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Stimulate learning for autonomous vehicles

From building the Kiwi car to implementation of software
Anton Jansson

Division of vehicle engineering and autonomous systems
Chalmers University of Technology

Abstract

In this thesis, the so called Kiwi platform was studied as a tool for teaching au-
tonomous systems and OpenDLV to four target groups: secondary education, un-
dergraduate education, postgraduate education, and hobbyists. The Kiwi platform
consists of a 3D printed car equipped with sensors for measuring distances as well
as a camera for image processing. Moreover, the open source software environment
OpenDLV, was used to develop and test algorithms for driving the Kiwi car au-
tonomously. The project was divided into two main parts, starting with building
the Kiwi car and then programming it. Afterwards a survey was conducted in order
to evaluate this teaching concept. Only one test group was involved in building the
car, while all groups programmed it. In order to build the car, the primary resource
was step by step instructions. When programming the car, the test groups were
given a selection of mandatory topics. The steps were presented both in text as well
as with video tutorials. Based on the results from the survey the participants found
the tutorials relevant and extensive enough for the four programming tasks. Having
said that, only the two test groups with the expected highest prior knowledge com-
pleted all the tasks in time, which may indicate that the tutorials may have been
to advanced. Furthermore, the negative feedback from the survey were regarding
the more technically challenging sections. The test groups with highest expected
prior knowledge found that the material as a simplification of their intent, this was
not expressed by the other test groups. Regarding the user manual for building the
Kiwi car, the data was not extensive enough to draw any general conclusions.

Keywords: programming, Kiwi car, autonomous driving, teaching, online commu-
nity
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1

Introduction

During the last decade, the leading car companies have experienced a transition
where novel activities and processes focusing on driving assistance has become cru-
cial. Traditionally, the companies have been focused on developing stronger and
more e ective engines, but today's technical equipment, such as collision avoidance
and self-driving systems, are the most important selling points for the manufactur-
ers. The importance of technical solutions can also be seen when nontraditional
companies such as Apple and Google invest in developing their own cars. The fact
that pure technology companies see an opportunity to enter an already competi-
tive market indicates how critical the technical solutions will be for surviving in the
vehicle industry.

Autonomous vehicles will probably revolutionize the way the society are used to
transporting goods or people. This will likely result in both social and economic
bene ts from minimizing car accidents, reducing travel time as well as more e -
cient parking and fuel consumption. Combined, these improvements are estimated
to approach between US$ 2,000 4,000 pautonomous vehiclegAV) and year [1].
Furthermore, tra c accidents are the ninth leading cause of fatality world-wide,
resulting in over 1.2 million people losing their lives and leaving between 20 to 50
million people to su er non-fatal injuries. Unfortunately, these numbers will prob-
ably increase. By 2030, tra c accidents are estimated to be the fth world leading
cause of death, causing 2.3% of total deaths. Developing safe autonomous solu-
tions that can greatly reduce the e ects of human error can therefore save millions
of lives each year [2]. However, approaching this direction in vehicle development
raises other concerns. Shifting the responsibility for the decision making from hu-
mans to computers is already disputed from an ethical point of view. Can the system
be made secure enough to keep it from being compromised, and can we trust it to
never fail? There are many problems to solve before these kinds of systems can be
reliable enough to replace human supervision. This is just two of many issues which
must be addressed before computers can replace humans.

How autonomous and safe our vehicles will be in the future is in the hands of skilled
problem solvers and software developers. Nevertheless, for most people, program-
ming is something very abstract and tricky. One way to make it less abstract could
be to create an online community to spark interest in programming among young
people as well as challenge students with new concepts within the eld. However,
creating an online community, targeting people with di erent levels of prior knowl-
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1. Introduction

edge and di erent ages, is challenging. To obtain e ective learning in online com-
munities, self-regulation and motivation among the students are critical factors. If

self-regulation and motivation are further divided into subgroups, continuous guid-

ing and support turns out to be key factors for success [3]. Having said that, factors
that are not related to the material itself, but rather to personal circumstances may

also e ect the learning outcome. Students from privileged areas tend, for instance,
to succeed in online education to a higher degree than their counterparts [4].

At Chalmers University of Technology, e orts are being made to encourage young
students interest in the eld by developing a platform for autonomous vehicles.
The platform consists of an open-hardware 3D-printable miniature car, called Kiwi,
and the open-source microservice-based software framework OpenDLV. The car is
equipped with IR and ultrasonic sensors covering the four sides of the car, and
one camera facing forwards. The main purpose of OpenDLYV is to test and develop
solutions for self-driven vehicles [5].To increase exibility, all microservices are built
with Docker-hub, which allows the developer to run the programs independent of
the operating system. For the communication between the microservices, libcluon is
used as the middleware. Libcluon is the world's rst and only single- le, header-only
middleware for distributed systems and robotic applications [6].

1.1 Purpose

Programming with the Kiwi platform, libcluon, OpenDLV and Docker-hub makes it
possible to work in a similar environment as modern vehicle companies with contin-
uous integration, over the air updates, and feedback loops on software performance.
This is bene cial when it comes to measuring product performance and distributing
software updates.

This project aims to increase the knowledge in, and stimulate learning about au-
tonomous vehicles to a wider group of people. The main target groups are secondary
education, undergraduate education, postgraduate education, and hobbyists. The
project is divided into two parts. The rst part is related to constructing the Kiwi

car from scratch, and the second part focuses on tutorials for programming it. The
programming tutorials are based on theory, such as continuous integration and mi-
croservice based architecture, combined with coding examples and corresponding
exercises. In the last exercise of the tutorials the Kiwi car should be able to drive
autonomously. Using image detection to recognize cones by the roadside, the car
should be able to adjust its yaw angle and speed if necessary.

The project aims to answer the following research questions:

1. How can the Kiwi platform be used to teach OpenDLV to a heterogeneous on-
line community, including students from secondary education, undergraduate
education, postgraduate education, and hobbyists?

2. What are the minimum requirements on the web content for such teaching
and learning, and how can this content be made available to all four target
groups in a user-friendly way?
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3. What coding examples and speci c tutorial steps are most e cient for teaching
with the Kiwi platform, while also teaching OpenDLV and microservice-based
autonomous vehicle software in general?

1.2 Limitations

The project is focused on providing instructions and tutorials for building and pro-
gramming the Kiwi car. Furthermore, the project should be seen as the rst step
in exploring ideas and learning materials for building an online community for au-
tonomous vehicles. Creating a web page where the material will be distributed or
improve the already existing Kiwi car is therefore not in the scope of the project.
The instructions for building the Kiwi car should be self-explanatory except for the
components that have to be purchased separately. For this project, the required
components were provided by Chalmers for the test groups. The programming tu-
torials cover a selection of topics that are considered necessary for working with the
Kiwi car. The sections in the tutorial are:

Setting up the environment

Booting the system

Connecting to Wi

Controlling the robot

Writing the rst code

The rst programming task

Pushing and compiling code on Gitlab
Downloading the image to the Kiwi car
A second programming task

Image detection

Data replay

Cone detection

Finding the position of the cones

" Task 3

" Task 4

The postgraduate education (PhD) and undergraduate education (master) test groups
were given three and a half weeks to complete the tutorials, while the hobbyist group

was given approximately two months. The secondary school group was given two
and half months to both build and program the Kiwi car.
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Background

This section provides a background for autonomous vehicles and strategies for e ec-
tive learning, where the second topic is divided into two subgroups. The rst part
introduces general strategies for learning, and the second one focuses on how these
strategies can be implemented in online learning.

2.1 Autonomous vehicles

Autonomous vehicles have been illustrated as a science ction scenario in movies,
but the recent progress towards driver-less cars, indicates that they might be driv-
ing on our streets relatively near in the future. The increasing competition between
traditional car companies (such as Volkswagen, Toyota, Volvo) and information tech-
nology companies (such as Apple and Google) has accelerated the the technological
development, but the idea of driver-less cars is nothing new. On the contrary, ever
since vehicles were rst invented futurists have been dreaming about computerized
driving. One of the rst demonstrations took place in the 1920s. The car was then
controlled by a radio signal, similar to a radio car, but this required a second car to
send the signal [7].

A few decades later, ideas about embedded electronic devices in the roadway were
born. The devices would activate the driver-less cars when the condition was bene-
cial. The idea was considered in the UK and parts of the US, but re-designing the
roads to include the electronic devices was too expensive [7].

In the 1960s the focus was again redirected to the cars. Around 20 years later,
Ernst Dickmanns and his team managed to drive a Mercedes Benz autonomously
over20 kmwith a top speed 096 km=h on an empty highway. Then, in the late 1980s
cars from Mercedes Benz were able to recognise some obstacles and in the 1990s it
could change lanes autonomously [7]. The technological progress sparked many new
projects and events, both within academia and the industry. One of the events was
for example thedefense advanced research projects administratigpARPA) which

held a competition where the vehicles should drivé80 kmautonomously within ten
hours. Unfortunately, the competition was no success the rst year and the vehicles
could only drive a few kilometers before crashing [8].

Today's systems are more reliable but there are technical problems to be solved
before implementing autonomous vehicles in a large scale. One of them is the map-
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2. Background

ping system, which must have a signi cant better accuracy than the GPS guidance
or other mapping systems that are frequently used today. In 2015, Google had
mapped around 2,000 miles and their test car had shown good results on these
roads [7]. However, the reactions of these algorithms outside the mapped roads was
not tested. Di culty for autonomous vehicles is that they need to be able to drive

in all weather conditions. Driving in snow, heavy rain, on ice or in troubling light
conditions are still challenges that autonomous vehicles are facing. Nevertheless,
the biggest problem is probably to ensure that no unauthorized actors can break
through the security system of the vehicles [7].

2.2 Strategies for learning

Our ability to learn and apply knowledge has given us an advantage compared
to other species, including the technology that makes our lives more comfortable.
However, modern technology also has its drawbacks. For example it has lead to new
challenges that need to be solved to avoid extinction of the majority of life on our
planet. To solve these problems education plays an important role. Unfortunately,
there is no universal way of learning that suits everyone. On the contrary, well
functioning and well-adapted learning styles are highly individual.

In the early and mid-20th century behaviorism dominated the educational land-
scape [9]. Knowledge was seen as small discrete blocks that the student used to
build her understanding, and the more blocks, the more knowledge is possessed.
During the mid and later part of the 20th century, theories within constructivism
increased in popularity. The theories supported cognitive thinking, exploring and
problem solving rather than to learn by repetition. In the early state the indi-
vidual learning process was dominating, giving rise to social constructivism, which
guestioned whether learning was an individual process [10].

Today, active learning and feedback are recommended as key components for ef-
fective learning [11]. John Hatties report, based on 500 meta-analyses, involving
450,000 e ect sizesfrom 180,000 studies, representing approximately 20 to 30 mil-
lion students, conclude that the main purpose of feedback is to reduce discrepancies
between current understandings and performance and goal. To reduce the gap, the
following three questions should be asked: where am | going? (feed up), how am
| going? (feedback) and where to go next? (feed forward). To answer the rst
guestion Hattie emphasizes that a critical aspect is to give the student information
about their attainment of learning goals related to the task. The type of goal, if

it is about passing a test, performing a task or to do better than last time is not
the essential. Instead, challenge and commitment are of greater importance. The
student will then be able to evaluate their actions and e orts accordingly.

In the second questionhow am | going? a mentor is most likely involved and

LA score calculated by Hattie that helps prioritize which variables that a ect learning the
most [12].

6



2. Background

the type of feedback used is critical for the student's learning. Given the average
e ect of schooling (0.40), Hattie shows that the most e ective methods for feedback
were cues (1.10) or reinforcement to learners (0.94), while programmed instruction
(-0.04) and praise (0.14) were less e ective or could even have a negative e ect. The
average e ect of feedback was 0.79, almost twice the average e ect of schooling.

In the third question \where to go next?, Hattie is critical to the idea of giving
more information, more tasks and expectations. Instead, he encourages more self-
regulation over the learning process, greater uency and automaticity, and more
strategies and processes to work with the tasks to get a deeper realization of what
is understood and what is not [13].

Active learning and student-centered approaches have been proven to be e ective
learning strategies [11]. The use of the 5E model (engagement, exploration, expla-
nation, elaboration, evaluation) is one example of how learning can become more
active. In the engagement phase, the teacher or a curriculum task accesses students'
prior knowledge or curiosity to help them become engaged in the new concept of
the lecture. This could for example be achieved by smaller activities or explicit
prior knowledge. In the exploration phase the students are activated with tasks
where misconceptions, processes and skills are identi ed. The phase that is most
comparable with traditional teaching is the explanation phase. The supervisor can
for example introduce new concepts or processes, but a common thread through
the ve steps is active participation by the students. In the elaboration phase the
students get to practice their understanding of the concept by conducting exercises
or additional activities. Lastly the students' progress is evaluated. The evaluation
form can for example be a project presentation, lab report or a quiz [14].

One technique to increase the activity based learning is to integrate a method called
think-share-pair (TSP) into the lectures. In an undergraduate science class at the
university of Colorado-Boulder, the students used clickers to evaluate their under-
standing of the topic taught. The students were told to answer the questions indi-
vidually (Q ;) before discussing with their neighbors. After the discussion they were
told to answer the same question again (§). Next, the students were instructed to
answer an isomorphic question individually (§). Almost all student that answered
Q correctly, also did so in Q. Out of the students who answered Qincorrectly and
Qaq correctly, 77% answered @ correctly. For the students answering incorrectly
in both Q; and Q.q, 44% still managed to answer @ correctly. For all the click
guestions, the average percentage of correct answer for Was signi cantly higher
than for Q; and Qlyg [15].

2.2.1 Learning online

With the ongoing Corona pandemic students have been forced to adapt to new ways
of learning. Instead of going to the school or university, learning is to greater extent
taking place online. In a study, based on research for e-learning and education

7



2. Background

in international high-impact scienti ¢ journals between 2009 and 2018, the most
frequently used keyword wasmassive open online cours¢MOQOC). The research
could be divided into three subgroups where one of them were e-learning and online
students, which could be divided further into two main themes: (1) self-regulation,
and (2) dropout and retention [16].

Motivation and self-regulation turned out to be striking key factors for success. By
using educational data mining(EDM) to analyze 412 students' access behavior in
e-learning it was shown that only 10% of the group could be considered as active
learners [3]. Self-regulation on the other hand is considered as a skill that students
need to improve by guidance [17] [18]. How well they succeed also depends on
their background. By studying online education's e ect on students of di erent
gender, social background and previous education, it could be concluded that social
background and previous education are important factors when it comes to the
students’ performance. The study concludes three success factors namely: if the
student was living in a privileged area, their previous education, and how active
the students were during the lectures. Nevertheless, the study did not nd any
connections between gender and success [4].

How active the students are, is essential to their degree of success. Analyses of 17,934
server logs from 98 undergraduate students show that students who were less likely
of accessing course materials, writing or reading messages and taking part in dis-
cussions also received a lower nal grade. On the other hand, the group of students
that were most active did not perform the best among the student groups [19]. This
shows the complexity of online education and that the common thread for success
is self-regulation and motivation. One important step for maintaining or increasing
motivation is continuous guiding and support. On the other hand, poor quality of
e-learning materials, technology incompetence and technical problems are just a few
examples of what may have the opposite e ect [3].



3

Theory

This section gives an introduction to the Kiwi platform and the software environment
OpenDLV, which has as its main purpose to test and develop algorithms for self-
driving vehicles. The explanation of the Kiwi platform and OpenDLV are of basic
nature and only the most frequently used sensors of the Kiwi car and the most vital
concepts of OpenDLV will therefore be covered in this section.

3.1 Kiwi platform

The Kiwi platform consists of two parts: the Kiwi car itself (which is shown in Fig
3.1) and the teaching assistance behind it. The Kiwi car is equipped with sensors
and a camera. Four distance sensors are located on the car, consisting of two IR
sensors, one on either side of the car, and two ultrasonic sensors located at the front
and the rear of the car. Additionally, a Raspberry Pi camera is located at the roof
to record data that can be used to detect objects ahead.
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Figure 3.1: lllustration of the Kiwi car. Four distance sensors are located on the
car, consisting of two IR sensors, one on either side of the car, and two ultrasonic
sensors located at the front and the rear of the car. Additionally, a Raspberry Pi
camera is located in the front.

3.2 OpenDLV

OpenDLV is an open-source software environment in which the main purpose is to
support the development and testing of self-driving vehicles. The environment is
entirely based on microservices, which can be described as well-de ned single task
applications that are isolated from other microservices running on the server. Since
the microservices are single task oriented with a well-de ned input and output, the
update frequency of new features can be increased. The reason is that only the
microservice in question needs to be updated and pushed. Since they are isolated,
they will not interfere with other microservices running on the server [20] [21].

Another important tool is Docker, which creates a container that consists of the

application itself including a small operative system. Since the operating system
is included, the application will work in the exact same way in any environment,

therefore increases its deployability.

Lastly, OpenDLYV relies on libcluon for communication between the microservices.

Libcluon is a single- le, header-only that is independent of external libraries which
can easily be included into the project [6].
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Methods

This chapter presents how the data from the survey was collected and analysed.
The thesis consisted of two parts, building the Kiwi car and creating tutorials for
programming it. Each part is presented separately below. The manual can be found
in Appendix D, the tutorials in Appendix E and the corresponding survey questions
in Appendix A.1 and A.2 respectively.

4.1 Building the Kiwi car

For building the car a secondary school class was chosen as a test group. Since the
instructions were designed to be comprehensible by all test groups, the test group
expected to have the lowest prior knowledge was chosen. The secondary school class
was divided into di erent groups were each group was given the task of assembling
di erent parts of the car. The work was divided amongst smaller groups to avoid the
situation where a few students would end up doing all the work, which may have
resulted in feedback only representing a small high performing part of the class.
By having smaller groups, discussions may take place where students with di erent
learning patterns can identify lack of information or parts that need to be explained

in more detail. After completing each section in the manual, the students answered

a survey to evaluate to which extent the manual was helping them assembling the
parts.

4.1.1 Survey questions

The survey consisted of two mandatory questions and one voluntary. Both the
mandatory and voluntary questions can be found in Appendix A.1. The mandatory
guestions were given a scale from one to ve, where one means that you do not
agree with the statement, and ve that you fully agree. The focus of the mandatory
guestions was to investigate whether the manual was understandable and if the
information given was enough to full the task. The questions were repeatedly
the same for each section of the manual to increase the reliability when identifying
which sections that were easy to understand and which needs to be further improved.
Since the survey was taken after each section, the mandatory questions were created
with the intention of being minimized in both number, complexity and length of
answer. The reason for this is to make sure that the feedback corresponds to which
degree the manual is transferring the knowledge, rather than how many times you
have answered the questions. In other words, having to many questions in each
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section may degrade the quality of the answers. Scaled questions were preferable
in comparison to other answer alternatives. Using scaled questions was estimated
to result in the best comprehension between how the test group experienced the
di erent tasks, since the respondents data is given by a distinct number.

A voluntary question was used as a feedback channel for the test group to come with
ideas for improvement from their point of view, but also highlight which sections
were most di cult to understand. The answers were not meant to evaluate if the
manual was successful in transferring the knowledge or not. Instead the question
aims to identify further improvements, which explain why the answers are given in
text format rather than numbers.

4.1.2 How to analyze the data and its quality

The data was analyzed with focus on answering the rst research question, how the
Kiwi platform can be used to teach OpenDLYV to a heterogeneous online community.
Since only one of the four target groups was using the manual and only one group
within the selected target group was given the opportunity to build the Kiwi car, no
comparison between groups could be made. The result may also have been a ected
by which of the persons in the test group it was that performed the task. The data
was meant to be analyzed in a way to identify the less pedagogical parts and further
improvements of the manual, but also how well it managed to transfer the knowledge
in each section. This was supposed to be done by comparing the feedback between
the dierent performed tasks, but also by identifying the experienced di culties
from the voluntary questions. Since only feedback from the rst steps was received
the analysis is of fundamental nature and will not re ect the overall impression of
the manual.

4.2 Programming the Kiwi car

Four persons, one from each target group speci ed in the research questions, pro-
grammed the car following the tutorials. Each group borrowed a car from Chalmers
to exclude that mistakes from building the Kiwi car could propagate into program-
ming it. After performing one or several steps, depending on their extent, the test
groups were asked to participate in a survey to evaluate how well the tutorials guided
them through the tasks. Some questions have been constructed as statements for
the test groups to evaluate. All the questions can be found in Appendix A.2.

4.2.1 Survey questions

There are three questions that are repeatedly the same for all the sections. The
guestions are:

How advanced did you experience the material?
How relevant was the material from your interests?
Suggestions on improvements
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The rst two questions are based on a scale from one to ve where one means very
easy/not relevant and ve means very di cult/very relevant for the rst and second
guestion, respectively. In the third question the student can write suggestions in
text format. All the questions are mandatory. These questions target all three
research questions and aim to measure how well the material managed to nd a
balance between challenging the test groups with more experience and guiding the
groups that were not as familiar with programming, but also to identify what can

be improved. From the same perspective the questions also examined how relevant
the material was from the test groups interests.

The rst question was analyzed to identify the knowledge gap between the test
groups. This was done by comparing the overall score from the survey from each
test group and compare them to each other. The questions were also analyzed
individually where all the test groups' answers were summed up with the intention of
identifying sections that were more challenging. If the survey outcome for a speci c
guestion was low, it may indicate that the section was not pedagogical enough, too
easy or too di cult. To specify what part of the material that can be improved the
text questions were analyzed. This was done with the purpose of nding a pattern,
both in and between the test groups, to nd points of future improvement in the
material.

The one to ve scale, explained above, was implemented in both the rst and sec-
ond question. The second question was investigating how relevant the material was
compared to the test groups' experience and their interests. The result was used
to evaluate if the tutorials cover the necessary steps with respect to the test groups
interests and if not, identify what is missing.

The survey questions related to a speci ¢ research question are presented individu-
ally below.

4.2.2 Questions targeting the rst research question

The focus of the rst research question is how the Kiwi platform can be used to teach
OpenDLV in an online community to di erent target groups. The survey questions
are mainly focusing on three areas. First, the essential steps to get started with the
Kiwi platform such as installing Ubuntu, booting the Kiwi car and connecting to
WiFi. Secondly, how e ective external links and material are to challenge the target
groups that have a better prior knowledge. Thirdly, how well prepared the students
are for performing the exercises.

For the essential steps a mandatory question was used where the student may decide
whether the text, links and tutorials were useful in guiding them to ful Il the steps

in the tutorial. The questions are graded from one to ve, where one means that
the survey participant totally disagree and ve means that the survey participant
totally agrees. The statements are adapted to the content of the section but are
similar to:
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The links and tutorials guide the user to download the necessary programs

The questions scaled from one to ve, were used to identify the steps that were
more challenging. To get a more speci ¢ explanation of what can be improved the
same text question as presented in section 4.2.1 was used. It was desirable that the
students explained in text format what information was missing to complete the
task or give feedback on improvements.

To be able to challenge the student with better prior knowledge, when it comes to
working with the Kiwi platform, links to external sources, where more details could
be found about the topic, were used. The survey was used to conclude how e ective
the links were to stimulate further learning. The statement could for example be:

Links to further explore docker on your own is helpful. If you did not use the
external links, skip this question.

The question is scaled from one to ve as described above and the student may decide
if the links were useful for further exploration in the topic. No further voluntary
guestion was used where the student could specify if they used the external links
or not. Instead, these specic questions that are directed towards a speci c test
group was set as voluntary. In each survey there is at least one text question
where the student can share their general thoughts about the material and further
improvements.

To sum up the information presented during the tutorials, exercises with a cor-
responding questionnaire was used. The questions were not focusing on to what
degree the student managed to solve the task. The area of focus was to understand
whether they, from the task description, could understand what they were supposed
to do and if it was in line with the presented information in the earlier steps. The
statements were:

The information presented in the previous section is enough to understand
what to do in the task
The task is in the line with the information presented in the previous sections

The questions were not designed to be in uenced by how the student choose to solve
the task, but instead focus on if the student had the tools to solve it. The survey
also includes free text questions where the student can express if they experience
that some steps were missing.

4.2.2.1 Analyze the result for the rst research question

The data obtained from the essential steps and the exercises, were analyzed with
the intention to nd the lowest level of knowledge within the test groups. When
constructing an online community, keeping students motivated and giving them
guidance and support is a key factor for success. Nevertheless, simplifying the
content too much may instead give the opposite e ect. The mandatory questions
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were designed to indicate how the four di erent test groups experienced the content
while the voluntary question highlighted which parts that were most di cult to
understand.

Regarding the questions related to external links and how to get a deeper under-
standing of the topics, not all test groups are expected to answer these questions.
Since the same questions are appearing several times where di erent types of web-
sites are used, the data will be analyzed in order to identify what kind of external
sources are most suitable for an online community.

4.2.3 Questions targeting the second research question

The second research question focuses on the minimum requirements for web content
and how it can be presented in a user-friendly way.

The survey questions were therefore focusing on two areas: if the steps presented
covered the minimum requirements for being able to program the Kiwi car, and if
the information was presented in a user-friendly way. For the question related to
the layout of the material the same scaled questions were used as in section 4.2.2.
The students were asked if the layout of mixing text, text boxes and lists are giving
the student a good overview as well as helping them to identify the most important
steps. The statement was:

The layout of mixing text, text boxes, lists and tutorial give a good overview
and helps the reader identify the most important steps.

To avoid having many questions in each survey, sections where the layout is esti-
mated to have a greater impact on the learning rate, were chosen.

To evaluate if the material covered the minimum requirements the survey questions
related to the exercises were used. The questions are the same as described in
section 4.2.2 and focus on the overall expression, not only the layout, but also the
content and how it is presented in text. The question aims to identify if the students
experience that the tutorials contain the minimum requirements to understand the
task and if they have the tools to solve it.

4.2.3.1 Analyze the result for the second research question

The sections where the test groups were asked about how they experience the layout
are quite similar in design. All sections are using some text together with text boxes
and lists. This is a consequence of the low number of students taking the survey.
Instead of analyzing di erent approaches to how the content can be designed in a
user-friendly way, this study was focusing on how the amount of text in relation to
text boxes and lists were a ecting the student's ability to learn the material. This
was conducted by both comparing the outcome on the surveys but also analyzing if
sections where text is more frequently used are more likely to cause errors for the
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test groups and if one can conclude that this is a consequence of the layout or of
the di culties of the subject.

To analyze if the tutorials contain the minimum requirements for being able to
programming the Kiwi car, the same method as described in section 4.2.2.1 was
used. The questions related to the exercises were compared between the test groups
to identify if the tutorials contained the minimum requirements or which parts that
need to be improved. Similarly, the recurrent questions about how advanced the test
groups experienced the material was used to estimate the balance in the tutorials. In
other words, if some sections were considered generally too easy or too di cult, the
text questions were used to identify key areas that were considered more challenging.

4.2.4 Questions targeting the third research question

The third research question is focusing on what coding examples and speci ¢ steps
that would be the most e cient to teach students about the Kiwi platform and
OpenDLV. The guestions follow the same standard as described in section 4.2.2 and
the key statements were:

The information presented in the previous section is enough to understand
what to do in the task
The task is in line with the information presented in the previous sections

For the tasks related to image detection, hints were presented. These parts had two
extra statements.

The hints were useful
The hints exposed to many problems that the student could gure out on their
own

N

The questions have the same scaled structure as described before, where one means
totally disagree and ve totally agree.

The questions related to the coding example are focusing on how helpful the tutorials
were when the students developed their code, and if the balance between hints and
instructions was good. When students are taking online courses, the balance between
guidance and support but also the student's ability to self-regulate is critical for
the learning outcome. The rst question, if the coding example was helpful when
developing the code, is targeting how guiding and supportive the tutorials are while
the question related to the balance between hints and instructions aims to answer
if the students were challenged enough.

To evaluate which steps were the most e cient when teaching the Kiwi platform and
OpenDLV the survey questions were divided into two branches. The rst branch
focused on if the video tutorials and instructions were helpful to understand the
topics and if the motivation of, for example Docker and the purpose of the three
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Docker commands, was clear. These questions aim to give an indication whether
the instructions and video tutorials transfer the content of the lecture in question.
Together with the questions related to the exercises, the questions aim to give a
better picture of which speci c tutorials are bene cial for the learning outcome.

The second part of the survey questions were directed to the sectiosmurces of
error and if they were useful to solve or identify what may cause problems. The
statements were voluntary and was formulated as follow:

If you used the "source of error”. It was useful to solve or identify what may
have caused the problem

These questions aim to answer to which degree the identi ed errors help the user
to solve or identify the problem and then search for a solution online. Covering all
possible errors that may occur is not possible, instead these questions should be seen
as guidelines for how to prioritize future work.

4.2.4.1 Analyze the result for the third research question

When analyzing the questions related to the coding example, the main focus were
on the balance between instructions and the student's ability to solve the task on
their own. The feedback from the test groups were compared in between them to
identify if the coding example would need to be explained further, for example with
coding tutorials for similar problems.

To analyze which steps in the tutorials that would be most e cient, both the re-
sponse from the questions related to the exercise and how useful the instructions and
video tutorials were for guiding the student was taken into account. The result was
used to identify sections that were experienced as more challenging. The questions
related to the sources of errorwere used as an indication to estimate if further work
should focus on identifying more of the possible errors that the students may face
or rather focusing on expanding the material with more content and exercises.
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Results

This chapter presents the results of the thesis, where the evaluation for building the
Kiwi car and programming the car are presented separately. The test group building
the Kiwi car was unable to nish it due to unexpected events, and therefore only the
rst steps of the manual are presented. Three of the test groups started programming
the Kiwi car and two of them completed all the steps during the timeline for the
project. In the gures (5.1 5.10) presented belowgsection refers to the sections in
the manual or tutorials. The sections are presented in chronological order, but the
name may be shortened to increase the readability. In appendix C, the complete
section names for the programming tutorial can be found for each abbreviation. To
minimize the labels in the gures, the two test groups postgraduate educatioti and
\undergraduate educatioh will be referred to as PhD and master respectively.

5.1 Building the Kiwi car

The rst question of the questionnaire isThe manual provided enough information
to perform the speci ed stepsIn gure 5.1 the survey question outcome is shown,
where the score\1" means\Totally disagre€' and the score\5" means\ Totally
agre€. Note especially that the test group (secondary school) only completed the
two initial steps, and therefore the result should not be seen as a representation
of the general result for the manual. Instead, more data needs to be collected to
evaluate how well the manual guides the user in assembling the Kiwi car.
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Figure 5.1. A diagram showing the results for the questiomhe manual provided
enough information to perform the speci ed stepsNote that only the two initial
steps were completed.
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The second question of the questionnaire Is was possible to understand what was
to be done Fig. 5.2 displays the survey question outcome, where the scbde means

\ Totally disagreé€' and the score\5" means\ Totally agre€'. Note that the results
are only valid for the front and back wheels and should not be seen as the general
result of the manual.

Figure 5.2: A diagram showing the results for the questiorit was possible to
understand what was to be doneNote that the result only are valid for the front
and back wheels and should not be seen as the general result of the manual.

5.2 Programming the Kiwi car

The survey outcome from the questiormhe information presented in the previous
section is enough to understand what to do in the task illustrated in Fig. 5.3.
The x-axis corresponds to the tasks in the tutorials and y-axis shows the survey
outcome received by the respondents. The scale for the survey is one to ve, where
the score\ 1" means\ Totally disagre€' and the scoré\ 5" means\ Totally agree'. As
illustrated in the gure, most of the test groups agreed with the statement. Note
the low score for task one (see Fig. 5.3 ) in the master test group.
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Figure 5.3: A diagram showing the result of how well prepared the students were
for the tasks. The question the respondents were answering wadie information
presented in the previous section is enough to understand what to do in the task
Most of the test groups agreed with the statement, except for the master test group
in task one.
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The survey outcome from the question$he hints were usefubnd The hints exposed

to many problems that the student could gure out on their owis shown in Fig. 5.4.
The label \messages shown on the x-axis, refers to the code examples related
to how one sets up the communication channel, as well as sending and receiving
messages from the Kiwi car. The second labedetect’, also presented at the x-axis,
refers to the code where one uses image detection to detect the cones, their position
and how to steer the Kiwi car. The scale for the survey is one to ve, where the
score\ 1" means\ Totally disagre€' and the score\5" means\ Totally agre€'. It can

be seen that the balance between hints and the student's ability to gure out the
more challenging parts on their own di er between the test groups. In the more
challenging parts (at the end of the tutorial), one can observe how the test groups
with lower expected prior knowledge were more positive to the provided hints.

Figure 5.4: A diagram showing the survey outcome from the questionkhe hints
were usefuland The hints exposed to many problems that the student could gure
out on their own The test groups with lower expected prior knowledge were more
positive to the hints given.
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The survey outcome from the questioHow advanced did you experience the ma-
terial? is presented in Fig. 5.5. The x-axis shows the sections in the tutorial and
the y-axis presents the survey outcome given by the respondents. The scale for the
survey is one to ve, where scor&l" means\Very easy and score\5" means\ Very
hard". The grey curve represents the mean value for each section. Note that the
mean value is based only on two or three data points. It can be seen that the degree
of di culty increases through the tutorials. After the second task, the test groups
could choose between a more challenging path or a simpler one, which is why the
mean value is illustrated by a dashed line. The PhD test group chose the more chal-
lenging path while the master test group chose the simpler one, which may explain
the observed di erence in perceived di culty in the later steps. Note that the line
for the hobbyist test group stops after the section Push code. The reason is that
the hobbyists did not have enough time to complete all tasks under the given time
frame. Fig. 5.6 shows the mean value with corresponding standard deviation for the
respective test group, based on the data in Fig. 5.5. The scale is therefore following
the same standard as in Fig. 5.5. The numbeN refers to the number of survey
guestions answered by each test group.
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Figure 5.5: Perceived level of di culty of the material for the di erent test groups
with respect to each section of the tutorial. The question the respondents were
answering was:How advanced did you experience the materialAfter the second
task, each group were given the option to pursue a more challenging route. The
mean value is therefore indicated by a dashed line in the gure. Furthermore, the
hobbyist test group did not completed all the steps during the time frame, which is
why the line stops after Push code.
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Figure 5.6: Mean value with corresponding standard deviation for the survey
outcome in Fig. 5.5 for respective test group. The numbey refers to the number
of survey questions answered by each test group.
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The survey outcome from the questioiow relevant was the task from your interests
Is displayed in Fig. 5.5. The x-axis shows the sections in the tutorial and the y-axis
presents the survey outcome given by the respondents. The scale for the survey is one
to ve, where \1" means\Not relevant’ and \5" means\ Very relevant'. The blue
line illustrates the mean value. Note that the mean value is based on two or three
data points. One can see that most of the sections were considered relevant to all
the test groups, with an overall mean value of 4.81 out of 5. The hobbyist test group
found the most steps less relevant than the other test groups, especially the steps
in the beginning of the tutorial. Both the PhD and master test groups completed
the tutorial within the time frame, while the hobbyist test group completed half of
the tasks. In Fig. 5.8 the mean value with corresponding standard deviation can be
seen for the respective test groups, based on the data in Fig. 5.7. The numiber
refers to the number of survey questions answered by each test group.

Figure 5.7: Perceived level of relevance of the material for the di erent test groups
with respect to each section of the tutorial. The question the respondents were
answering was:How relevant was the task from your interestsThe overall mean
value is high ( = 4.81 out of 5) with only one outcome which received a score lower
than four. Furthermore, the hobbyist test group did not completed all the steps
during the time frame, which is why the line stops after Push code.
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Figure 5.8: Mean value with corresponding standard deviation for the survey
outcome in Fig. 5.7 for respective test group. The numbeX refers to the number

of survey questions answered by each test group. The mean value is close to ve, at
least for the two test groups completed all the steps in the tutorial.
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The survey outcome from the questionf the layout of mixing text, text boxes, lists
and tutorial gives a good overview and helps the reader identify the most important
stepsis shown in Fig. 5.9. As illustrated in the x-axis, the question was asked four
times. In these sections the amount of text, text boxes and lists di er in between.
The y-axis presents the survey outcome given by the respondents, where the score
\1" means\Totally disagree' and the score\5" means\Totally agree'. It was
observed that the mean value does not di er to much between the sections, but the
PhD test group is in general more skeptical to the layout than the master test group.
An interesting aspect is that the Docker section received the lowest score from the
PhD test group, while the highest score were received from the master and hobbyist
test groups. Note that the hobbyist test group did not complete the tutorials in the
time frame, which is why line stops after the section Push code.

29



5. Results

Figure 5.9: lllustration of to which extent the layout gives the user a good overview
and helps the reader to identify the most important steps in the sections. The
guestion the respondents were answering wast the layout of mixing text, text
boxes, lists and tutorial gives a good overview and helps the reader identify the most
important steps Four sections, where the amount of text, text boxes and lists di er
in between was chosen. Note that the PhD test group was in general more skeptical
to the layout than the master and hobbyist test group. The section that the PhD
test group was most critical to obtained the highest outcome from both the master
and hobbyist test group. Note that the hobbyist test group did not complete the
tutorials during the time for this project, which explains why the line stops after
the section Push code.

The survey outcome from the questions similar td@he instructions and tutorial is
guiding the user do connect to the Wiis presented in Fig. 5.10. Note that the ques-
tions are adapted to the context and therefore di er between the sections presented
at the x-axis. The y-axis presents the survey outcome given by the respondents,
where the scoré\1" means\Totally disagreé€' and the score\5" means\ Totally
agre€. The blue line illustrates the mean value. Note that the mean value is based
on two or three data points. The overall mean value is high (= 4.42 out of 5.0),
but sections as Docker and CI/CD received a low value from the PhD test group.
It can be observed that the lower expected prior knowledge the test group had, the
higher survey outcome was received. Note that the hobbyist test group did not
completed the tutorial during the time for this project, which is why the line stops
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after section Push code.

Figure 5.10: Perceived level of guidance of the links and tutorials for the di erent
test groups with respect to each section of the tutorial. The question the respondents
were answering was similar toThe instructions and tutorial is guiding the user do
connect to the Wi , but was adapted to the context of the section. It was observed
that the mean value is high ( = 4.42 out of 5.0), but two sections were given
low survey outcome from the PhD test group. Generally, the test groups with the
expected lowest prior knowledge was more positive to the links and tutorials. Note
that the hobbyist test group did not complete the tutorial during the time for this
project, which is why the line stops after section Push code.
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Tab 5.1 presents a selection of text answers that were of importance when analysing
the results in Fig. 5.3 5.10 and identifying future improvements in the tutorial. The
text questions the respondents were answering wegeiggestions on improvements
and If the coding example was not enough, what were you missingRe rst text
guestion was present in every survey, while the second only was asked when coding
examples were demonstrated. For instance, the rst row in the table is regarding
the rst programming task from the master test group, which obtained a low survey
outcome (see Fig. 5.3). From the text answers it can be concluded that the low
outcome was due to a misunderstanding in the initial steps of the tutorial, when a
repository with the les should be downloaded. Furthermore, from the sixth row
we get a better understanding for the low survey outcome in the Docker section in
Fig. 5.10. The PhD test group experienced the information as \ssimpli cation of
their intent”, which most likely e ected the survey outcome. Note that only the
PhD and master test groups are present in the text answers in the table. The hobby
test group agreed in general to a greater extent with the statements in Fig. 5.3 and
Fig. 5.4 and experienced the material as easier and more relevant (see Fig. 5.7 and
Fig. 5.5) compared to the other test groups. In the same manner, the text answers
given by the hobby test groups was eitheYNo, | don't think so", on the question:
suggestions on improvementsr answers that did not explain the reason for the low
survey outcome, in for example section Connect to Wi in Fig. 5.7.
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Table 5.1: Selection of answers from the survey which were considered valuable
when analysing the data and identifying future improvements in the tutorial. The
text questions the respondents were answering weBeiggestions on improvements
and If the coding example was not enough, what was missingife rst text question

was present in every survey, while the second only was asked when coding examples
were demonstrated. In the rst and sixth row we can get a possible explanation
to the low survey outcome from the master and PhD test group in Fig. 5.3 and
Fig. 5.10 respectively. Note that only the answers from the master and PhD test
group is present in the table. The hobby test group agreed to a greater extent with
the statements, or experienced the material as more relevant and easier compared
with the test groups (see Fig. 5.3 5.10. The text answers from the master and PhD
test groups where therefore more constructive in its feedback on improvements.

Test Section Text answer

group

Master Programming It would be good to have a complete set of les for
task 1 running the program with docker. Since the user

might never have used Docker les before and may
not have any clue about how to actually compile
the code and test it.

Phd Mutex This is the biggest jump, skill-wise, in the tutorial -
and | completely get that you need to set a healthy
balance, and | have no idea how you would make
this better, but in my opinion, | think students
may get very frustrated with this.

Master Docker It is hard to understand the concept if you have
never heard of it before. Therefore it would be
good to have a example that you could run by
yourself beside the tutorial.
Master Cone detection | | nd it easier to have the code example given in
the beginning
Master Code example | Maybe refer to one of the example codes given In
the links ,for the user to get familliar with the com-
plete code and where to nd di erent parts. You
can write that the user should have the code be
side the tutorial just before the code is explained.
Refering to line-numbers in the code is as well usg
ful.

Phd Docker "The .gitlab-ci.yml le is a description of how
the code should be executed and transformed be-
tween di erent platforms' and docker-compose
replays data into the simulation. - these state-
ments both have issues. They are wrong, but |I
feel this is a simpli cation of their intent

Phd Task 4 Not sure what this meant: "what will happened if
we the code running on the Kiwi car containing
prints or plots?

D
]
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Discussion

To answer the rst research question regarding how to build the Kiwi car, Figure 5.1
and Figure 5.2 can be observed. The gures illustrate to which extent the manual
managed to present the necessary information for assembling the front and back
wheels, and if the users understood what they should do in each step. As illustrated
in the gures both the information presented and the understanding of the content
were given the highest score for the sections that were evaluated. In order to create a
common thread though the manual, the approach for which parts that were required
and how to assembling them were the same. With this in mind combined with the
survey outcome in Figure 5.1 and Figure 5.2, we can presume that the structure
of the manual, both when it comes to which parts that were required and the
instructions for assembling the pieces will be apprehended. However, the secondary
school test group that were supposed to build the Kiwi car guided by the manual
was prevented from completing the task due to a change of schedule because of
the Corona pandemic restrictions. As a consequence only the initial steps were
completed. Furthermore, the steps that were completed, were of a more basic nature
and how well the test groups would be able to assemble the more challenging parts,
such as the electronics, cannot be concluded.

The programming tutorials in Figure 5.10, shows that the higher expected prior
knowledge the test group had, the lower the score was received. This can, on one
hand, be interpreted as a positive result to nd the minimum requirement to get
all the targeted test groups started. On the other hand, it can be interpreted as
a disadvantage when it comes to challenging the more experienced programmers.
The lower survey outcome from the PhD test group could be explained by their
high eld expertise. One of the text comments received by the PhD test group,
presented in Table 5.1 was concerning the Docker section. The comment criticized
the explanation of the.gitlab-ci.yml le and docker-compose and mentioned
that it was a simpli cation of their intent. Since the tutorial addressed four test
groups, where the PhD test group was expected to have the best prior knowledge,
simpli cations were considered necessary to decrease complexity and risk of mis-
conceptions. However, the same level of assembly which was applied for the image
detection, where each test groups were given the option to pursue a more challeng-
ing route, could have been used. Having said that, giving the students too many
options may instead make it more complicated. For instance, with more options the
students may have to reread the same section to nd the level that suits their cur-
rent knowledge. Having to reread to many times may decrease the motivation and
increase the risk of choosing a too easy or di cult level, which in turn may decrease
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the motivation further. In the latter case, when the chosen di culty level was too
ambitious, the student might risk misinterpreting the meaning of the section. One
further improvement could be to apply level of assembly for a few section where
the material is more technically advanced. A simpli cation of the intent could be
presented for the test groups with lower prior knowledge, while the full explanation
could be presented for the more experienced groups. In the existing material, ex-
ternal links were supposed to be used to challenge the test groups with better prior
knowledge. The collected data was however not su cient to draw any conclusions
regarding how well the external links complemented the information presented in
the tutorial.

Figure 5.3 illustrates to which degree the tutorials gave the test groups su cient
information to conduct the task. The result indicates that the overall expression was
that they had su cient information to do the tasks, with the exception for the mas-
ter test group in the rsttask. This is probably a consequence of a misunderstanding
in the rst section of the tutorial where the test groups should have downloaded an
existing template, which provides the necessary les to run the program. The only
thing the test groups had to do were to implement the Python code. In Table 5.1
the master test group wrote\It would be good to have a complete set of les for
running the program with docker. Since the user might never have used Docker les
before and may not have any clue about how to compile the code and testMbst
likely the low score for task 1 in Figure 5.3 re ects how the user missed the les
rather than the overall content of the tutorial.

On the other hand, if the information to all four test groups was su cient enough to
complete the programming tasks, can be questioned. Only the two test groups with
the expected best prior knowledge completed all tasks. If this was a consequence
of the time schedule being too tight or if the material was too challenging for the
hobbyist and secondary school test groups was not concluded. It could be argued
that it was a combination of both of them, but for the secondary school group
the main reason for not completing the tutorial was the time constraint. Another
observation related to the hobbyist group is that the survey question outcome was
above average for the tutorial steps (see Figure 5.10), while the PhD and master
test group solved the programming tasks to a greater extent. This may indicate
that the tutorials were e ective in instructing the user at a speci c step but were
less e ective in providing information on how the steps should be integrated to see
the full solution. An alternative explanation could be that the programming task
was too challenging for the test groups with expected lower prior knowledge.

To answer the second research question Figure 5.3 and Figure 5.7 can be taken into
consideration. The second gure shows that the test groups in general experienced
the material as relevant. Furthermore, Figure 5.3 illustrates how most of the test
groups experienced that they had su cient information to do the tasks. Similarly,
one can observe in Figure 5.4 that the programming examples were useful for the test
groups who developed their own code. Having said that, only the two test groups
with the expected highest prior knowledge completed all the tasks. This may indi-
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cate that the information presented was not comprehensive enough or too di cult
for some of the test groups. Finding the balance of challenging the test groups with
the highest prior knowledge without doing it at the expense of the other test groups,
could arguably be a key factor during this thesis. Therefore, simpli cations have
been implemented in the more challenging parts of the theory. One of the more
critical text responses in Table 5.1 were regarding simpli cations of the intent of
.gitlab-ci.yml le and docker-compose . A full explanation was considered to
be too di cult for students who have barely worked with Docker or Gitlab before.
On the other hand, the test groups who work in the eld on a daily basis perceived
the information as inaccurate. It could be argued that these simpli cations are nec-
essary since the project aims to nd the minimum requirements for teaching and
learning the Kiwi platform and OpenDLV. Therefore, presenting all the information
individually for all the test groups is not relevant.

The result from the layout can be seen in Figure 5.9. In general the PhD test group
was more critical to the layout in comprehension with the other test groups. The
survey outcome was neutral (score = 3) except for the section dealing with Docker,
which obtained a lower score (score = 2). This is the same section where the test
group was experiencing the information as a simpli cation of the real intent, which
may have a ected the overall impression. Regarding the master test group, the
survey outcome was going the opposite direction with a high score at the Docker
section but then declining. What di ers between the sections is the amount of
explanatory text in comparison to lists. While the text related to the Docker section

is more extensive, but also a simpli cation of the real purpose, the other sections
use one to three sentences to explain the command in question. When it comes
to the master test group, it can be seen that the CI/CD and downloading image
sections were given lower scores than the other two. The commands for CI/CD and
downloading image are both described by single sentences, which potentially can
imply that this speci c test group was more positive to longer explanations. On
the other hand, the possibility that the level of di culty in the sections a ected the
survey outcome can not be rejected. More data is required to conclude if the length
of the explanation is the reason for the lower outcome in the latter sections.

When it comes to the third research question it can be seen in Figure 5.4 that the
coding examples were in general appreciated, while the hints for task three and task
four obtained a lower score. Starting with the coding examples, it can be seen that
the score is higher for the image detection compared with the messenger, where we
set up the communication for the Kiwi car. Two di erent approaches were used, in
the rst case for the messengers, a code template was available for the users if they
faced problems. For the image detection and recognition the example codes were
divided into two programs. The rst part contains detecting the cone objects, while
the second part focuses on nding their exact positions and estimate the roadside
to steer the car. Both programs were running without any implementation from the
user. The students were instead supposed to combine these programs to be able to
implement the full solution for task three and task four.
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Figure 5.4 shows that the coding examples for image detection were more appre-
ciated. One drawback with this solution could arguably be that the test groups
may rely too much on the given code, which may decrease their ability to think
creatively and nd other solutions to the same problem. One of the text comments
in Table 5.1 was\ Maybe refer to one of the example codes given in the links, for the
user to get familiar with the complete code and where to nd di erent parts. You
can write that the user should have the code beside the tutorial just before the code
is explained. Referring to line-numbers in the code is as well useftllt could be
argued that this sentence is illustrating the problem. As mentioned above, it can
be discussed that giving a full solution may increase the risk of copying the code as
well as reducing the students creativity and impede their problem solving skills.

Regarding the hints at task three and task four the score was low. The only text feed-
back obtained was related to the questiohWhat will happened if the code running
at the Kiwi car contains prints or plots?", where the test groups did not understand
the question. No further information concerning the low survey outcome could be
deduced from the data.

6.1 Ethics

A potential problem when studying teaching and learning is that the groups under
study does not properly re ect the target groups. There are at least three impor-
tant properties of such groups to keep in mind: Gender, socioeconomic status, and
age. Starting with gender, when choosing participants to the four test groups gen-
der equality was taken into consideration. For the postgraduate education (PhD)
and undergraduate education (master), each containing one person, one male and
one female were chosen. For the hobbyist and secondary school test groups, sev-
eral persons were involved in building or programming the car. The hobbyist test
group consisted mostly of male participants and the person who conducted most
of the programming was male. For the secondary school test group, an IT class
was selected. This class was chosen as a result of an interest from the teacher who
initiated contact with the project, therefore the composition of males and females

in the secondary school test group could not be a ected. When choosing the par-
ticipants, the social economical factor was not taken into consideration, but as a
result of the material being published online an initiative has been taken to reduce
the numbers of expensive components in the car, and hence reduce the price and
increase availability. Lastly, when deciding the test groups some constrains were
set on the age span of the participators. For instance, most persons in secondary
school are between 15 and 19 years old and master and PhD students tends to be in
their mid-, late twenties or early thirties. When it comes to the hobbyist test group,

the possibility to a ect the age of the participator was easier. To increase the age
span a thirteen years old participator was chosen. It can be arguable that it would
be better to choose an older person to get an ever larger age span, but choosing a
young representative for the hobbyist group was consider valuable for this thesis.
The reason for this is that the thesis wants to evaluate how well the material was
adapted to young persons starting to exploring the eld of autonomous vehicles.
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6.2 Improvements

The project aims to nd the minimum requirements for web content to use the Kiwi
platform to teach OpenDLV to the four target groups. The long term goal is to
create an online community where anyone with an interest for autonomous vehicles
can build their own Kiwi car and start programming it. A rst prioritized step is

to evaluate how well the manual for building the Kiwi car can guide the user, which
this project failed to test. Another critical factor is to reduce the price for the Kiwi
car so more people can a ord to buy the parts required for building it. Today the
cost for one unit is around 4,500 SEK. With a project to be started to reduce the
cost, the parts needed to build the car will likely be in the range of 2,000 SEK.

Regarding the programming tutorials there are many areas that need to be im-
proved further before it can target the greater mass. Four areas found to be impor-
tant are, building a demo website to collect more data, identifying and explaining
more sources of error or nding other online sources that can be helpful when trou-
bleshooting a problem, adapt the material better with respect to the four target
groups, and expanding the material with more programming examples combined
with theory.

6.3 Future work

A possible next step in a future project could be to further extend the target groups
with the intention to evaluate if the material is su cient to guide users from di erent
parts of the world. Since this thesis is a rst step in a bigger project which aims
to create an online community for autonomous vehicles, translating the material to
Spanish or Mandarin may be a suitable rst step.

As an ongoing project, a webpage is under development where the material will
be published. How the material will be presented in a user friendly way has been
taken into consideration when creating the material. Still, modi cations will most
certainly have to be done when the webpage is completed. As a future project,
the material could be modi ed focusing only on how it can be presented in a more
pedagogical way rather than the technical content.
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Conclusion

This thesis examined how the Kiwi platform can be used to teach OpenDLV to
four target groups. The thesis was focusing on both giving instructions for building
the Kiwi car but also how to program it. Regarding how well the material guided
the user to build the Kiwi car, the data was not extensive enough to draw any
general conclusions. However, for the two sections that were evaluated, both the
presentation of the information and the instructions were well received.

When programming the Kiwi car, all test groups experienced the information as rel-
evant, while the perceived di culties di ered between the groups. Only the two test
groups with the highest expected prior knowledge nished all the steps. If the reason
for the other test groups not nishing the steps were due to the time limit or that the
material was too advance was not studied. To answer the rst research question for
all four test groups (secondary education, undergraduate education, postgraduate
education and hobbyists) more data would need to be collected from the secondary
education test group. Based on the data from the other three test groups, they
found the material relevant. The balance between simplifying the explanations, but
not simplifying them too much, was the critical factor in the thesis. For the PhD
test group, the one with the expected highest prior knowledge, most of the lower
survey outcome and negative text comments were related to simpli cations. Over-
all, the test groups agreed with the statement that the tutorials were giving them
su cient information for completing the programming tasks. However, the fact that
only the two test groups with the expected highest prior knowledge completed all
the tasks indicate that the tutorials may have been too advanced. When presenting
the coding example two di erent approaches were used. When the communication
between the microservices were implemented, only a code template was available.
For the image detection, on the other hand, the test groups were given the full code.
The second approach was more appreciated, but it may be problematic to give away
all of the code. It can for instance result in an increased amount of copied code
which may harm the development of problem-solving skills. To conclude, the study
shows that there is a great interest in the eld and that this thesis contributes to
motivate and helping students developing their skills while programming the Kiwi
car. With this in mind, the thesis has the potential to result in positive e ects in
the technical development of autonomous systems.
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A

Survey questions

A.1 Survey for buildning the car

For the manual the questions were repeating the same for all the tasks. The rst
two questions should be answered with a number and the third with text.

The questions were

The manual provided enough information to perform the speci ed steps

Totally disagree (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) Totally agree

It was possible to understand what was to be done

Totally disagree (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) Totally agree

(Voluntary) Other considerations or improvement measures

A.2 Survey for programming the car

The sections below will present the questions related to the task described in the
tutorial. Since the questions are not the same for the di erent tasks, the headline
on the section will correspond to the task in the tutorial.

A.2.1 Introduction

The links and tutorials guide the user to download the necessary programs
Totally disagree (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) Totally agree
How advanced did you experience the material?

Totally disagree @ @ @ @ @ Totally agree

How relevant was the material from your interests?

Totally disagree (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) Totally agree
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Suggestions on improvements

A.2.2 Booting the system

The instructions and tutorial for booting the systems is useful for understanding how
to start them.

Totally disagree (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) Totally agree
How advanced did you experience the material?

Totally disagree @ @ @ @ @ Totally agree
How relevant was the material from your interests

Totally disagree (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) Totally agree

Suggestions on improvements

A.2.3 Connect to wi

The instructions and tutorial is guiding the user do connect to the Wi

Totally disagree @ @ @ @ @ Totally agree
How advanced did you experience the material?

Totally disagree (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) Totally agree
How relevant was the material from your interests

Totally disagree @ @ @ @ @ Totally agree

If you used the "source of error”. It was useful to solve or identify what may cause
the problem

Totally disagree (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) Totally agree

Suggestions on improvements

A.2.4 Control the robot

The instructions and tutorial is guiding the user how to access the interface

Totally disagree (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) Totally agree
m
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The instructions and tutorial is guiding the user how to steer the robot with the
joystick.

Totally disagree @ @ @ @ @ Totally agree
How advanced did you experience the material?

Very easy (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)  Very hard
How relevant was the material from your interests

Not relevant @ @ @ @ @ Very relevant

If you used the "source of error”. It was useful to solve or identify what may cause
the problem (Voluntary)

Totally disagree (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) Totally agree

Suggestions on improvements

A.2.5 Code example

The coding example was helpful when developing the code
Totally disagree (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) Totally agree

The number of instructions was enough to get a hint of what should be done, but not
to many to remove the students ability to solve the task on their own

Totally disagree (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) Totally agree
If the coding example was not enough, what was you missing?

How advanced did you experience the material?

Very easy (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)  Very hard
How relevant was the material from your interests

Not relevant @ @ @ @ @ Very relevant

Suggestions on improvements
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A.2.6 Why do we use docker? - Compiling code with docker

The introduction to why we use docker motivates why we using it when building our
programs

Totally disagree (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) Totally agree
The purpose of the three docker commands is clear

Totally disagree @ @ @ @ @ Totally agree

Links to further explore docker on your own is helpful. If you did not use the external
links, skip this question.

Totally disagree (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) Totally agree
The tutorials in the section is helpful for understanding the content

Totally disagree @ @ @ @ @ Totally agree

The layout of mixing text, textboxes, lists and tutorial gives a good overview and
helps the reader identify the most important steps.

Totally disagree (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) Totally agree
How advanced did you experience the material?

Very easy (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)  Very hard
How relevant was the material from your interests

Not relevant @ @ @ @ @ Very relevant

Suggestions on improvements

A.2.7 Programming task 1

The information presented in the previous section is enough to understand what to
do in the task

Totally disagree @ @ @ @ @ Totally agree
The task is in the line with the information presented in the previous sections

Totally disagree (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) Totally agree

A\
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How advanced did you experience the task?
Very easy @ @ @ @ @ Very hard
How relevant was the task from your interests

Not relevant @ @ @ @ @ Very relevant

Suggestions on improvements

A.2.8 Git and branches

The information and tutorial helps the student to understand for pushing code and
working in branches

Totally disagree (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) Totally agree

The layout of mixing text, textboxes, lists and tutorial gives a good overview and
helps the reader identify the most important steps

Totally disagree @ @ @ @ @ Totally agree
How advanced did you experience the material?

Very easy (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)  Very hard
How relevant was the material from your interests?

Not relevant (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) Very relevant

Suggestions on improvements

A.29 CIl/ICD

The brief introduction to CI/CD gives a basic understanding why we are using it
Totally disagree (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) Totally agree
The links gives the user the possibility to get a deeper understanding of the topic

Totally disagree @ @ @ @ @ Totally agree

The layout of mixing text, textboxes, lists and tutorial gives a good overview and
helps the reader identify the most important steps
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Totally disagree @ @ @ @ @ Totally agree
How advanced did you experience the material?

Very easy @ @ @ @ @ Very hard
How relevant was the material from your interests?

Not relevant @ @ @ @ @ Very relevant

If you used the "source of error”. It was useful to solve or identify what may cause
the problem (Voluntary)

Totally disagree @ @ @ @ @ Totally agree

Suggestions on improvements

A.2.10 Docker login/download/run

The instructions and tutorial is guiding the user how to login, download and run the
program.

Totally disagree (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) Totally agree

The layout of mixing text, textboxes, lists and tutorial gives a good overview and
helps the reader identify the most important steps

Totally disagree @ @ @ @ @ Totally agree
How advanced did you experience the material?

Very easy @ @ @ @ @ Very hard
How relevant was the material from your interests?

Not relevant @ @ @ @ @ Very relevant

If you used the "source of error”. It was useful to solve or identify what may cause
the problem

Totally disagree (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) Totally agree

Suggestions on improvements
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A.2.11 Programming task 2

The information presented in the previous section is enough to understand what to
do in the tas

Totally disagree (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) Totally agree
The task is in the line with the information presented in the previous sections
Totally disagree @ @ @ @ @ Totally agree
How advanced did you experience the task?

Very easy @ @ @ @ @ Very hard

How relevant was the task from your interests

Not relevant @ @ @ @ @ Very relevant

Suggestions on improvements

A.2.12 Data replay

The links and tutorials guide the user how to work with data replay

Totally disagree (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) Totally agree
How advanced did you experience the task?

Very easy @ @ @ @ @ Very hard
How relevant was the task from your interests

Not relevant @ @ @ @ @ Very relevant

Suggestions on improvements

A.2.13 Terminal input and threads

The coding example was helpful when developing the code

Totally disagree (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) Totally agree

Vil



A. Survey questions

The number of instructions was enough to get a hint of what should be done, but not
to many to remove the students ability to solve the task on their own

Totally disagree (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) Totally agree
If the coding example was not enough, what was missing?

How advanced did you experience the task?

Very easy @ @ @ @ @ Very hard
How relevant was the task from your interests

Not relevant @ @ @ @ @ Very relevant

Suggestions on improvements

A.2.14 Cone detection

The coding example was helpful when developing the code
Totally disagree (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) Totally agree

The number of instructions was enough to get a hint of what should be done, but not
to many to remove the students ability to solve the task on their own

Totally disagree @ @ @ @ @ Totally agree
If the coding example was not enough, what was missing?

The key concept of dilation, erosion and kernels could be understood with the infor-
mation presented

Totally disagree @ @ @ @ @ Totally agree
How advanced did you experience the task?

Very easy (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)  Very hard
How relevant was the task from your interests

Not relevant @ @ @ @ @ Very relevant

Suggestions on improvements
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A.2.15 Cone position

The coding example was helpful when developing the code
Totally disagree (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) Totally agree

The number of instructions was enough to get a hint of what should be done, but not
to many to remove the students ability to solve the task on their own

Totally disagree @ @ @ @ @ Totally agree
If the coding example was not enough, what was missing?

The links gives the user the possibility to get a deeper understanding of the classes,
attributes and methods used in the examples

Totally disagree @ @ @ @ @ Totally agree
How advanced did you experience the task?

Very easy (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)  Very hard
How relevant was the task from your interests

Not relevant @ @ @ @ @ Very relevant

Suggestions on improvements

A.2.16 Programming task 3

The information presented in the previous section is enough to understand what to
do in the task

Totally disagree @ @ @ @ @ Totally agree
The task is in the line with the information presented in the previous sections
Totally disagree (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) Totally agree
The hints were useful

Totally disagree @ @ @ @ @ Totally agree
The hints exposed to many problems that the student could gure out on their own

Totally disagree (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) Totally agree

IX
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How advanced did you experience the task?
Very easy @ @ @ @ @ Very hard

Did you use the ode4Session or VideoCapture to replay the data?

O O O

ode4Session VideoCapture Other

How relevant was the task from your interests
Not relevant @ @ @ @ @ Very relevant

Suggestions on improvements

A.2.17 Programming task 4

The information presented in the previous section is enough to understand what to
do in the task

Totally disagree (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) Totally agree
The task is in the line with the information presented in the previous sections
Totally disagree (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) Totally agree
The hints were useful

Totally disagree (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) Totally agree
The hints exposed to many problems that the student could gure out on their own
Totally disagree (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) Totally agree
How advanced did you experience the task?

Very easy (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)  Very hard

How relevant was the task from your interests

Not relevant (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) Very relevant

Suggestions on improvements



All the collected data is presented below. Note that some data was received after
the completion of the report and is therefore not included in the result section. None

B

All answers

of the excluded results di ers signi cantly from the result presented in the result

section.

Table B.1: All the graded answers

| Question | Hobbiest | Master | Phd | Scale
Introduction
1 5 5 5 disagree/agree
2 1 4 2 disagree/agree
3 5 5 5 disagree/agree
Booting the system
1 5 5 5 disagree/agree
2 1 2 1 disagree/agree
3 4 5 5 disagree/agree
Connect to wi
1 5 4 4 disagree/agree
2 1 4 2 disagree/agree
3 2 5 5 disagree/agree
4 - 5 - disagree/agree
Control the robot
1 5 5 4 disagree/agree
2 5 5 4 disagree/agree
3 1 5 2 very easy/hard
4 4 1 5 not/very relevant
5 - - - disagree/agree
Code example
1 5 4 4 disagree/agree
2 5 4 3 disagree/agree
4 3 3 2 very easy/hard
5 5 5 5 not/very relevant
Why do we use docker? - Compiling code with docker
1 5 5 2 disagree/agree
2 4 5 2 disagree/agree
3 - 5 3 disagree/agree
Continued on next page
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Table B.1 continued from previous page

Question | Hobbiest | Master | Phd Scale

4 4 4 2 disagree/agree
5 5 5 2 disagree/agree
6 2 4 4 very easy/hard
7 5 5 5 not/very relevant

Programming task 1
1 5 2 4 disagree/agree
2 5 5 5 disagree/agree
3 2 5 4 very easy/hard
4 5 5 5 not/very relevant
Git and branches
1 5 4 4 disagree/agree
2 5 5 3 disagree/agree
3 4 3 3 very easy/hard
4 4 5 5 not/very relevant
Cl/ICD

1 - 5 1 disagree/agree
2 - 5 3 disagree/agree
3 - 4 3 disagree/agree
4 - 4 3 very easy/hard
5 - 5 5 not/very relevant
6 - - - disagree/agree

Downloading the image to the Kiwi car

1 - 4 5 disagree/agree
2 - 3 4 disagree/agree
3 - 4 3 very easy/hard
4 - 5 5 not/very relevant
5 - 3 5 disagree/agree
Programming task 2
1 - 5 4 disagree/agree
2 - 5 3 disagree/agree
3 - 2 4 very easy/hard
4 - 5 5 not/very relevant
Data replay
1 - 5 4 disagree/agree
2 - 1 4 very easy/hard
3 - 5 5 not/very relevant
Terminal input and threads
1 - 4 5 disagree/agree
2 - 5 2 disagree/agree
4 - 3 5 very easy/hard
5 - 5 5 not/very relevant

Cone detection

Continued on next page|
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Table B.1 continued from previous page

Question | Hobbiest | Master | Phd Scale
1 - 5 5 disagree/agree
2 - 5 5 disagree/agree
4 - 5 4 disagree/agree
5 - 2 5 very easy/hard
6 - 5 5 not/very relevant
Cone position
1 - 5 4 disagree/agree
2 - 5 3 disagree/agree
4 - 5 3 disagree/agree
5 - 2 5 very easy/hard
6 - 5 5 not/very relevant
Programming task 3
1 - 5 5 disagree/agree
2 - 5 5 disagree/agree
3 - 5 5 disagree/agree
4 - 2 3 disagree/agree
5 - 4 4 very easy/hard
7 - 5 5 not/very relevant
Programming task 4
1 - 4 5 disagree/agree
2 - 5 5 disagree/agree
3 - 4 4 disagree/agree
4 - 1 4 disagree/agree
5 - 4 4 very easy/hard
6 - 5 5 not/very relevant
Table B.2: All the text answers
Test group | Text answer |
Introduction
It was not very clear that we should clone les from Gi-
Hobbiest tub but | understood that with a little time of thinking
in the beginning of step 5.
-It says: "sudo apt-get install socat installs cmake" :) |
guess it is a typo
Master -l think it is good to explain what Cmake is _
-If the tutorial should be for students, then Gitlab
should be logged in with chalmers-id. Then it might
be good to mention.

Continued on next page
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Table B.2 continued from previous page

Test group

Text answer

Phd

As my work has been essentially doing this the last b
months, | could entirely skip this section. However, after
reading it, | can say that it would work quite well for a
new student, as a linear tutorial - Do this, do this, do
this, etc. However, | feel that the student will likely not
understand why certain things are being done and may
feel slightly overloaded.

Booting the system

Hobbiest

It should be interesting to know how to shut down the
car correctly.

Master

-Maybe mention that they should leave the car while
calibrating and mention that it takes a while to calibrate
and if possible, why they need to do the steps.

-Nice homemade videos!

Phd

Quite easy to follow. Well done.

Connect to wi

Hobbiest

No, | don't think so.

Master

Maybe divide the section into code and text to make it
clearer. The website explaining how to connect to wi
could be experienced very advanced since not all steps
are described.
It looks like you can click on the addresses to the bea-
glebone and raspberry.

Phd

The main concern | have is the ‘passwords do not work
section of the source of error - you haven't provided
solution, but instead just explained why they may not
work. How would you x this if the default passwords
do not work?

D

Control the robot

Hobbiest

I have one small improvement when downloading th
recording from the camera. It would be easier to under
stand witch video | just record if the latest one came
rst in the list.

(9%

Continued on next page
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Table B.2 continued from previous page

Test group

Text answer

Master

Maybe it is possible to show both camera- and joystic
window at the same time in the video.

Phd

This is good and easy enough to follow. The pdf | have

doesn't have pictures, but if there aren't any, maybe
consider putting in a few?

Code example

Hobbiest (Question 3)

Master (Question 3)

Maybe explain what is cid.

Phd (Question 3)

The code was enough, but it felt like a 'Do this' instead

of 'We use this, because it does this', which | feel would
enable the students to experiment more with the funct

tions.

Hobbiest

No, | don't think so.

Master

It is a bit confusing that the codes comes twice in 5.2.
Maybe refer to one of the example codes given in th
links ,for the user to get familiar with the complete code
and where to nd di erent parts. You can write that the
user should have the code beside the tutorial just befor

the code is explained. Referring to line-numbers in the

code is as well useful.

Phd

Being too concise with explanations of code blocks

one of the biggest issues in software engineering doc¢

mentation - Do not be afraid to spell out exactly what
a function does.

Why do we use docker? - Compiling codewith docker

Continued on next page|
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Table B.2 continued from previous page

Test group

Text answer

Hobbiest

- The text would be more helpful if you describe why
we use the "tag" in the Docker-commands. Before thjs
project | start looking at Docker and because of that |
understood this quickly.

- Even if | have test Docker before, | tested to build a
Python script and run it with Docker to know everything
is alright. The terminal said about I didn't had access
to Docker daemon.* | search on Google to nd out how
to x this.

| upon that I had to add myself into the Docker group by
rst typing in the terminal "sudo usermod -a -G docker
lage" (lage is my user) and after that "newgrp docker".
Lastly | had to log out and in again but after that it
worked great to build containers.

* | have not stored the error. When I solved this problem
| had to log out and in. Then all going programs closed
and also the terminal. is as well.

Master

It is hard to understand the concept if you have never
heard of it before. Therefore it would be good to have
a example that you could run by yourself beside the
tutorial.
Maybe it would be good to explain what a container is
as well.

Phd

"The .gitlab-ci.yml le is a description of how the code
should be executed and transformed between di erern
platforms' and 'docker-compose replays data into the
simulation. - these statements both have issues. The
are wrong, but | feel this is a simpli cation of their in-
tent. It would benet the students a lot more to word
it like 'gitlab-ci is the le that holds the instructions
for the automated tools hosted on gitlab that we will
later use to validate our builds on di erent platforms’,
and 'the docker-compose le is used to chain docker in
structions together, and in this case, we will use it tg
build our simulation environment and replay data using
prebuilt docker images', or something along these line

< W=

v

Programming task 1

Hobbiest

No, | don't think so.

Continued on next page
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Table B.2 continued from previous page

Test group Text answer

It would be good to have a complete set of les for runt
ning the program with docker. Since the user might
Master never have used Docker les before and may not have
any clue about how to actually compile the code and
test it.

As a problem task, this is completely in line with the
tutorial direction, however | think that some students

Phd may struggle with the overcomplexities presented with
the docker segment prior to this.
Git and branches
. First | did not understood that | should create a new
Hobbiest . )
repository and clone the code from that repository.
Maybe explain how to setup the repository and merge
Master
branches.
Phd -
Cl/ICD
Hobbiest -
Maybe have a gitlab-ci.yml example that works with &
Master example code just to demonstrate and give the user|a

starting point. | would not have been able to create the
le if i hadn't had some knowledge before.

'For more information about CI/CD click here' is not a
su cient explanation on what CI/CD is or why we use
Phd it. Also, this is just a language semantic, but acronyms
should be proceeded by the full noun on the rst usage,
and not the other way around.

Downloading the image to the Kiwi car

Hobbiest -
Master Just mention that the registry address might be di erent
Phd Fairly straightforward.

Programming task 2

Continued on next page\
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Table B.2 continued from previous page

=

Test group Text answer
Hobbiest -
Master suggesting the user to make a Docker build to test fg
errors before building at git and downloading to the kiwi
| feel that some sort of positive feedback here for the
Phd student would be appreciative. This is a major milestone
in the tutorial and it feels a little underwhelming.
Data replay
Hobbiest -
Somehow i could not just copy the terminal lines on step
Master 2, but i could then just copy the link and manually write
the rest of the command.
"This commands allow us to get access to the running
servers and need to be retyped every time Ubuntu is
restarted. - It's probably easier to say 'This command
Phd allows our programs to access the internal GUI serve

=

built into ubuntu, and that internal server gives us our
images when we replay the data’ It explains it a little
better, as well as provides context for the students who
(in my experience) forget to do this the most.

Terminal input and threads

Hobbiest (Question 3)

Master (Question 3)

Phd (Question 3)

Hobbiest -
Master -

This is the biggest jump, skill-wise, in the tutorial - and

| completely get that you need to set a healthy balance,
Phd and | have no idea how you would make this better, but

in my opinion, | think students may get very frustrated
with this.

Continued on next page
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Table B.2 continued from previous page

Test group Text answer
Cone detection
Hobbiest -
| did not follow how the middle left position became 1
Master

with the given kernel in the picture example.

Phd

This is very well done and more than enough for the
students. Good job

D

Hobbiest (Question 3)

Master (Question 3)

Phd (Question 3)

Cone position

Hobbiest -
Master Got nothing )
'‘By importing polynomial we can t a n-degree polyno-
mial function to our data points.! - For 75+% of the
Phd students going into this as an introduction to robotics,

this sentence is going to be completely alien. | would
suggest simplifying it - you can be very explicit with
what each word means.

Hobbiest (Question 3)

Master (Question 3)

Maybe an explaination that the code won't show any-
thing at rst

Phd (Question 3)

Programming task 3

Hobbiest

Master

Continued on next page
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Table B.2 continued from previous page

Test group

Text answer

Phd

Mine was od4 in c++ but the cv2 programming is the
same. From what | can see, your tutorial works quite
well for python and | cannot nd any major python is-

sues

Hobbiest (Question 6)

Master (Question 6)

VideoCapture

Phd (Question 6)

ode4Session

Programming task 4

Hobbiest -

Not sure what this meant: "what will happened if we

the code running on the Kiwi car containing prints or
Master "

plots?

How should the user evaluate the results?

what will happened if we the code running on the Kiwi
Phd car containing prints or plots?' - I am not sure what you

mean by this sentence.
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Full sections name

Table C.1: Corresponding gure index and sections in tutorial

Name in tutorial

Name in gures

Setting up the environment

Set up Ubuntu

Booting the system

Booting system

Connect to Wi

Connect to Wi

Control the robot

Control robot

Writing the rst code First code

Why do we use docker? Docker

First programming task 1st task

Push and compile code on Gitlab Push code
Continuous integration and deployment| CI/CD
Downloading the image to the Kiwi car| Download image
Second programming task 2nd task

Data replay Data replay
Threads and mutex Mutex

Cone detection

Cone detection

Find position of the cones

Cone position

Task 3

task 3

Task 4

task 4
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