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/%ﬁ*ﬁﬁi Do Young Children Treat a Robot as Having Intentions

and Being Culpable For Its Actions?
Rachele Barker, Allie Beall, Caitlin Ryan, Shelby Rosston, Dennis Schuster, & Rachel L. Severson®
Department of Psychology

Results: Dumbbell Task

Introduction

Personified technologies, such as smart speakers and social robots,

L L Dumbbell Task
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Results: Tower Task

* Participants (N=41; target N=128):
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knocks down.

person’s harmful actions (tower task permissibility).

0.6 * Hold a robot accountable for its actions, although
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(all conditions) [person/robot] to knock over the tower?
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Culpability: Should the [person/robot] get in trouble? Human Contingent  Non-Contingent Control . . -~
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descriptively to a lesser degree than humans (tower task
culpability).

* Judge a robot's ambiguous actions as slightly less
purposeful compared to a human (tower task purposeful).

Proportion Said ‘On purpose’

These findings contribute to an emerging body of research

and the moral consequences of doing so%¢-8.

Purposefulness: Did the [person/robot] do it on purpose
or by accident?

(0) by accident

(1) on purpose
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