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Executive Summary 

The Education and Public Engagement programme of the ADAPT Centre for Digital Content 

Technology aims to empower the Irish public to engage fully in our rapidly-evolving digital landscape 

and to foster an interest in, knowledge of, and appreciation for the emerging technologies driving 

change in digital media and technology. 

In 2018 ADAPT devised a “citizens’ think-in” concept designed to enable the Irish public to debate 

and reflect on the societal implications of one of the most transformative innovations of our 

lifetimes: Artificial Intelligence (AI). 

This report presents a formative evaluation of the inaugural ADAPT Citizens’ Think-In, which 

addressed the theme ‘Artificial Intelligence, Privacy and Civil Liberties’. The event was held on 15 

November 2018 at Wood Quay Venue in Dublin city centre. The evaluation uses a start-to-finish 

model, with evaluation data collected at each stage of the planning and implementation process 

through various sources including observation notes, pre- and post-event surveys of participants, 

semi-structured interviews with contributors of various kinds to the Think-In and an online survey of 

contributors. 

The purpose of the think-In was to bring members of the public together to discuss some of the 

ethical issues being faced in data storage and dissemination in the digital age. During the course of 

the event, participants listened to expert speakers give presentations about AI, before being asked 

to consider a series of scenarios relating to AI and discuss the various outcomes that might arise 

from these new technological advancements. They took part in small group discussions where they 

talked about the emerging risks and opportunities of AI and explored how research can ensure the 

age of AI is inclusive of everyone, before reporting out to the larger group about their discussions. 
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The aims of the event were to engage adults in discussion, dialogue and deliberation around the 

societal implications of artificial intelligence, such that they: 

• Can judge between competing STEM arguments and engage in informed debate on STEM 

issues 

• Understand the role of STEM in our lives 

• Feel more engaged with STEM research 

 

The think-in also aimed to provide ADAPT researchers with greater insights into public opinions 

regarding potential application areas for AI. 

Overall, the responses from participants, organisers and contributors have been overwhelmingly 

positive. The event was well thought-out, efficiently organised and well-received by the target 

audience. Some tweaks are needed to the presentation and adjustments to timing, however the 

greatest issue was the high number of no-shows. Of the 63 individuals registered with Eventbrite to 

attend the event, only 17 attended on the date. Possible ways to address this problem for future 

think-ins are to charge a refundable registration deposit and to call (rather than email) all registrants 

just before the event. 

The key findings of this report include: 

• Public participants feel more informed about AI and about the risks and benefits of AI, and 

they feel more comfortable expressing their views about STEM issues. 

• Public participants have a better understanding of the role of STEM in their lives and feel 

more engaged with STEM research 

• ADAPT participants have greater familiarity with diverse points of view related to AI and 

state that the think-in will help inform their current or future research. 
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Results of Registration Survey 

Sixty-three individuals registered for the Think-In event, and 16 attended, two of whom had not 

registered. The following findings show the results of the Registration survey for all the individuals 

who registered, as well as those who attended. 

Of those that registered 32 were male, 26 female and two identified as ‘Other’. Sixty individuals who 

registered for the event provided addrss details, of these 53 lived in Dublin and 7 lived outside 

Dublin. 

Upon registering for the event, potential participants were asked ‘What is your existing knowledge 

of Artificial Intelligence?’ and asked to choose one of the following options: ‘None’, ‘Basic’, 

‘Intermediate’ and ‘Advanced’. 

Table 1 shows the answers to this question grouped by gender: 

Knowledge level Male Female Other 

‘None’ 2 4 -- 

‘Basic’ 18 11 -- 

‘Intermediate’ 9 8 -- 

‘Advanced’ 3 3 1 

Table 1. Knowledge of AI grouped by gender for all. 

Table 2 shows the answers to this question grouped by age: 

Knowledge 

level 

18-25 26-30 31-35 36-40 41-45 46-50 Did not 

answer 

‘None’ 0 3 0 1 2 0 0 

‘Basic’ 0 13 2 5 6 2 2 

‘Intermediate’ 1 2 3 1 2 1 7 

‘Advanced’ 0 3 0 1 2 0 1 

Table 2. Knowledge of AI grouped by age. 

For the participants who attended the Think-In, Tables 3 and 4 show how they answered the 

‘existing knowledge’ question. 

Knowledge level Male Female 

‘None’ 0 0 

‘Basic’ 6 4 

‘Intermediate’ 2 2 

‘Advanced’ 0 1 

Table 3. Knowledge of AI grouped by gender for participants. 

Knowledge 

level 

18-25 26-30 31-35 36-40 41-45 46-50 DNA 

‘None’ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

‘Basic’ 4  1 1 1 2 1 

‘Intermediate’ 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 

‘Advanced’ 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

Table 4. Knowledge of AI grouped by age for participants. 
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Results of Pre-event Survey 

On arriving at the Think-In particiants were asked to fill out a Pre-event survey. This survey is given in 

full in Annex 1. Annex 2 gives detailed results from this survey. As the number of participants was so 

low it is difficult to draw any strong conclusions from this information. 

However we can say that participants heard about the Think-In from a variety of sources, the most 

common being 'from friends/family' (4), 'at work' (3) and from Eventbrite (3). Just one participant 

had previously attended an ADAPT Centre event and four participants had previously attended a 

Science Week event. 

Participants were asked two questions about their motivations for attending the Think-In nd their 

expectations of the event. The answers provided are given in full in Annex 2. To summarise briefly, 

the main motivations for attending were (1) curiosity and interest about the subject, particularly 

future impacts and (2) career development, participants’ expectations were that they would learn 

about AI and take part in discussions about the issues surrounding it. 

Participants were also shown statements about their understanding and engagement with AI and 

privacy issues and their degree of comfort in expressing their views about them. Of the 16 

participants, 13 said that they agreed or strongly agreed that they felt engaged with science and 

technology research, nine said they agreed or strongly agreed that they understood how AI could 

impact their lives, and nine said they had a strong understanding of AI. Participants said that they 

felt comfortable in expressing their views, 11 agreed or strongly agreed that they felt comfortable 

expressing their views on AI, while 14 agreed or strongly agreed that they felt comfortable 

expressing their views on privacy issues. 

 

Participants said that they felt comfortable in expressing their views. 
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Results of Post-event Survey 

At the conclusion of the Think-In, particiants were asked to fill out a Post-event survey. The 

questions from this survey are given in full in Annex 3. Annex 4 gives detailed results from the 

survey. 

Participants were asked questions about what they had learned and what aspect of the event they 

valued most. The answers provided are given in full in Annex 4. To summarise briefly, the learnings 

could be categorised into three main themes: (1) learning about AI, for example one participant 

answered: “Something re where AI is at and possible rate of further development”; (2) learning 

about the issues surrounding the development of AI: “A lot of the challenging issues around AI and 

data”; in particular about (3) privacy and data issues: “About individuals’ concerns regarding AI and 

data sharing”. 

The aspects of the Think-In that participants valued the most were the discussions, for example: 

“The scenarios and group chat” and “The group session: the variety and mix of people to interact 

with”. In particular, participants valued the discussion of values surrounding data and privacy 

matters. 

Participants were also asked to indicate to what extent they agreed with some statements about the 

Think-In. The results are presented in the following table and graphic. 

 

Participants valued the “discussions” and “group chat”. 
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Statement: 1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Agree 4 Strongly Agree 

I would recommend the think-in to others     5 12 

I feel more informed about Artificial 

Intelligence 
1   12 3 

I feel more informed about ethics and privacy 

issues 
1 2 8 5 

I feel more informed about the risks and 

benefits of Artificial Intelligence 
1 2 8 5 

I understand better the role of Artificial 

Intelligence in my life 
1 3 9 3 

I feel more engaged with Science and 

Technology research 
1 3 5 7 

I feel more comfortable expressing my views 

about Artificial Intelligence issues 
1 1 7 7 

I enjoyed the experience     5 12 
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Participants were also asked if there were any ways in which the forum could be improved. 

Seven participants answersed this question, five used it as an opportunity to thank the organisers: “This forum is perfect, I enjoyed a lot thanks”, one 

suggested an improvement: “Hear more from researchers; less assumption that no one knows anything on the subject” and one jokey sugggestion that free 

beer should be provided for refreshment!

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

I feel more informed about Artificial Intelligence

I feel more informed about ethics and privacy issues

I feel more informed about the risks and benefits of Artificial Intelligence

I understand better the role of Artificial Intelligence in my life

I feel more engaged with Science and Technology research

I feel more comfortable expressing my views about Artificial Intelligence issues

I enjoyed the experience

I would recommend the think-in to others

Please indicate to what extent you agree with the following 

statements:

1   Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Agree 4 Strongly Agree
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Observations 

Scribes at each of the tables took notes of the discussions, and other contributors walked around the 

room observing the discussions and making notes. The topics which the participants were most 

interested in discussing are shown in Box 1. 

 

Privacy. 

Who has the data? 

Who is it shared with? 

People should be told clearly what is being taken and how it is being used/who exactly has it. 

How AI can change society. 

 

Box 1. Topics which participants were most interested in discussing. 

Please see below for an example of notes taken by a scribe. 

Example of scribe notes 

1. Content discussed by participants in small-group discussions 

 

Scenario A1 (Siri and Alexa – personalisation vs. data collection) 

a) Scribe’s notes and observations: 

First, clarification is needed – one discussant is unclear whether the scenario talks about adapting 

the interface or the content (i.e. would it just make Alexa talk and behave like the user, or would it 

(also?) offer personalized recommendations) – it was clarified that the scenario means both things. 

After this has been clarified, one of the discussants states they would be open to personalization. 

Another counters with concerned on whether customization would really be used for customizing 

the interface, or would it be used for other, unadvertised purposes. 

The discussion switches gear at this point to an argument on whether Facebook is or is not 

transparent in the way they present information on their user’s timelines (is it personalized or not). 

Some argue that Facebook actually lets you know and is obvious in how it functions, yet people only 

get concerned when there is a big scandal. Two discussants in particular, however, are very vocal 

and critical about Facebook in particular and strongly prefer not to let Facebook use and own their 

personal data. Some say Facebook “knew exactly who you were even before you had Facebook” 

(referring to the fact that Facebook collects data on non-registered users as well). There is even 

some disagreement on whether WhatsApp should be trusted or not, as it is owned by Facebook. 
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The group asks questions like: “Does it really make my life better?” 

One of the arguments to back up this view was specifically the issue of mixing up and cross-

referencing datasets (i.e. Facebook selling data to others). 

The question then arises on whether personalization is at all necessary? The group asks questions 

like: “Does it really make my life better? How exactly am I benefitting from this? Do I want my life to 

be better? Maybe this small improvement is not worth the tradeoff?” 

Some would be perfectly happy with average recommendations, rather than personalized, 

particularly due to a negative experience with Google news, which was not properly personalized at 

all. 

The less critical half of the group agree amongst themselves that as long as the personal data is 

secure, it doesn’t matter if it’s used for generalized analyses, in addition to improving lives. 

The other, more critical half of the group expresses strong scepticism regarding whether private data 

is actually being securely handled or is being sold. They feel that the whole point of such platforms is 

to make money from data; one of our group members purposefully doesn’t fill out any forms 

anymore (including ours surveys), so as to minimize their data footprint. They say that “nothing is 

safe” (in reference to data). 

Some point out that perhaps we need to search for a balance between anonymized personal data 

and general/aggregated user data. However, immediately a counterpoint is put forth, saying that 

nothing is really anonymous, because even if data goes through an anonymization process, your 

identity can still be extrapolated from the data points (citing experience from Syria?). 

One member of the group says that the problem comes from the government having the data, 

rather than private companies. Some disagree. 
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In the end, there is little consensus in the whole group regarding the specific scenario. Two main 

streams of thought have emerged: some are for customization, some are against, but in general 

there is a lot of strong negative sentiment towards the scenario. Some of the discussants are very 

vocal about not using such technology, while some are very much for it, but are not as vocal about it. 

The ones who are against are very defensive and critical, exhibiting strong emotional responses to 

the ideas. 

b) Report-back conclusions and takeaways from our group: 

“We had an interesting debate – we have a split table. Half are for using customization, half are 

against. Arguments ‘for’ are that the software needs to understand you to be better and work 

properly; dissenter issues centred around controlling the digital footprint and what happens with 

that information in the cloud; the dissenters wouldn’t use this technology. One of the questions was 

whether the standard version is really significantly different from the customized version. In order to 

get the best personalized version for you you’d need to allow all those things. It was being linked to 

privacy, whether it is being used by other platforms and how it’s being shared. 

The one’s for personalization do provide a caveat – as long as the data is not being shared they’re 

fine with it being used for analytical purposes.” 

Scenario B (China’s social scoring system) 

a) Scribe’s notes and observations: 

The immediate question that arises is whether such a system is beneficial at all and why would 

people even want it? (Potential clash of cultural differences.) As an explanation, the is brought up 

that there would be less crime and thus it is beneficial for society as a whole. 

An immediate counterpoint to that is that in China the system imposed, you have no choice in the 

matter, so it’s questionable whether anyone actually wants it. Plus, it’s easy to abuse the system by 

the powers that be, and users alike. 

A comparison is drawn with the Hunger Games, referring to the rigid social hierarchy. 

Taking a step back, one discussant is unclear on how AI comes into play in this scenario, asking how 

authorities would know that a user has engaged in (anti-)social behaviour. 

Once the answer of CCTV and facial recognition technology emerges, it is countered as problematic 

and inconsistent technology (what about twins or false positives?). 

A lot of the discussion keeps being derailed as there is a strong focus on China and Chinese culture 

and motivations and social expectations and behaviour. The moderator redirects attention and 

hypothesizes that the scenario be introduced in Temple Bar. 

A point is then brought up that this could be useful for identifying threats of security. Everyone at 

the table agrees that this would be good. However, opposition arises when it comes to 

implementing it as a social credit system –would that mean that citizens would lose credit because 

they go to a certain area that is perhaps socially unacceptable. Even though you may be an 

upstanding citizen, you’re punished for being seen in the wrong place. (Which raises the implicit 

questions of what is actually socially acceptable and who determines that. The group has been on 

the verge of this discussion several times but never quite managed to articulate that argument.) 
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More specific situations are brought up that show how problematic such a system would be: e.g. 

someone explodes a bomb, and everyone they’ve ever talked to is now a suspect, even though 

you’ve only talked to them once because they asked you for directions in the street. 

The moderator notes that these examples are extreme and try to tone it down, giving an example of 

littering. What if such a system were used exclusively to moderate littering. Shouldn’t people be 

‘punished’ for littering? Though initially agreeing with the sentiment, someone points out that that is 

the wrong question – the real question is should we deploy such oppressive technology to moderate 

littering? They expand, saying that littering is a sort of ‘gateway’ problem that would get the system 

implemented, allowing it to then be expanded and used for much more nefarious purposes. As it is, 

such a system would impose too much control, too much CCTV. 

The majority of the group agrees with this. 

A vote is called—nobody at the table would really be for this system (only the two moderators state 

that they would be for it, but only some less extreme aspects of it). But most of the group really 

don’t like the system. 

Another problem that was pointed out that if one associates with people of a low social credit 

(perhaps family members or friends), that this might negatively affect them gets passed on and you 

lose your credit. 

One discussant said that “The whole thing is very biased and very obviously a control element.” They 

go on to explain that money drives everything and that’s a problem. There may be some good 

implications, but “no one wants to live in a Big Brother world”. They bring up another thing—the 

spreading of false rumours – and that essentially the government decides what false rumours are. 

Someone points out that many governments are oppressive anyway and they don’t need this 

technology to oppress people, but it would enables them to do it better and more efficiently. 

All views are still very negative. 

A fringe discussion appears on one side of the group between two group members who talk about 

how surveillance at a private property is okay (like in a shop), but if it’s by the state it’s not okay. 

Because in any shop these days you need to assume you’re being filmed, so it’s a sort of tacit 

agreement between you and the shop, and you know it’s for security and shoplifting reasons. But if a 

government employs this mechanism, then it’s for the purpose of control. 

b) Report-back conclusions and takeaways from our group: 

Most were against it, two that were for it were in it for small crimes and targets Such a system 

sterilizes society so that people become clones and are being watched – it doesn’t encourage 

diversity 

Different governments would implement it differently; “it’s good for the bad guys, but who are the 

bad guys?” Similar to the Hunger Games. Being under the microscope at all times is taking humanity 

out of us; we’re error prone, we’re not machines. 

Another element is that under such a system; if you have someone (family/friends) linked to you 

who is an offender might have massive consequences for you. 

Incorporating systemized bias into the system. 
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3. Did the group incorporate the expert presentation into their discussions? 

Yes 

If Yes, please outline any relevant observations on how the group incorporated the presentation 

content 

As far as referring to the expert presentations in the discussion, there was very little direct mention 

of what was discussed. There was one reference to mixing and transferring datasets from different 

sources, as well as data aggregation (between different shops, for example). 

In general there was much discussion of privacy and transparency, which were the broad topics of 

the expert presentations. 

However most of the discussion was focused on the specifics and particulars of the proposed 

scenarios. 
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Results of Debrief Survey 

An online survey was distributed to everyone who contributed to the Think-In including organisers, 

speakers and those who acted as scribes and moderators. A full list of the questions asked are 

provided in Annex 5, and detailed results from the survey are provided in Annex 6. 

Sixteen contributors completed the survey, all of them agreed that the Think-In achieved its aims, 

though two of the longer-form answers suggested that one of the aims: ‘Provide participants with 

informal learning experiences so that they feel they have opportunities to have their say on future 

directions of research in the area’ was not fully met. Contributors also agreed that the ‘discussion’ 

part of the event worked best, with a few citing “rapporteur's summaries of discussion and the 

moderator-led debate that followed amongst all participants” as working particularly well. 

Contributors felt well-prepared for the Think-In, saying that it “felt well-organised” and “the meeting 

the day before was very useful and helpful”. One contributor noted that for future events: “it would 

be useful to have access to the PowerPoints and information beforehand. As a general introduction 

and mind-set for the event.” 

 

Contributors said that rapporteur's summaries of discussion worked particularly well. 

According to the Debriefing survey responses, for future events, the structure and format is “where 

most of the work might be”. Contributors were critical of the length and tone of the talks: “perhaps 

the initial talks were a little long”, “the first presentations could have been a bit more exciting”. 

Contributors suggested that the timings could be adjusted to: “allow for more discussion time”, one 

contributor suggested strategies for tacking the ‘no-shows’, and another suggested that tighter 

moderation was required. 

Q5 asked contributors if they felt they had a greater familiarity with diverse points of view related to 

AI after the event, thirteen out of sixteen respondents said that they did, two respondents in the 
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longer-form comments said that though they did not encounter any unexpected ideas, this was 

because they were already “familiar with the issues”. 

Contributors were also asked if they felt that they had a greater acceptance of diverse points of view 

related to AI after the event. Twelve out of sixteen said that they did, in the longer-form answers 

three contributors said that they had always accepted the diverse views. 

The penultimate question “Do you feel that the Think-In will help inform your current or future 

research?” was aimed at researchers only, of the ten researchers who responded, seven answered 

‘Yes’. 

The final question asked about what changes could be made to future Think-Ins. Contributors 

mentioned improving the presentations, and tweaking the timings (and sticking to the schedule), as 

well as working to improve recruitment, turnout and the diversity of the audience. 
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Interview Responses 

Interviews were conducted in January 2019 with a total of ten Think-In contributors, all interviews 

were carried out by telephone. Interviewees included organisers of the event, as well as those who 

volunteered as scribes and moderators. The interviews lasted 12-15 minutes each. The interviews 

were semi-structured, following the same set of questions in each case, but allowing for 

supplementary questions, change of sequence or skipping questions, as the circumstances 

demanded. The interview guide is included in this report as Annexe 7. 

The following account of the findings from the interviews is divided into three sections: 

Contributors, Audience and Planning and organisation. The quotes have in some cases been 

abbreviated or paraphrased. 

Contributors 

To begin with, interviewees were asked how they came to be involved with the Think-In, most 

mentioned an initial email which was circulated around ADAPT looking for volunteers, some 

interviewees said that it “looked interesting” or was “something I could do” and responded to it. 

Others did not respond to the initial email but did respond to a subsequent email, for example one 

PhD student explained: 

Actually I really like it, though in the beginning, originally there was a call for 

volunteers and I didn’t reply immediately, because I didn’t really understand 

what type of event it was going to be, I never had an experience of something like 

that before and  then they needed more people to run the event, and a second 

email was coming and I said okay I might enjoy, it’s something to do … 

Interviewees discussed their motivations for contributing to the Think-In. Some contributed to the 

event because they looked forward to the social aspect of it, as one PhD student who volunteered to 

be a moderator put it: “I find it fun, I’m talking to the different people, I’m learning something”, as 

well as meeting to the participants some interviewees also noted how they enjoyed meeting and 

taking to ADAPT colleagues outside the day-to-day working environment. Interviewees talked about 

how they were keen to find out more about what the general public thinks of AI and “do something 

useful for society”. Several interviewees also noted that contributing to the Think-In fulfilled one of 

their key performance indicators, while others declared that it simply aroused their curiosity: “I had 

a free evening and it kind of piqued my interest so I thought I’d show up.” 

Several interviewees got involved with the event because they recognised that they worked in an 

academic environment and wanted to find out what the views and opinions of people outside 

academia were about AI: 

Yeah, for me it was particularly interesting because it was about, sort of how 

people viewed Artificial Intelligence, artificial agents, and since I work in the 

field of human-machine interaction, for me it’s like I sometimes take for granted 

people would interact perhaps in a certain way but it is very useful to see what 

people actually think in a more unrestricted environment than the laboratory 

studies that I do where, you know, the interaction is constrained to how I design 

it, but you know, I am biased as a researcher, so it’s very useful to see what 

people, you know not necessarily how they shaped the interaction, but how, just 

in general what is their holistic view of agents, you know, do they even like 

them? You know? 



18 

 

The potential to learn was indeed the most common reason given by interviewees for contributing 

to the Think-In, one interviewee described how she learned some content: 

I didn’t know even about this technology, because it’s not within my research, not 

part of my research, it’s not my major interest but it was really interesting and 

fairly useful for; number one the example that really really impressed me is now 

all cars have a system that in case of car crash they automatically call the 

ambulance to make sure that people in the car can respond then. I never knew 

about that and, I think it’s like a great thing, but there is also a dark side about 

the data collection and, things like that. 

 

All the interviewees said they would like to continue to be involved in similar events in future 

Other impacts that interviewees discussed were that they found the experience of talking to 

participants to be a grounding experience; several used the phase "reality-check". Interviewees 

explained that they enjoyed the opportunity to take a break from their day-to-day roles to talk to 

individuals who were not so deeply involved in the work and had different perspectives to them. 

One organiser explained the value of the approach for researchers: 

I would think that it may have, but I would think perhaps the most substantial 

benefit or the strongest benefit in the longer term might be on the researchers. 

So rather than on the citizens, general citizens who came along who aren’t 

researchers, the researchers actually engaging with a general public of some sort 

or people with different opinions, who they may not get to engage with every day 

or even, you know, over the lifetime of their project, I think it is an interesting 

perhaps reality-check for some, so I don’t think it should be just seen as an event 

that impacts on the citizens I think it should also be seen as one that impacts on 

the researchers. 
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When asked about whether they would like to be involved in similar projects in future, all the 

interviewees agreed that they would. One interviewee was so enthusiastic about future engagement 

opportunities that they “tried to promote it with my friends and so on”, another was even 

promoting it to her social circle during the event: 

Definitely! I actually, during that evening I texted a group of my friends first of 

all, they’re other PhD students to say that it was a great event. 

Interviewees gave several reasons for their motivation to be involved in similar future projects. The 

main two were a desire to “understand how society thinks about technology and research” and the 

belief that it is “ethically important” to find out what the public concerns surrounding AI are: 

I would definitely be interested in doing more of these kind of events in future, I 

think it was really interesting to hear others’ views. I think for us all, you can take 

things for granted, we are all in our own little bubble. It’s the way researchers go 

about things, so especially for ethics, it’s good to hear the concerns of people. 

The social aspect of the event was also attractive to interviewees, and some, who were already 

involved in outreach and other forms of community and public engagement, felt that future 

involvement in events similar to the Think-In would complement their current engaged research. 

Other interviewees cited the Think-In as an opportunity to develop personally as a researcher, for 

example: 

It’s more relevant to me as a person with better understanding how applying my 

research, yeah it is relevant from this point of view. 

All the interviewees said they would like to continue to be involved in similar events in future, as 

well as learning about what the participants thought about AI, they also appreciated that such 

events helped them to develop their own research or organisational skills, for example: 

For myself, I think it’s useful for me to take part in different types of research, 

for example as I said earlier I did focus groups for my undergrad, but before I did 

them I took part in one myself. 

 

… it was a great experience for me. I think it improved my event management 

skills, it also made us think about what we will do to improve attendance at 

future events, perhaps we could charge a small fee which would be refundable, 

would that be appropriate? 

Some participants not only wanted to stay involved in community and public engagement, but also 

to deepen and widen their involvement, with one of the organisers explaining how he would like to 

run the event with different participants: 

I think there was definitely be a benefit to running the exact same event with 

different groups, could have different discussion points I don’t necessarily think 

it’s necessarily a massive need to try and have one event where you try and have 

the entire section of society. 

Others were intrigued by the whole Think-In method, and hoped to be able to adapt it for their own 

research work: “I would think that the approach and the method, the kind of Citizens Think-In would 

be something that I would probably explore in the future …” 
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According to interviewees the main factors which would facilitate research staff getting involved in 

future public and community engagement activities are (1) their enjoyment of the activities, 

particularly the personal contact they made with participants; (2) Institutional support and 

recognition of the work. Several interviewees noted that doing a “communication or engagement 

activity counts as a kpi (key performance indicator)”, while one interviewee went further and 

suggested that the value of this engagement work needs to be recognised more at an institutional 

level: 

I do think the value of them needs to be mainstreamed a little bit more into the 

research centres, the result will be made visible to, I know there will be a report 

at the end of this, you know the work that went into this and you know the 

number of researchers that were involved should be very visible to the rest of the 

research centre, and the value of it should be made clear, even though it was just 

a pilot and obviously things will be improved or whatever, well, I’ll be interested 

to see what other people say, but I’m definitely convinced of the value of these 

kinds of events. 

Several interviewees also noted that senior staff attended the event, this was viewed very positively 

as it was encouraging for PhD students and early career researchers to see that they “take it 

seriously”. 

 

Some contributors hoped to be able to adapt the Think-In method for their own research. 

According to interviewees, the greatest barrier to researchers becoming involved in future public 

and community engagement events was lack of time: “I wouldn’t have a lot of time to dedicate to 

doing it, not with the day job at the moment, no”, and in some cases, researchers found it difficult to 

see how their work could fit in and be relevant to public and community engagement: 
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But I certainly think, it’s a good concept I think, it would be, if there was a topic 

that was maybe more aligned with what I am particularly working on, I’d be 

inclined to get involved spreading the information … My own work is not 

particularly public-facing so it would be a bit contrived, a strain to do that. 

Audience 

Interviewees described the participants who attended the Think-In as coming from “different 

backgrounds” and a “range of ages”. Some participants were “retired tech industry people” and very 

knowledgeable about the subject of AI. In general, the interviewees were surprised by how well-

informed the participants were. 

Interviewees were asked about their perceptions of what the participants got out of the event, they 

all agreed that the participants had enjoyed the event “lots of them said ‘thanks’ at the end of it”. 

They also all agreed that the highlight of the evening for the participants was the discussion break-

out sessions: 

I thought the interaction of the general public with the researchers worked very 

well. So, we had researchers on each table, the general public and we had people 

taking notes, but I think, the general public were obviously very motivated, the 

people who had decided to come, very interested in the topic, had a wide variety 

of views, and it was interesting to see them discuss directly with researchers 

about their views. 

 

Participants seemed “comfortable enough to disagree with each other”. 

Interviewees also noted the “strong opinions” displayed by some participants, and indicated that 

participants seemed “comfortable enough to disagree with each other”: 
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At my table I think I had five people and it was really interesting because they 

were all coming from different backgrounds and they were really reacting 

differently to the questions, so we had like a split sort of opinions all the time, it 

was really interesting. 

One interviewee gave a specific example of the discussion surrounding Scenario A2. 

There was a scenario about AI in the home … There was one where they were all 

disagreeing about, I think it was something about the personalisation of the 

personal assistant, so what is the kind of the threshold? How much of your 

personal information do you want to give in order to get the research really 

tailored to you and I think half of the table was really like: “I’m never doing any, 

I’m never doing any of those surveys online, I don’t have Facebook I don’t have 

anything where they could gather my personal information because I don’t want 

it to be personalised” and the other half were on the contrary, yeah, this kind of, 

contrary, yeah. 

Interviewees were also asked what impacts they expected the Think-In to have on the participants. 

Most interviewees agreed that participants would “think more about data protection issues and so 

on” but were cautious about ascribing any longer-term impacts to a “one-off” or “pilot” event. 

Some interviewees expressed the hope that participants would develop an “interest in getting 

themselves involved in this topic”, become more open to hearing more about scientific research, or 

“look at the news and understand it more, and feel more engaged”. Several interviewees hoped that 

participants would feel encouraged to attend similar events in future: 

… what normally happens is people come to these events and whether they’re 

likely or not, they are talking to their friends about it they might have been 

saying: “Oh I’ve been here, I loved it” and they started to like share the 

information and then if other people are interested they would go looking for 

other events like that, and this might bring more people, but if such events would 

not happen any more people would forget fairly soon! 

Another interviewee considered what format future events should take to capitalise on the “one-

off” Think-In: 

As it is right now as a one-off event, probably not. But if it was, I don’t know, a 

sort of regular meet-up or something, a regular, I don’t want to say ‘training 

course’ but you know a regular meeting of some sort, maybe yeah. I mean to have 

an impact it would need to be more ‘content-exchange’ here it was more like an 

‘opinion-exchange’ mostly. 

Planning and organisation 

Overall, interviewees were happy with the planning and organisation of the Think-In, although they 

all expressed disappointment that many of those who had registered with Eventbrite did not attend. 

Interviewees also expressed satisfaction with the preparation work for the scribes and moderators: 

I think that the preparations for the scribes and the moderators was pretty good, 

I’m not too sure how the moderators felt, about their position as moderators, 

because I know that being a moderator is quite difficult, but I thought it went 

pretty well and from I heard back from them they seemed to enjoy it. 
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Most interviewees agreed that the event itself was well-organised, though one 

moderator did complain: “so I skipped my dinner to make sure I was there on 

time, but then the organisers turned up half an hour late! Apart from that it was 

well-organised”. 

Aspects of the Think-In which interviewees agreed could be improved were the timing and the 

length and pitching of the opening presentations: 

I think probably the timing, obviously this was a pilot event that was very much 

trying to figure it out, but I think the timing could be fixed a little bit, I think 

there was a little bit too much time given to the talks at the beginning and not 

quite enough for discussion, it was kinda running a little bit close to, close to time 

right at the end, there could be these kind of like open table discussions they 

seemed to kind of, once you get into it, it does kind of start to just turn into a 

conversation and those can kind of flow quite a bit so cutting them off on that 

unnaturally can be a little bit, it can be a little bit of a struggle, so, I would 

probably like to give a little more time to that than to things. 

 

Participants enjoyed the focus group part of the event, lots of them said thanks at 

the end of it, and you could tell that they were engaged during it, but during the 

presentations you could see people drifting in and out, looking at their phones 

and so on. I don’t think they were expecting a PowerPoint lecture. 

Opinions about the suitability of the venue varied among the interviewees. All the interviewees 

agreed that it was a good venue, but some expressed concerns that it was not suitable for this type 

of event and may have contributed to the low attendance: 

I think it was great location first of all, it was very nice. 

 

Also, the location, while it was lovely might have put some people off, it’s not a 

typical location for this kind of event. 

Returning to the low attendance and the very high number of “no-shows”, interviewees tried to 

come up with some ideas on how to avoid this occurring with future events. The most popular idea 

put forward was to charge a (nominal) fee: 

I would imagine making it a semi-paid event with some kind of thing where you 

invite people along and they have to commit to some kind of contribution of their 

own might encourage more people to actually show up. 

Several participants also mentioned making use of libraries and other networks: 

A huge amount of work went into planning and organising this, and it was such a pity then 

that the turn-out was so low. We’re thinking about what to do in future events, and we think 

that perhaps we could use libraries and their networks.  

Another suggestion was to advertise the food element more: “because people love a free dinner!” 

There were differing views from interviewees about the suitability of scheduling the Think-In during 

Science Week, some thought it was a good idea: “It was during Science Week so people are attuned 
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to those things anyway”, while others believed that if could have been a factor in the low 

attendance for the event: 

I could see why the event was held in Science Week, but Science Week is so full of 

events that perhaps you’re not going to get the biggest turnout when they’re 

rushing between, also for the researchers they’re rushing between multiple 

events. 
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Annex 1: Pre-event survey 
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Annex 2: Detailed results from Pre-event survey 

 

How did you hear about this think-in? 

 
From friends/family 4 

Adapt centre website 1 

At work 3 

Other- Linkedin 1 

science week website 1 

in the media 2 

eventbrite 3 

Adapt mailing list 1 

 

 

Have you previously attended an ADAPT Centre event? 

Yes 1 

No 15 

 

Have you previously attended a Science Week event? 

Yes 4 

No 11 

Didn't respond 1 

 

25%

6%

19%
6%

6%

13%

19%

6%

How did you hear about the Think-In?

From friends/family ADAPT Centre website At work

Other - LinkedIn Science Week website In the media

Eventbrite ADAPT mailing list
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Why are you attending this event? 

To understand how Artificial Intelligence can impact my life 

I am interested in AI 

I want to step into AI or machine learning area 

Curiosity 

Work related 

Interested in AI and the future we create with it. 

Interest in AI 

More knowledge AI 

Interested in the subject due to professional lessons 

I work in tech 

Interested in AI  

For the talk want to understand AI's impact on the future 

To get more insights about AI discussion and to network 

General interest 

Curiosity about AI 

I'm interested in how we tell stories about/with internet technologies and the role that fiction plays in 

tech research and industry. 

 

 

What are you expecting from this event? 

Real interest 

Learning some basic knowledge about AI & the develop trend of AI & related ethical issues about AI. 

Get general idea of what AI is and what needs to prepare for learning the AI 

Varying insight and perspectives 

Increased knowledge of AI topics 

Challenging my thinking around application of technology and some insights into how I can influence 

the ethical use of AI. 

No expectations 

Get to know more about AI 

Philosophical discussion on the impact of AI 
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Info 

Better understand where AI and legal system meet. 

Explore thoughts on area of AI that I haven't and enjoy a bit of information. 

Gain some knowledge 

A greater scope of knowledge 
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Please indicate to what extent you agree with the following statements: 
  

Statement 1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Agree 4 Strongly Agree 

I have a strong understanding of 

Artificial Intelligence 2 5 8 1 

I feel comfortable expressing my views 

on Artificial Intelligence 2 3 7 4 

I have a strong understanding of ethics 

and privacy issues   5 7 4 

I feel comfortable expressing my 

opinions about privacy issues 1 1 6 8 

I understand how Artificial Intelligence 

can impact my life 2 5 8 1 

I feel engaged with Science and 

Technology research 1 2 9 4 
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0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

I have a strong understanding of Artificial Intelligence

I feel comfortable expressing my views on Artificial Intelligence

I have a strong understanding of ethics and privacy issues

I feel comfortable expressing my opinions about privacy issues

I understand how Artificial Intelligence can impact my life

I feel engaged with Science and Technology research

Please indicate to what extent you agree with the following 

statements:

1   Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Agree 4 Strongly Agree
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Annex 3: Post-event survey 

<<<<<<NEED TO ADD IN OTHER PAGE OF POST-EVENT SURVEY HERE>>>>> 
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Annex 4: Detailed results from Post-event survey 

 

What did you learn from today's think-in? 

Something re. where AI is at and possible rate of further development 

Positive and negative things about artificial intelligence, how important it is to know about 

limits information share 

General idea of AI development stage. Privacy and data protection importance 

Data privacy should be thinking together by the designers of the AI technology 

Other people's views matter 

Privacy matters 

A lot of the challenging issues around AI and data 

Perspective  

Different aspects of AI and how It affects society 

Difficulties facing AI 

AI uses 

Good understanding of AI and how it impacts difficult aspects of our life 

About individuals' concerns regarding AI and data sharing 

I became much more aware of all the issues 

The consequences of use of new technologies are unforeseen and require an entire overhaul 

of the current legal system to regulate abuses 

The scenarios are really generative of thoughtful conversation and the group process is really 

effective. I gained insights on how AI is deployed. I need more time to reflect what I've 

learned. 

 

What aspects of the think-in did you value most? 

Discussion/analysis 

Control of the government's knowledge about limits 

The scenario discussion 

Data privacy can be a big issue with the development of AI. 

The group session: the variety and mix of people to interact with. 

Engagement and respect for input 

The table discussions 

Opinions and discussions 

Discussions 

Listening to concerns about the future 

Luca's presentation was brilliant 

The group contribution and participative format 

People shared their views very openly 

Our basic humanity needs to be safeguarded 

The scenarios and group chat. 
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Statement: 1 Strongly Disagree 2 Disagree 3 Agree 4 Strongly Agree 

I feel more informed about Artificial Intelligence 1 0 12 3 

I feel more informed about ethics and privacy issues 1 2 8 5 

I feel more informed about the risks and benefits of Artificial 

Intelligence 
1 2 8 5 

I understand better the role of Artificial Intelligence in my life 1 3 9 3 

I feel more engaged with Science and Technology research 1 3 5 7 

I feel more comfortable expressing my views about Artificial 

Intelligence issues 
1 1 7 7 

I enjoyed the experience 0 0 5 12 

I would recommend the think-in to others 0 0 5 12 
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Statement: 1 Strongly Agree 2 Disagree 3 Agree 4 Strongly Agree 

I had a chance to voice my opinions about the topic 0 0 4 12 

The live speaker informed our conversation 1 0 6 9 

The framing of the discussion was unbiased 0 1 5 10 

We weighed the pros and cons of Artificial Intelligence 0 1 9 6 

A diverse range of viewpoints were represented in our 

small group discussion 0 2 8 6 

The purpose of the think-in was made clear to me 0 1 8 7 

The content of the presentation was clear and 

understandable 0 2 4 10 

The ground rules for discussing with others were made 

clear to me 0 0 8 8 

The discussion scenarios were easy to understand 0 0 7 9 

The purpose of the report-out was clear 0 1 5 10 
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Post event survey (continued) 

Are there ways in which the forum could be improved? 

Many thanks 

This forum is perfect, I enjoyed a lot thanks 

More of them and greater attendance of active participants 

Hear more from researchers; less assumption that no one knows anything on the subject 

Best forum discussion I have been to, well done guys. 

Free beer for refreshment 

The scenarios were really great and listening to everyone was such a privilege. I'm very happy 

I came. 

 

7 answers to this question, 5 thanking organisers one suggesting that participans should hear more from researchers and not assume any level of knowedge 

from the participants one jokey sugggestion of free beer. 
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Annex 5: Debrief survey 

Q1. Do you feel that the Think-In met its aims? (Please see Event Aims above) 

Q2. What parts of the Think-In do you think worked best? Why? 

Q3. How do you feel about your preparation for the event? 

Q4. What did you think of the structure and format of the event? 

Q5. Do you feel you now have a greater familiarity with diverse points of view related to AI? 

Q6. Do you feel you now have a greater acceptance of diverse points of view related to AI? 

Q7. (For Researchers Only): Do you feel that the Think-In will help inform your current or future 

research? 

Q8. What changes would you recommend for future Think-Ins? 
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Annex 6: Detailed results from the Debrief survey 

 

Q1. Do you feel that the Think-In met its aims? (Please see Event Aims above) 

Yes 16 

No 0 

 

Respondent Comments 

13 Mostly yes—although the event aims were not presented such a specific way, the 

discussions covered most of these aspects. The only one that maybe wasn't 

covered is whether participants had a say in commenting on future directions of 

research... 

 More on what participants can do to actively have a say in future directions of 

research could be useful. 

 It definitely got people from the public and researchers chatting, it promoted 

awareness and understanding, and gave participants an opportunity to have a say, 

as well as scientists become aware of different opinions. 

 Some aims met better than others. Yes provided a forum, yes promoted 

awareness, and with a better range of participants it would be able to provide 

scientists with a broader and more diverse range of points of view. 
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Q2. What parts of the Think-In do you think worked best? Why? 

Respondent Comments 

 The final part, where every group was giving a summary of the tables thoughts. 

 The focus group discussions 

 The rapporteur's summaries of discussion and the moderator-led debate that 

followed amongst all participants—this was very well managed with a good 

balance of time given to all without letting some people dominate. 

 I think having a rapporteur at each table give some insightful yet focused 

discussion 

 The conversation worked very well, more time for sharing results at the end 

could have led to interesting debate/ conversation opportunities. Things took 

more shape towards the end as people relaxed into it. 

 I think the discussions and interaction were really well executed. It seemed like 

attendees felt comfortable and happy to discuss the topic, whether with each 

other or the researchers moderating and organizing the event. 

 The discussions. We could have used a little bit more time, though. I think it 

would also be nicer to have news articles or clips, which makes the exercise less 

esoteric. It was nice to see that things were fact checked, but articles themselves 

have a bit more of a tangible feel to it. 

 The scenarios were realistic enough to make people think about how it would 

affect their lives.  

 The tabled discussions worked best, as these were well-structured, well-

timekept, and promoted the most thought. 

 I think that the sharing of each group's conclusions with the wider group worked 

particularly well and was very well moderated. Perhaps this would have been 

more difficult with a bigger group of people. 

 The format of discussion worked really well and it helped achieve the event 

aim—Help members of the public judge between competing STEM arguments 

and engage in informed debate about STEM issues. 

 The discussions and reporting seemed to work well. The venue was good and 

accessible (transport/lift), a mix of toilets, good AV etc. The catering was good. 

 Discussion of scenarios was really good! 

 Discussions at tables allowed everyone to express an opinion, for free flowing 

conversation. 

 Asa [Yes] 
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Q3. How do you feel about your preparation for the event? 

Respondent Comments 

 The preparation felt well-organised  

 Well prepared  

 I think it was adequate given the short time frame! More time would be even 

better ;-)  

 Happy with it, for future events it would be useful to have access to the 

powerpoints and information before hand. As a general introduction and 

mindset for the event.  

 I felt well prepared. The meeting we had the day before was very useful and 

helpful, had no qualms or worries about going in.  

 I feel MY preparation was OK. 

 It didn't take a lot to prepare since we work with these issues everyday.  

 Fine 

 I felt well prepared. 

 There was no additional preparation required for the discussion. Being a 

researcher in ADAPT, I was aware of the debate around the scenarios used 

during the event.  

 Well prepared—well done team! 

 Happy with it. 

 I felt well-prepared. 

 ASA [Yes] 
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Q4. What did you think of the structure and format of the event? 

Respondent Comments 

 The structure and format were really good, all technical aspect were really good 

as well. It would simply have needed a wider spread information that the event 

was happening for the public, as the turnout was low. 

 OK, ran a bit late and the first presentations could have been a bit more exciting, 

maybe using videos or some sort of example of some AI tool that ADAPT has 

been working on. 

 It worked well—perhaps the initial talks were a little long but did have to set the 

tone for the evening which is necessary 

 Good 

 This is where most of the work might be, adjusting time slots for each section of 

the event. Perhaps having the talks first, followed by a food break for people to 

warm up to each other and chat. Then follow with the scenario discussions. We 

lost time at the start waiting for people probably. Also maybe have people rsvp 

before the event to confirm numbers and to encourage them to let us know if 

they don't show so we can re-release the tickets. But the atmosphere and 

discussion was very open and productive which is the main goal. Perhaps an 

opportunity for Q&A with the speakers, if time allowed. 

 I think it was well executed. Though it seems like it wouldn't be a bad idea to 

allow for more discussion time—some groups seemed like they had more to say. 

Topics were far from exhausted by the time the clock stopped ticking. 

 I did not appreciate the first talk at all. The second talk did make up for it. It 

seemed to be aimed at children. Some words were not explained at all (e.g., 

"ontologies"), but, more importantly, some of the fields were not explained. The 

keywords could have been made more tangible with examples. I was also 

surprised that probabilities were not used in an appropriate way. Some of the 

audience had solid knowledge in statistics and that could have damaged the 

credibility of the speaker and, by transitivity, the centre.  

 Very engaging and informative speakers. Maybe needs more time for discussion 

part.  

 It was slow to start, and I personally found the presentations at the beginning to 

be not very engaging, nor did they seem hugely tied to the scenarios that were 

discussed. The report-out at the end seems a useful thing to do, but some tables 

had far more discussion time than others, and I think this could have been 

moderated a bit better. Generally, I think the format was good, and the 

structure wasn't bad but could have been a little more adhered to.  

 I felt the format was good, if a little long. Some time may have been saved on 

the introductory presentations.  

 Presentations during the event were informative on both aspects of the debate, 

but the scenarios seemed to lean towards highlighting the ethical issues rather 

than the benefits of AI. 

 I liked it but with more participants it could turn into a long evening. It might be 

that an online element could extend the consultation and discussion element 

beyond the event itself.  

 Worked well ocerall. Presentations were interesting but a little too long for the 

format.  

 We need to watch the timing.  

 asa [Yes] 
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Q5. Do you feel you now have a greater familiarity with diverse points of view related to AI? 

Yes 13 

No 3 

 

Respondent Comments 

 The stories told by many participants to illustrate their point, and the diversity of 

angles given by the various point of views were really interesting.  

 More familiarity with diversity of people with particular points of view i.e. we 

can make no assumptions about who might think what (e.g. AI researchers, 

younger/older people etc)  

 Presentations provided value  

 I didn't really come across any ideas that I wouldn't have expected, but I don't 

think that's an inherent flaw with the event so much as that I'm familiar with AI.  

 I was pretty familiar with the issues already 
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Q6. Do you feel you now have a greater acceptance of diverse points of view related to AI? 

Yes 12 

No 4 

 

Respondent Comments 

 just that there are more diverse views—always had acceptance of them ;-) 

 I'm not sure what this means, exactly. I don't think I was closed off to any AI-

related opinions beforehand. 

 A difficult one to answer … but I think the cultural diversity of the participants 

helped … 

 I already accepted diverse points of view 
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Q7. (For Researchers Only): Do you feel that the Think-In will help inform your current or future 

research? 

Yes 7 

No 3 

 

Respondent Comments 

 I think the information was somewhat general 

 Shows a clear need for further efforts in linking citizens with researchers—at a 

deeper level, not just for impact and outreach activities 

 N/A (not a researcher) 

 Non researcher 
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Q8. What changes would you recommend for future Think-Ins? 

Respondent Comments 

 The whole format and preparation were really good, however it needs a larger 

advertising to increase the turnout. 

 Have more informative and exiting presentations, just to maintain attention 

after a long day. 

 Wider recruitment to ensure numbers, inclusive accessible venue 

 Perhaps stream event with live text chat projected as well to allow for more 

participants 

 See Q4, also to encourage a diverse range of factors such as age, background, 

involvement with technology to get a fuller picture. A lot of these guests had 

some experience with technology and AI already. 

 In this particular scenario and the specific topic that was discussed 

(privacy/ethics of AI), my worry is that  

a) the self-selected participants already came in biased towards the topic (i.e. 

had a preformed opinion, reflective of the media's scaremongering on the 

subject)  

and b) the initial talks didn't sufficiently stress the positive sides of AI technology 

in our every day lives, which further primed the participants towards a skeptical 

and very critical point of view.  

There was a lot of negative sentiment expressed towards most scenarios, and 

very little positive thoughts and perspectives (if any). Not sure if this is fair or 

even possible to mitigate, but maybe giving a more balanced overview of the 

problem in the introductory talks might help avert that problem. 

 Better prepared presentations (second one was good) More time. The first 

scenario was almost an exercise for the second one. So that could be taken into 

account for a next edition. 

 Less paper. 

 Reduce the presentation times at the beginning a great deal. Two or three very 

short (5-8 minutes) presentations with a clear, informative goal would be more 

useful, I think, than general history lessons. It would also be useful to have the 

presentations be slightly more directly tied to the scenarios under discussion—

our table barely touched on the material from either presentation during the 

table discussions. Raising points or topics that are more controversial would also 

probably be somewhat more engaging. 

 Stick a bit closer to the schedule. 

 Just working on timing (a lot of competition from other events that night in 

science week and that impacts on scientists as well as participants), planning for 

more participants (strategies for attracting attendees and a way for people on a 

waiting list to switch in—maybe you already had this?), relationship between 

talks and scenarios—do the talks influence the discussions? 

 Presentations shorter. Otherwise v good! Really enjoyed it. 

 Asa 
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Annex 6: Scenarios 

 

SCENARIO A 1 

Artificial agents (including virtual assistants such as Amazon’s Alexa and iPhone’s Siri) can make life 

easier for their users in many ways, by – for example – organising your schedule, suggesting places 

to visit, and providing you with information in a very fast and convenient way. 

You’ve purchased a new virtual assistant and notice that it asks you if you’d like to “enable 

customisation”. This means that the assistant will customise itself to be like you in terms of 

personality traits, gender, and accent. Would you prefer the assistant to be customised to you or to 

keep the standard characteristics it came with? 

For the customised version, this would mean allowing the company that built the agent to have 

access to personal information (such as voice recordings and location data). The agent will customise 

itself to be just as YOU want it, so your interactions with it will be more enjoyable and easier, since 

the agent will speak in your accent and mirror your personality. 

For the standard version, your privacy is guaranteed, but perhaps your interactions with the agent 

will be less meaningful and enjoyable to you. 

• Which would you choose: standard or customised interactions? What factors would 

influence your decision? 

 

• What if you had purchased the virtual assistant not for your own use but for your elderly 

mother? Would that affect your decision? 

  

• Would the nature of the AI make it more "acceptable" for you to agree to provide all that 

data? For example, would you be more willing to share your weekly schedule with your 

home heating AI so that it knows when to turn on the heat automatically for you, or a 

navigator system that lets you know automatically how long your commute home will be? 

 

 

SCENARIO A 2 

 

Modern cars are equipped with features that can make our lives easier and safer, such as parking-

assist, speed monitors, navigation and infotainment systems. These features are now controlled by 

AI built into these systems. 

All of these systems harvest large amounts of data that can be analysed by AI systems belonging to 

the car manufacturer or, possibly, third-party services. Examples of data include GPS data of your 

daily movements, your driving habits and what radio stations you listen to. If your smartphone is 

connected to your car, data can include your phone book contacts, when and where you make calls, 

and any voice recordings a voice recognition system keeps track of. 

From 31st March 2018, all new passenger cars must have the 112 eCall system installed which 

automatically dials Europe's single emergency number 112 in the event of a serious road accident 
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and communicates the vehicle's location to the emergency services. The car will notify the 

emergency services of the number of people in the car and also “call” the car to check if the 

occupants are conscious. This system could potentially save your life and the lives of your loved 

ones, but the AI behind it will require access to your car’s data. 

Currently there is no specific legal framework at an Irish or European level regulating the protection 

of data collected from vehicles. Sensitive information could be accessible to a range of interested 

parties from the car manufacturer and your mobile phone provider, to the providers of the data 

storage. 

In the absence of any specific legal framework, these parties can provide your data to groups such as 

law enforcement, insurance providers or government bodies regulating the roads.  

• How would you feel about your data being made available in this way? 

• Would you give this information up to decrease your car insurance premium – providing 

hard evidence of your safe driving habits? 

• To what extent is privacy a right that a government should then need to request access to 

your data? 

 

SCENARIO A 3 

 

A friend of yours is worried about memory loss and has been diagnosed with early-stage Alzheimer’s 

disease. She is considering to use a new ‘assistive memory’ device that keeps a record of everything 

she does and reminds her when she is forgetting something import, such as where she left her keys, 

the names of people she meets, or even when to take her medicines.  

The device is just like a special pair of glasses with a small camera between the lenses and a small 

speaker in her ear. It sees what she sees, hears what she hears, and speaks in her ear when it wants 

to remind her of something.  The company promises that nobody can see the data from the camera; 

it is only looked at by an Artificial Intelligence that works just like your own memory.  

However, when she wears it, some of her other friends don’t want to sit with her, because they say 

that they don’t like to be recorded. She is not sure what is best to do. She wonders if this is too much 

of a privacy invasion for her and those people that she meets. 

 

• Do you suggest that your friend get the device anyway and use it to help her to remember 

and to keep independent living? 

 

• Do you think that the benefits for your friend outweigh the privacy concerns of the people 

that she meets in daily life? 

 

• What would you say to someone who wants to buy the same glasses for her daughter so 

that she can get better exam results by having the second memory of her classes? 
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SCENARIO A 4 

You have a poorly understood autoimmune disease. Managing it involves significant doses of 

immune suppressing medications which have serious side effects. Researchers believe that flares of 

this disease are triggered by environmental factors (weather, pollution, etc.). They hope to use  

detailed patient data and AI techniques to develop tools to predict when a patient is at risk of a flare. 

This tool would allow clinicians to reduce and increase the dosage of medication for each patient 

according to their current risk, improving your life and that of patients like you. 

To bring this vision to reality, the researchers want to gather data from you, via your mobile phone. 

The first kind of data needed helps to identify when you are having a flare, and includes your step 

count, your sleep pattern, and daily reports on how you are feeling. The second kind of data needed 

is your location, where you are throughout your days, which allows the researchers to establish what 

weather, air pollution and infections you are exposed to.  

The data coming from your phone would be linked with your clinical data, collected at regular visits 

to hospital. 

• How would you feel about being part of this research?  

 

• What concerns would you have about providing your wellness data to the research? 

 

• What concerns would you have about providing your detailed location data to the research? 

 

• What safeguards would you expect the researchers to put in place to allay your fears? 

 

 

SCENARIO B 

 

China is developing a system whereby AI-based facial recognition software embedded in nationwide 

public video surveillance, will potentially allow the State to identify and monitor the behaviour of its 

citizens in public, on transportation, on the road and on the streets. China has over 170 million CCTV 

cameras with a further 400 million being installed. The Chinese ‘Social Credit System' will also monitor 

people's behaviour online. 

In a local Shanghai pilot using the “Honest Shanghai App”, this monitoring links to a social credit 

system which rewards or punishes each person’s adherence to the State’s morals and laws as 

measured by their monitored and recorded behaviour. If you have a low social credit score, you could 

lose access to international travel, for example, while those with a high score could get access to lower 

interest rates and faster security inspection at rail stations. 

Proponents say that law-abiding citizens have nothing to fear about such a system, and that it will stop 

others from littering, speeding and carrying out crime. In short, the new system will make others 

behave better and won’t affect responsible people. 
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Opponents, however, argue that using technology in this way is unethical as it represents a gross 

invasion of privacy and civil liberties. 

• How would you feel about such a system being introduced in Ireland? 

 

• Early trials of this system were opt-in and within months of the first pilots being launched in 

China in 2014, more than 14 million people had opted in. To what extent is privacy a right that 

the government can have access to and what options should you have to opt out? 

 

 


