TEHRNEE S A 25 72 g > 2017
IPSJInteraction2017

[$H5] Tl OFENSITFES—ERORY FOMNREEM

Bm| BT ms REVP

BE . 04, Y—rv2uaRy bEOHENKAITIHEINTEY, EENREALHSEFIRL TS, 2ok ) kaR
v MWEARR I 2= —va VRBETHIN, Bxix (5] WD OFEOHENDFIZHEHR L TIhE EE
FTHRNTE AT, BfFOoeRy hOHSFME L2k, fHMiozooaRy h&1ED, HISFHMmERE L.

Distinction Between “ARU” and “IRU” and Impression Evaluation
of Service Robots

AKITOMO TSURUDA'! MIDORI SUGAYA™

Abstract: In recent years, coexistence with service robots has been extensively studied, and industrial introduction is expected.
Natural communication is necessary for such a robot, and we focused on the distinction between the Japanese words "ARU" and
"IRU" to find out the way to realize natural communication. After conducting impression evaluation experiment of the existing
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robot, I made a robot for evaluation and conducted an impression evaluation experiment.
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Table 1 The experiment object robots and their features.
(Excerpts.)
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Table 2 The average score of “ARU” and “IRU” evaluation.

ASIMO | 4.25 Paro 3.75 Relay 1.88
Pepper | 4.13 Buddy 3.5 Navii 1.75
Sota 4 TAPIA 3.13 Roomba 1.5
NAO 3.88 Jibo 3 CaddyTrek | 1
Romeo | 3.75 Budgee | 2.63 minelet & 1
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Table 3 The Correlation analysis result between subjects’

attribute and “ARU” and “IRU” evaluation. (Excerpts.)
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Table 4 The comparison axis of impression evaluation
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ASIMO -0.764%**
Pepper -0.800**
NAO -0.293**
Romeo -0.276*
Sota 0.218%*

(**: p<0.01, *p<0.05)
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Figure 1 The robot we developed. (upper-left : front, upper-
right : face, bottom-left : hiding face and detached hands and
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feet, bottom-center : back, bottom-right : side)
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Table 6 The correlation coefficient between impression

evaluation indexes.

#5 wARy b ORI L FIRFHMEEERE O BER %2 L | ﬁib gg %gf
Table 5 The correlation coefficient of robots’ features and 55 o0 wen W
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