all participants will be used, ensuring that no identifying information is disclosed in the outputs.




SECTION J: Data Protection and Storage

	
	Does the research activity involve personal data (as defined by the General Data Protection Regulation 2016 “GDPR” and the Data Protection Act 2018 “DPA”)?
	YES
	NO

	1
	“Personal data” means any information relating to an identified or identifiable natural person (‘data subject’). An identifiable natural person is one who can be identified, directly or indirectly, in particular by reference to an identifier such as a name, an identification number, location data, an online identifier or to one or more factors specific to the physical, physiological, genetic, mental, economic, cultural or social identity of that natural person. Any video or audio recordings of participants is considered to be personal data.
	X
	☐

	
	If YES, provide a description of the data and explain why this data needs to be collected:

	2
	
Data on participant age and gender will be collected as this forms a standard reporting measure in psychology reports within the participant subsection of the method and will also be part of the analysis.  According to the UWTSD Research Data Management Policy, this constitutes personal data. However, these data will not be attached to any identifying data about the participant. 


	
	Does it involve special category data (as defined by the GDPR)?
	YES
	NO

	3
	“Special category data” means sensitive personal data consisting of information as to the data subjects’ –
(a) racial or ethnic origin,
(b) political opinions,
(c ) religious beliefs or other beliefs of a similar nature,
(d) membership of a trade union (within the meaning of the Trade Union and Labour Relations (Consolidation) Act 1992),
(e) physical or mental health or condition,
(f) sexual life,
(g) genetics,
(h) biometric data (as used for ID purposes),
	☐
	X

	
	If YES, provide a description of the special category data and explain why this data needs to be collected:

	4
	
N/A

(this box should expand as you type)



	
	
Will data from the research activity (collected data, drafts of the thesis, or materials for publication) be stored in any of the following ways?
	YES
	NO

	5
	Manual files (i.e. in paper form)?
	☐
	☒

	6
	University computers?
	☐
	☒

	7
	Private company computers?
	☐
	☒

	8
	Home or other personal computers?
	☒
	☐

	9
	Laptop computers/ CDs/ Portable disk-drives/ memory sticks?
	☐
	☒

	10
	“Cloud” storage or websites?
	☒
	☐

	11
	Other – specify:

	☐
	☐

	12
	For all stored data, explain the measures in place to ensure the security of the data collected, data confidentiality, including details of backup procedures, password protection, encryption, anonymisation and pseudonymisation:

	
	
Data will be collected via Qualtrics. Qualtrics is licenced to Yr Athrofa's license. They have taken precautions to protect privacy, like hiding IP addresses and GPS locations, following the British Psychological Society's for Internet Mediated Research (2021). The data will be stored in Qualtrics' cloud system.

Once data is downloaded from Qualtrics into excel and transferred to SPSS, it will be kept in secure, password-protected files on the student’s university OneDrive account. 



	
	Data Protection

	
	Will the research activity involve any of the following activities:
	YES
	NO

	13
	Electronic transfer of data in any form?
	☒
	☐

	14
	Sharing of data with others at the University outside of the immediate research team?
	☐
	☒

	15
	Sharing of data with other organisations?
	☐
	☒

	16
	Export of data outside the UK or importing of data from outside the UK?
	☐
	☒

	17
	Use of personal addresses, postcodes, faxes, emails or telephone numbers?
	☐
	☒

	18
	Publication of data that might allow identification of individuals?
	☐
	☒

	19
	Use of data management system?
	☐
	☒

	20
	Data archiving?
	☐
	☒

	21
	If YES to any question, please provide full details, explaining how this will be conducted in accordance with the GDPR and Data Protection Act (2018) (and any international equivalents, where appropriate):

	
	
The data in Qualtrics will be anonymous and downloaded from Qualtrics to excel and transferred to SPSS by the student following GDPR rules to a secure password-protected university OneDrive account. 

(this box should expand as you type)

	22
	List all who will have access to the data generated by the research activity:

	
	
Sylwia Kadewska
Dr Kate Williams (Dissertation Supervisor)

(this box should expand as you type)

	23
	List who will have control of, and act as custodian(s) for, data generated by the research activity:

	
	
Sylwia Kadewska

(this box should expand as you type)

	24
	Give details of data storage arrangements, including security measures in place to protect the data, where data will be stored, how long for, and in what form. Will data be archived – if so how and if not why not.  

	
	
The data will sit safely in an anonymous format on the Qualtrics platform, shielded by passwords and will be downloaded onto the UWTSD secure cloud-based system for the purposes of analysis. 

(this box should expand as you type)

	25
	Please indicate if your data will be stored in the UWTSD Research Data Repository (see https://researchdata.uwtsd.ac.uk/ ).   If so please explain. (Most relevant to academic staff) 

	
	
NA
(this box should expand as you type)

	26
	Confirm that you have read the UWTSD guidance on data management (see https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/library/research-data-management/)
	YES
	☒

	27
	Confirm that you are aware that you need to keep all data until after your research has completed or the end of your funding
	YES
	☒



SECTION K: Declaration
	
	The information which I have provided is correct and complete to the best of my knowledge. I have attempted to identify any risks and issues related to the research activity and acknowledge my obligations and the rights of the participants.

In submitting this application I hereby confirm that I undertake to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice which is published on the website: https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/research/research-ethics/ 

	1
	Signature of applicant:
	Sylwia Kadewska
	Date:

29.11.2023




For STUDENT Submissions:
	2
	Director of Studies/Supervisor:
	Dr Kate Williams
	Date: 11.10.24

	3
	Signature:
	



	



For STAFF Submissions:
	4
	Academic Director/ Assistant Dean:
	
	Date:

	5
	Signature:
	

	



Checklist: Please complete the checklist below to ensure that you have completed the form according to the guidelines and attached any required documentation:
	☒
	I have read the guidance notes supplied before completing the form.

	☒
	I have completed ALL RELEVANT sections of the form in full.

	☒
	I confirm that the research activity has received approval in principle

	☐
	I have attached a copy of final/interim approval from external organisation (where appropriate)

	☐
	I have attached a full risk assessment (where appropriate)  ONLY TICK IF YOU HAVE ATTACHED A FULL RISK ASSESSMENT

	☐
	I understand that it is my responsibility to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice.

	☒
	I understand that before commencing data collection all documents aimed at respondents (including information sheets, consent forms, questionnaires, interview schedules etc.) must be confirmed by the DoS/Supervisor, module tutor or Academic Director.



	RESEARCH STUDENTS ONLY
Once complete, submit this form via the MyTSD Doctoral College Portal at (https://mytsd.uwtsd.ac.uk).


	RESEARCH STAFF ONLY
All communications relating to this application during its processing must be in writing and emailed to pgresearch@uwtsd.ac.uk , with the title ‘Ethical Approval’ followed by your name.


	STUDENTS ON UNDERGRADUATE OR TAUGHT MASTERS PROGRAMMES should submit this form (and receive the outcome) via systems explained to you by the supervisor/module leader.
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Participant Information Sheet 

Study Information Sheet

Title of Study: Exploring attitudes towards robots in the workplace and job security.

You are being invited to take part in a research project being conducted by a third-year dissertation student within the Psychology and Counselling department at The University of Wales Trinity Saint David (UWTSD).

Before you choose to participate, it is important for you to understand the purpose behind the research and what engaging in it will require.

Purpose of Research:
The aim of this study is to explore people's attitudes towards robots in the workplace and future job security.

The study aims to help improve our understanding of the factors that shape attitudes towards robotics in society.

What does taking part involve?  
During this study you will be required to do the following:

• Provide demographic information of age and gender.

 • Complete an online questionnaire related to your attitudes towards robots, use of robots in the workplace, and future job security.

How long will the study take:
This study is expected to take around 15 minutes. If you have signed-up via the EMS, you will receive 2 credits for participation.

Benefits of participating:
While there is no direct benefit to participants in the study, this work aims to contribute to the existing knowledge on people's thoughts about the use of robots in the workplace and their job prospects.

Risks of participating:
While the risks to participating in this study are low, if you feel you would be uncomfortable answering questions about your thoughts on the use of robots in the workplace and your future job prospects, you are advised not to take part in this study.

Participation and withdrawal:
Participation in this study is completely voluntary and you can withhold answers to any questions that you do not wish to answer. You can withdraw from the study at any time without penalty by closing the browser. If you submit your responses at the end of the study it will not be possible to withdraw as your data will be anonymous and not possible to trace it back to you.

How will your data be used, processed, collected, and stored:
Your data will only be used for the purpose of the research activity. This study will not require your name, only your age and gender for standard reporting in psychology using descriptive statistics. The raw anonymous data collected via the questionnaires in this Qualtrics survey will be stored on the researcher's password protected University Qualtrics account. This anonymous data will then be downloaded to excel and SPSS and stored on the researcher's password protected University OneDrive account. After the dissertation has received external examiner approval at the end of the academic year, the data will be deleted.

If you have any questions about this study, you can contact the research student via email:

Sylwia Kadewska- 2105813@student.uwtsd.ac.uk 

You can also contact the research supervisor via email: Dr Kate Williams - kate.williams@uwtsd.ac.uk  

You can also download and save a copy of this information sheet by clicking this link: Information sheet

To continue to the consent process, please click the arrow below.
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Participant Debrief Sheet

Title of Study: Exploring attitudes towards robots in the workplace and job security.

Thank you for taking part in this study.

The aim of this study is to explore people's attitudes towards robots in society and specifically, their use in the workplace, and whether this is linked to their feelings about their own job security. 

Some people are scared that robots will replace human workers, resulting in job loss. The prevalence of negative information about robots, compared to positive information, may influence people's attitudes, potentially triggering job-related stress and preventing them from seeing robots as innovative and helpful (Yam, 2022).

The study will also look to explore whether there are any differences between males and females and older vs. younger participants in their attitudes towards robots in the workplace and job security.

If you wish to withdraw your data from the study, you should close the browser now.

If you are happy for your data to be included in this research, please confirm this by pressing the arrow below. 

After this point, it will not be possible to withdraw your data from the study.

If taking part in this study has raised any questions or concerns, please contact the student researcher: Sylwia Kadewska on 2105813@student.uwtsd.ac.uk or contact the research supervisor: Dr Kate Williams on kate.williams@uwtsd.ac.uk 

You can also download and save a copy of this debrief sheet for future reference by clicking this link: Debrief

Thank you once again for taking time to participate in this study.
Koverola, M., Kunnari, A., Sundvall, J., & Laakasuo, M. (2022). General Attitudes Towards Robots Scale (GAToRS).


Please read the following statements and answer based on how much you agree with each statement. All items are anchored from 1 to 7 (“Completely disagree”–“Completely agree”). 


Personal Level Positive Attitude (P+) 

1. I can trust persons and organizations related to development of robots
2. Persons and organizations related to development of robots will consider the needs, thoughts and feelings of their users 
3. I can trust a robot 
4. I would feel relaxed talking with a robot 
5. If robots had emotions, I would be able to befriend them 


Personal Level Negative Attitude (P−) 

1. I would feel uneasy if I was given a job where I had to use robots 
2. I fear that a robot would not understand my commands 
3. Robots scare me 
4. I would feel very nervous just being around a robot 
5. I don’t want a robot to touch me 


Societal Level Positive Attitude (S+) 

1. Robots are necessary because they can do jobs that are too hard or too dangerous for people 
2. Robots can make life easier 
3. Assigning routine tasks to robots lets people do more meaningful tasks 
4. Dangerous tasks should primarily be given to robots 
5. Robots are a good thing for society, because they help people

Societal Level Negative Attitude (S−) 

1. Robots may make us even lazier 
2. Widespread use of robots is going to take away jobs from people 
3. I am afraid that robots will encourage less interaction between humans 
4. Robotics is one of the areas of technology that needs to be closely monitored 
5. Unregulated use of robotics can lead to societal upheavals

Probst (2003): Development and validation of the Job Security Index and the Job Security Satisfaction scale: A classical test theory and IRT approach

Below are a set of adjectives and short phrases describing the future of job security. Please indicate on the 3-point scale (yes, ?, no) the extent to which the adjectives and phrases describe how you feel about your future job security. 

Sure 
Unpredictable 
Up in the air 
Secure 
Stable 
Questionable
Unknown
Well established 
My job is almost guaranteed 
Uncertain 
Can depend on being here
Future is vague 
Unclear 
Permanent position if I want it 
Certain 
This job might not be around too long
Unspecified
Insecur
Appendix 8: Appendices of results.

Appendix 1
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Appendix 2 
Table 6: Extreme Observations Statistics
	Variable
	Type
	Case Number
	ID
	Value

	GATORS_TOTAL

	Highest
	37
	38
	106

	
	Highest
	18
	18
	101

	
	Highest
	41
	42
	101

	
	Highest
	14
	14
	96

	
	Highest
	38
	39
	96

	
	Lowest
	1
	4
	44

	
	Lowest
	5
	5
	56

	
	Lowest
	7
	7
	57

	
	Lowest
	24
	25
	59

	
	Lowest
	25
	25
	61

	JOB_TOTAL

	Highest
	19
	19
	52

	
	Highest
	20
	20
	50

	
	Highest
	46
	42
	50

	
	Highest
	12
	12
	50

	
	Highest
	42
	47
	50

	
	Lowest
	47
	49
	22

	
	Lowest
	49
	49
	22

	
	Lowest
	40
	40
	22

	
	Lowest
	52
	52
	22

	
	Lowest
	54
	54
	26




Appendix 3

 Independent Sample t- test
	Variable
	Levene's F
	Levene's Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (Two-Tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference

	GATORS_TOTAL
	0.427
	0.516
	0.302
	50
	0.764
	1.437
	4.139

	JOB_TOTAL
	1.019
	0.318
	1.046
	50
	0.301
	3.328
	3.184





 T-test for assessing the equality of score by age
	Variable
	Levene's Test (F)
	Levene's Test (Sig.)
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Mean

	GATORS_TOTAL (Equal variances assumed)
	0.003
	0.957
	-1.81
	50
	0.111
	-5.727
	3.597

	JOB_TOTAL (Equal variances assumed)
	2.516
	0.119
	-1.862
	50
	0.071
	-4.394
	2.365
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[bookmark: _Toc195038832][bookmark: _Toc195038953]AI Declaration


Acknowledgement of the use of multiple AI tools

[bookmark: _Hlk195030708]I acknowledge the use of Deep Translator: https://www.deepl.com/en/translator?mc_cid=54af91684f&mc_eid=58a3532290&utm_term=&utm_campaign=GB%7CPmax%7CC%7CEnglish&utm_source=google&utm_medium=paid&hsa_acc=1083354268&hsa_cam=21364843409&hsa_grp=&hsa_ad=&hsa_src=x&hsa_tgt=&hsa_kw=&hsa_mt=&hsa_net=adwords&hsa_ver=3&gad_source=1&gclid=CjwKCAjwktO_BhBrEiwAV70jXnUxdGS_JItFIRwETwY6mGwJPNWmSnEMs5pqpbt8FEjgWosK91ZRoCKBQQAvD_BwE

[bookmark: _Hlk195030790]I confirm that I have not presented any AI generated materials as my own work. I confirm
I have copies of my drafts, notes, and other resources I used before, and after the use of
AI tools which I may be asked to provide in evidence.


[bookmark: _Hlk195031063]I acknowledge the use of Google Translator: https://translate.google.co.uk

[bookmark: _Hlk195031115]I confirm that I have not presented any AI generated materials as my own work. I confirm
I have copies of my drafts, notes, and other resources I used before, and after the use of
AI tools which I may be asked to provide in evidence.

I acknowledge the use of  Grammarly: https://app.grammarly.com/

I confirm that I have not presented any AI generated materials as my own work. I confirm
I have copies of my drafts, notes, and other resources I used before, and after the use of
AI tools which I may be asked to provide in evidence.
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Gender
Please state your gender

O Male
O Female
O Non-binary / third gender
O other

[¢]

Prefer not to say

Age

Please state your age

Page Break




image5.png
GATORS Final Version Extracted
from
1. I can trust persons and organizations related to  Frankenstein
development of robots ™
2. Persons and organizations related to Frankenstein
development of robots will consider the needs, ™
thoughts and feelings of their users
3. Tcan trust a robot RPS rw
4. I would feel relaxed talking with a robot NARS
5. If robots had emotions, I would be able to NARS
befriend them
6. I would feel uneasy if I was given a job where I ~ NARS
had to use robots
7. I fear that a robot would not understand my
commands
8. Robots scare me Frankenstein
™
9. T would feel very nervous just being around a NARS rw

robot
10. I don’t want a robot to touch me
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GATOoRS Final Version Extracted

from
11. Robots are necessary because they can do jobs
that are too hard or too dangerous for people
12. Robots can make life easier Frankenstein
™w

13. Assigning routine tasks to robots lets people
do more meaningful tasks

14. Dangerous tasks should primarily be given to  Frankenstein

robots ™w

15. Robots are a good thing for society, because
they help people

16. Robots may make us even lazier Frankenstein

™w

17. Widespread use of robots is going to take Frankenstein
away jobs from people ™w

18. Tam afraid that robots will encourage less Frankenstein
interaction between humans ™

19. Robotics is one of the areas of technology that
needs to be closely monitored

20. Unregulated use of robotics can lead to
societal upheavals

NARS: Negative Attitudes towards Robots
Frankenstein Frankenstein Syndrome Questionnaire
RPS Robot Perception Scale

rw re-worded
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Job Security Index Q%

Below are a set of adjectives and short phrases describing the future of job security. Please indicate on the 3-point
scale (yes, ?, no) the extent to which the adjectives and phrases describe how you feel about your future job
security.

ves ? no
Sure o e} [¢]
Unpredictable (@] ] O
Upinthe air (@) (@] )
Secure o e} [¢]
Stable o [¢] [¢]
Questionable o [¢] [¢]
Unknown O o [¢]
Well estabilised o [¢] [¢]
My job is almast guaranteed (@) (@] )
Uncertain O o [¢]
Can depend on it being here (@) (@] )




image8.png
Future is vague

Unclear

Permanent position if | want it
Certain

This job might not be around too long
Unspecified

Insecure

O 0O o0 OO0 oo

O O O 0O O OO0

O O O OO0 OO0
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           Participant Debrief Sheet     Title of Study:   Exploring attitudes towards robots in the workplace and job security.     Thank you for taking part in this study.     The aim of this study is to explore people's attitudes towards robots in society and  specifically, their use in the workplace, and whether thi s is linked to their feelings  about their own job security.       Some people are scared that robots will replace human workers, resulting in job loss.  The prevalence of negative information about robots, compared to positive  information, may influence people' s attitudes, potentially triggering job - related stress  and preventing them from seeing robots as innovative and helpful (Yam, 2022).     The study will also look to explore whether there are any differences between males  and females and older vs. younger part icipants in their attitudes   towards robots in  the workplace and job security.     If you wish to withdraw your data from the study, you should close the browser now.     If you are happy for your data to be included in this research, please confirm  this by pressing the arrow below.      After this point, it will not be possible to withdraw your data from the study.     If taking part in this study has raised any questions or concerns, please contact the  student researcher: Sylwia Kadewska on  2105813@student.uwtsd.ac.uk   or contact  the research supervisor: Dr Kate Williams on  kate.williams@uwtsd.ac.uk       You can also download and save a copy of this debrief sheet for future reference by  clicking this link: Debrief     Thank you once again for taking time to participate in this study.  

Centre for   Psychology  and  Counselling   SA1 Campus   Sw ansea  
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380

'VANDER ELST, DE WITTE, DE CUYPER

APPENDIX
Translations of the Job Insecurity Scale (De Witte, 2000; Rigotti et al., 2003)
Flemish Dutch Spanish Swedish Bngiish

Ttem

L. Delkansbestaatdatik  De kans bestaat datik  Existen posibilidades de  Det finns en risk attjag  Chances are, I vill soon
binnenkort mijn job  binnenkort mijn baan  que pronto pierdami  snart kommer att Tose my job.
verlies. veies trabao. forlora arbetet.

2 Mcbenerzekervandat Ik weet zeker datik deze Estoy segurofa de que  Jag ar siker pé att 1 am sure I can keep my
ik mijn jobzal kunnen  baan kan behouden.  puedo conservarmi  kunna behilla mitt job. (R)
behouden. (R) ®) trabajo. (R) job. (R)

3. Ik voel me onzeker over Ik voel me onzeker over Me siento inseguro Jag ir osiker om min I feel insecure about the
de tockomst van mijn  de toekomst van mijn  sobre el futuro de mi  framtida anstillning.  future of my job.
job. baan trabao.

4 Icdenk datikmijnjob Ik denk datik mijnbaan Creo que podria perder Jag tror attjagkan I think I might lose my
zal verliezen in de zal verliezen in de mi trabajo en un forlora mitt arbete job in the near future
nabife tockomst. nabije tockomst futuro préximo. inom den nirmaste

tfiden.

Scale

1 ‘Helemaal niet akkoord  Helemaal niet mee eens  Muy en desacuerdo Instammer absolutinte  Strongly disagres

2 [Eerder niet akkoord Niet mee sens Algo en desacuerdo Instémmer inte. Somewhat disagres

3 Desls akkoord, deels ~ Deels esns, deels onesns En parte de acuerdo, en  Instimmer delvis Partly agree partly
niet akkoord parte en desacuerdo disagree

a, ‘Eerder akkoord Mes eens Algo ds acnerdo Instammer Somewhat agree

s ‘Helemaal akkoord Helemaal mes eens Muy de acnerdo Instammer absolut Strongly agree
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T T T e T T T T T
Questionnaire Based on a Varimasx Rotated Principal Component Analysis with Two Factors.

tem _ltem Description Factor1 __ Factor2 _Shortened *

T lamworried that my occupation might disappear due to automation. [ 019 1

2 lexpect that my occupation will disappear. 079 0101 0

3 lam worried that my occupation wil be replaced. 0792 0127 0

4 Ithink that my occupation will not exist anymore in the future o 002 1

5 Thereisariskthat Lwill have to change my present occupation due el iy i
to automation.
Tam worried that my occupation will become less significant in the future

6 with the advancement of technology. L L S
Tam afraid that I will need to switch to another occupation in the short

7 term due to technological developments. ue om z

s 1am concemed that what  do now in my occupation can be replaced by oms " N
new technology and automation.
Tam afraid that I will need to switch to another occupation later on in my

 career due to technological developments. om oz z
Tam certain that I can still perform the content of my tasks in the future

10 regardiess of automation. L o2z 2
Tam certain that my job skills willsill be of use n the future despite

1 technological advancements. L o216 2
Ibelieve that my job skils and competences will remain relevant regardless

12 of technological advancements. oee o !

13 lcan practice my occupation as long as I want to. 06 0121
Tam worried about the negative carcer consequences in my current

M occupation as a result of technology advancements. L) 900 2
feelinsecure about the characteristics and conditions of my occupation

15 due to technological advancements. o2 o 2

16 Iwelcome the introduction of new technology in my occupation. 0513 —049% 0

17 1am confdent that  will be able to work in my occupation unil — e B
my retirement.

18 lcan predict how my occupation will ook in the future. 0267 0031 0

1o lexpect that my occupation will undergo significant changes due to e it o
technological development

0 The probabilty that my occupation will change significantly due to . R
automation is very low. 06

21 Certain tasks of my occupation will no longer be relevant in the future. 0206 0676

2 Lwillnced to perform tasks in my occupation inthe future, for which Lam ' <0 o .
not well trained.

43 lam certain that my job responsibilities will change significantly before o - R
my retirement
Tam afraid that I will not be able to cope with my occupation in the future,

2 because it will change strongly due to new technology. ot o 2

55 Lam worried that my skills will become outdated because of 0301 s )
new technology.

2 Ican predict te future changes in my occupation 0159 —01% 0

* Shortencd questionnaire: 0 = not included; 1 = included as a global occupation insecurity tem
content occupation insecurity tem. Bold values indicate factor loading of greater than 0.40.
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Expected Normal

Normal Q-Q Plot of GATORS_TOTAL
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Dev from Normal

Detrended Normal Q-Q Plot of GATORS_TOTAL
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Expected Normal

Normal Q-Q Plot of JOB_TOTAL
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Explore

= [DataSet1] CAUsers\4756\Deskiop\SPSS input with autliers.sav

Case Processing Summary

Cases
Valid Missing Total
N Percent N Percent N Percent
GATORS_TOTAL 52 98.1% 1 19% 53 100.0%
JOB_TOTAL 52 98.1% 1 19% 53 100.0%
Descriptives
Statistic  Std. Error
GATORS_TOTAL Mean 77.92 1.784
95% Confidence Interval for  |ower Bound 7434
Mean Upper Bound 8151
5% Trimmed Mean 77.93
Median 77.50
Variance 165.563
Std. Deviation 12.867
Minimum 44
Maximum 106
Range 62
Interquartile Range 18
Skewness -.025 330
Kurtosis 050 650
JOB_TOTAL Mean 35.69 1.206
95% Confidence Interval for  Lower Bound 3327
Mean Upper Bound 38.11
5% Trimmed Mean 35.59
Median 34.00

Variance 75.590
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Variance 75.590

Std. Deviation 8694
Minimum 22
Maximum 52
Range 30
Interquartile Range 17
Skewness .336 .330
Kurtosis -1.144 650
M-Estimators
Huber's M- Tukey's Hampel's M- Andrews' Waved
Estimator® Biweight' Estimator®
GATORS_TOTAL 7765 71.70 7784 N
JOB_TOTAL 3499 35.13 3546 35.13

a. The weighting constant is 1.339.

b. The weighting constant is 4.685.

c. The weighting constants are 1.700, 3.400, and 8.500
d. The weighting constant is 1.340*pi
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Extreme Values

Case Number ID Value

GATORS_TOTAL Highest 1 37 38 106
2 18 18 104

3 41 42 101

4 14 14 96

B 38 39 96

Lowest 1 4 4 44
2 5|5 56

3 717 57

4 24 24 59

5 25 25 61
JOB_TOTAL Highest 1 19 19 52
2 11 50

3 1 1 50

4 46 47 50

5 12 12 49

Lowest 1 47 49 22
2 22 22 22

2 40 41 24

4 27 27 24

5 52 54 26°

a. Only a partial list of cases with the value 26 are shown in the table of

lower extremes.
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Tests of Normality  

 Kolmogorov - Smirnov a  Shapiro - Wilk  

Statistic  df  Sig.  Statistic  df  Sig.  

GATORS_TOT AL  .079  52  .200 *  .993  52  .990  

JOB_TOTAL  .116  52  .080  .932  52  .006  

*. This is a lower bound of the true significance.  

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction  
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Independent Samples Effect Sizes

95% Confidence Interval

Standardizer®  Point Estimate Lower Upper
GATORS_TOTAL Cohen's d 12,671 -.452 -1.007 107
Hedges' correction 12.865 -.445 -.992 106
Glass's delta 12.286 -.466 -1.029 107
JOB_TOTAL Cohen's d 8.497 =517 -1.074 .045
Hedges' correction 8.627 -.509 -1.058 .044
Glass's delta 9.092 -.483 -1.047 .091

a. The denominator used in estimating the effect sizes.
Cohen's d uses the pooled standard deviation.
Hedges' correction uses the pooled standard deviation, plus a correction factor.
Glass's delta uses the sample standard deviation of the control (i.e., the second) group.
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Case Processing Summary

Cases
Valid Missing Total
N Percent N Percent N Percent
GATORS_TOTAL 52 981% 1 19% 53 100.0%
JOB_TOTAL 5 981% 1 19% 53 100.0%
Descriptives
Statistic Std. Errar
GATORS_TOTAL Mean 1192 1784
95% Confidence Intervalfor Lower Bound 7434
liezm Upper Bound 8151
5% Trimmed Mean 7793
Median 7750
Variance 165.583
Std. Deviation 12,887
Minimum 44
Maximum 108
Range 62
Interquarte Range 18
Skewness -025 330
Kurtosis 050 850
JOB_TOTAL Mean 3569 1208
95% Confidence Intervalfor Lower Bound 3327
liezm Upper Bound 38.11
5% Trimmed Mean 3559
Median 34.00
Variance 75580
Std. Deviation 8634
Minimum 2
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Maximum 106

Range 62

Interquartle Range 18

Skewness -025 330

Kurtosis 050 850
JOB_TOTAL Mean 3569 1208

95% Confidence Intervalfor Lower Bound 3327

Mean Upper Bound 38.11

5% Trimmed Mean 3559

Median 34.00

Variance 75580

Std. Deviation 8.684

Minimum 2

Maximum 52

Range 30

Interquartle Range 17

Skewness 336 330

Kurtosis -1.144 850

M-Estimators

Huber's M- Tukey's Hampel's M- Andrews' Waved
Estimator? Biweight” Estimator®
GATORS_TOTAL 77.65 71.10 77.84 7771
JOB_TOTAL 34.99 3513 3545 3513

a. The weighting constant is 1.339
b. The weighting constant s 4 685

The weighting constants are 1.700, 3.400, and 8.500
The weighting constant is 1 340%pi
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Tests of Normality

Kolmagorov-Smirnov? Shapira-Wilk
Statistic df sig Statistic df sig
GATORS_TOTAL 079 52 2007 993 52 990
JOB_TOTAL 116 52 080 932 52 008

*.This is a lower bound of the true significance.
a. Lilliefors Significance Correction
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Independent Samples Test
's Test for Equality of

Variances ttest for Equality of Means
95% Confidence Interval of the
Signific Mean Std. Error
sig t df One-Sidedp  Two-Sidedp  Difference Difference Lower Upper
GATORS_TOTAL _Equal variances assumed 421 516 302 50 382 764 1437 4759 8122 10.995
Equal variances not 274 10655 395 789 1437 5.240 -10.142 13015
assumed
JOB_TOTAL Equal variances assumed 1.019 318 1.045 50 150 301 3328 3184 -3.067 9.724
Equal variances not 948 10640 182 364 3328 3512 4433 11.090
assumed

Independent Samples Effect Sizes

95% Confidence Interval

Standardizer”  Point Estimate  Lower Upper
GATORS_TOTAL Cahen's d 12.983 111 -609 829
Hedges' correction 13.182 109 -599 816
Glass's defta 12649 114 -606 832
JOB_TOTAL Cohen's d 8.685 383 -341 1.104
Hedges' correction 8.819 317 -33 1.087
Glass's defta 8458 394 -332 1.115

a. The denominator used in estimating the effect sizes

Cohen's d uses the pooled standard deviation

Hedges' carrection uses the pooled standard deviation, plus a correction factor.

Glass's defta uses the sample standard deviation of the control (i.e., the second) group.
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T-Test

Group Statistics

Gender N Mean  Std. Deviation  Std. Error Mean
GATORS_TOTAL male 9 79.11 14615 4872
female 43 7767 12.649 1.929
JOB_TOTAL male 9 3844 9.799 3.266
female 43 35.12 8458 1.290
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Descriptive Statistics

N Minimum  Maximum  Mean  Std. Deviation
Age 52 18 60 3079 11.302
Valid N (istwise) 52
Explore
Case Processing Summary
Cases
Valid Missing Total
N Percent N Percent N Percent
GATORS_TOTAL 52 98.1% 1 1.9% 53 100.0%
Descriptives
Statistic  Std. Error
GATORS_TOTAL _Mean 7792 1784
95% Confidence Interval for  Lower Bound 7434
liezm Upper Bound 8151
5% Trimmed Mean 7793
Median 7750
Variance 165.563
Std. Deviation 12867
Minimum 44
Maximum 106
Range 62
Interquartile Range 18
Skewness -025 330
Kurtosis 050 650
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Case Processing Summary

Cases
Valid Missing Total
N N P N Percent
GATORS_TOTAL 52 1 53 100.0%
Descriptives
Statistic  Std. Error
GATORS_TOTAL _Mean 7792 1784
95% Confidence Interval for ~ Lower Bound 7434
Mean Upper Bound 8151
5% Trimmed Mean 7793
Median 7750
Variance 165.563
Std. Deviation 12867
Minimum 44
Maximum 106
Range 62
Interquartile Range 18
Skewness -025 330
Kurtosis 050 650
Tests of Normality
Kolmogorov-Smirnov? Shapira-Wilk
Statistic df Sig Statistic df Sig
GATORS_TOTAL 079 52 200 993 52 990

*.This is a lower bound of the true significance.
a. Lilliefors Significance Correction
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