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Abstract. Learning is more challenging for students with learning dis-
abilities. They often require supplementary learning support such as
one-to-one instruction to address academic skill gaps. In this research,
we explore the impact of using assistive technology- a social robot, as
an educational tool for instructors to support students with learning
disabilities. The purpose of the study was to a) to evaluate the accep-
tance of the social robot by the users, i.e., instructors and students in a
real-world educational setting; b) understand the impact of the robot’s
intervention on student’s engagement during learning tasks over multiple
learning sessions. We conducted a multi-session between-subjects study
with 16 students within two conditions, control and intervention condi-
tion with the QT robot. Our qualitative analysis suggests that instruc-
tors and students showed positive attitudes towards the social robot in
their one-to-one sessions. In addition, the students were more engaged
with their task in the presence of the robot, and displayed fewer o!-task
behaviours in the intervention condition, compared to the control condi-
tion. These results suggest that a social robot can be used as an e!ective
educational tool for instructors in boosting engagement and mitigating
o!-task behaviours for students with learning disabilities.

Keywords: Learning disabilities · Socially assistive robots · Assistive
technology · Robot-mediated instruction

1 Introduction

Learning disabilities (LD) is a heterogeneous life-long condition that includes a
range of disorders that may a!ect the acquisition, retention or understanding
of verbal or non-verbal information. Students with learning disabilities struggle
with specific academic skills such as reading, writing or math, but otherwise
demonstrate normal intellectual functioning [5,13]. Students with LD require
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personalized instruction that consider their learning di!erences and targets their
unique challenges [17]. Students with LD frequently struggle to stay focused on a
task, and exhibit o!-task behaviours such as work refusal, fidgeting, and o!-topic
conversations. Redirection strategies aid in mitigating o!-task behaviours and
help students stay on-task and make sustained academic progress[3]. Examples
of these strategies include movement breaks, positive self-talk, and breathing
exercises. [22].

In recent years, educators have explored the use of social robots to support
learning for students with or without disabilities [15,21]. However, most of the
research in the therapeutic context is focused on children with Autism Spectrum
Disorder (ASD) [15]. Despite the pervasive use of assistive technology (AT) tools
in educational settings, such as smartphones and tablet-based applications for
students with LD [14], socially assistive robots (SAR) have not been explored
for these students, especially in long-term interventions in real-world settings.
Additionally, despite the possible advantages of AT, educators are infrequently
trained or supported in using AT, yet are expected to become experts in their
usage [1]. In this study, we developed an instructional protocol for the use of a
social robot during one-to-one instruction for students with LD. The protocol
can be used for students with a range of learning di"culties and can be employed
into individualised student learning interventions without any alteration of their
program.

The current work is an extension of an in-situ pilot study, conducted in May
2021 during the COVID-19 pandemic. The aim of the study was to explore the
integration of a social robot as an assistive tool for instructors, providing redi-
rection strategies in a one-to-one instruction setting with children with LD [2]
This pilot study on robot-mediated instruction (RMI) was done in two phases,
instruction as usual, and robot mediated instructions, both following the same
procedure, except that in the robot-mediated sessions, the robot delivered the
redirection strategies. The robot was operated by the instructor using an appli-
cation interface, and employed via the study’s instructional protocol. The results
of the pilot study indicated that the intervention supported students in staying
on-task, however there were limitations related to study design, such as tech-
nological complexity of the instructional protocol, and the absence of a control
group.

Building from this work, the current study had an expanded scope that
aimed to investigate how students with LD are impacted by a social robot as an
instructional tool, and assessed the acceptance of the robot in one-to-one lessons
as part of an in-situ study. Di!erent from the pilot study, students were assigned
to either a control or intervention condition.

The study poses the following research questions: RQ1: What is the level
of technology acceptance the robot achieves with both students and instruc-
tors; RQ2: How does the use of a robot influence the engagement and o!-task
behaviours over the multiple sessions?
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2 Background

With advances in technology, assistive tools have provided further learning
opportunities for students with LD [4]. One-on-One interventions can bene-
fit students with LD by targeting their needs in the delivery of instructions
[23]. Socially assistive robotics (SAR) is a field that targets helping caregivers,
clinicians, and educators with personalized interventions using robot [7]. SAR
focuses on using a social robot to aid humans in the areas such as education and
healthcare [6,20] mainly through social interaction, without any physical human-
robot contact. SAR has been widely used in the treatment of children with ASD,
e.g. for teaching social, emotional, and cognitive skills in a play-based scenario.
For example, [27] conducted a study with the Nao robot teaching social rules
through games to both typically developing children and children with ASD.
Little research has been done using SAR for people with LD, specifically, in the
context of academic instruction [15]. The few studies in this area include[18]
who explored a model estimating the engagement of children with LD interact-
ing with a robot and [16] who investigated the use of a social robot to improve
visual motor skills in children with LD. A more recent study, [15] was conducted
to assist children with LD in their reading tasks through human-robot interac-
tion. Research has shown that social robots can be e!ective for students with
disabilities, albeit limited research has been done on the instructors’ attitude
toward using robots in special education [10]. Thus, there is still a great need
for more research on the acceptance of social robots from both the student and
educator perspective. Technology acceptance, in particular in in-situ/field stud-
ies, are important steps towards illuminating how social robots could be used in
a real-world applications for children with disabilities, cf. [19].

SAR can o!er more engaging learning experiences and provide personalized
support to help students’ engagement [15]. Investigation of the technological
acceptance of SAR is crucial, specifically, when it is used in real-world settings.

This study investigates student engagement in the presence of a social robot,
exploring perceptions of instructors and students during robot-mediated sessions.
The contributions of this study are as follows: 1) the integration of a social
robot into an already existing program without changing the learning goals or
curriculum1; 2) user evaluation using the technology acceptance model for the
application of SAR in a real-world educational setting as part of a long-term
study; 3) development of the robotic system to accommodate a range of scenarios
and situations that instructors and students with LD may face in a typical
session.

3 Study Method

The study was conducted at the premises of the Learning Disabilities Society
(LDS), located in Vancouver, Canada. LDS provides one-to-one instruction for
1 The existing program develops students’ independence, confidence, and academic
achievements through one-to-one instructions with certified instructors.
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students with LD. During the intervention condition, the robot was placed on a
table roughly 65 cm away from the student and instructor during their sessions
(shown in Fig. 1. This study was approved by the Community Research Ethics
O"ce2 and the University of Waterloo Human Research Ethics Board (approval
#43223).

Fig. 1. Study setting, showing the child with LD and the instructor on the left and
the robot on the right.

Participants: Sixteen students between 7 and 12-years old (mean = 9.6, std =
1.25) with a suspected or diagnosed LD participated in the study. Five certified
instructors (holding either a bachelors, master’s degree or a teaching certificate)
participated in this study (mean = 27.4, std = 1.74). Participants were existing
LDS students who received one-to-one instruction with the participating instruc-
tor. The students struggled with reading tasks and it was hoped that they could
benefit from an assistive robot. The students were randomly assigned to one of
the two conditions. Eight students participated in the control condition, where
seven students had five sessions, and one student had six sessions. Eight stu-
dents were assigned to the intervention condition (robot-mediated instruction);
two of those students had six sessions, and five had seven sessions. One student
was withdrawn after the first session in the intervention condition, since they
were uncomfortable having the robot in their lesson. The variance in the num-
ber of sessions by the students was due to missed sessions. While some students
attended LDS twice a week and could make up missed sessions, some students
were unable to do so as they only attended once a week. All instructors par-
ticipated in both conditions, and none had used social robots previously. Three
instructors had two students participating in the study, and two instructors had
one student participating.

2 The Community Research Ethics O"ce is located in Ontario, Canada, whose man-
date is to strengthen and support community based research in Canada and inter-
nationally, http://www.communityresearchethics.com.

http://www.communityresearchethics.com
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Material: We used the QT robot3, a small humanoid, specifically designed for
children with ASD. It can perform gestures using its head and hands, accom-
panied by speech and facial expressions, and seems very suitable to use with
children with LD. To interact with the robot, we developed a web application
interface for instructors to operate the robot during the intervention sessions.
The app consisted of the protocol instructors followed during session, displayed
as buttons. Examples of elements of the protocol are warm-up activities, games,
and breathing exercises. The application was loaded onto a tablet, which the
instructor used to control the robot to lead an activity or play a game with the
student (as a part of the session).

In addition, we developed a reflection worksheet for instructors and students
to reflect on the academic goal of the session, including its di"culty level, and to
state if the goal was reached during the session or not. Instructors also reported
students o!-task behaviours, engagement and the redirection strategies used on
the worksheet. Additionally, students were asked to take part in a paper-based
visual survey about their experience with the robot three times during the study,
to gauge whether and how their opinions of the QT robot changed over the
duration of the intervention period. This survey included questions regarding
the robot’s friendliness, intelligence, and the student’s enjoyment. In order to
evaluate the instructors’ acceptance of the robot in their lessons, we created
an online survey, on Qualtrics using the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM)
[9,12,24,25] consisting of the following categories: a) Perceived usefulness; b)
Ease of use; c) Intention to use the robot (their willingness toward using it); d)
Attitude toward using the robot (if they see any value in using it), e) Enjoyment,
and f) Process of using the robot, on a 5 point Likert scale. In addition, we asked
questions to rate instructors’ interest in ‘A"nity for Technology Interaction’
(ATI) [11] on a 6-point Likert scale. Note, the TAM model was chosen since,
while not as complex as other user acceptance models that are reported in the
literature (e.g. UTAUT, [8]), was deemed most suitable for this in-situ study in
order to answer our research questions without putting too much e!ort onto our
participants. TAM has also been used successfully in a recently published in-situ
study with children with ASD [19].

Procedure: This study was conducted after the pilot study, mentioned above,
in which we investigated how the QT robot can influence the o!-task behaviours
of students with learning disabilities while working on a task. In this follow-up
study, using a between-participant design involving a control and an interven-
tion condition, we focused on designing a more structured session based on the
lessons learned from the pilot study. Besides, we were interested in instructor’s
perception toward using the robot, in addition to students perception, and per-
formance of the students in the lessons.

Students were randomly assigned to one of the two conditions. In order to
provide an opportunity to interact with the robot to all the students, the con-
trol group later participated in the intervention condition after this study. In the
intervention condition, the student only interacted with the instructor during a
3 https://luxai.com/.

https://luxai.com/.
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one-to-one instructional session, and in the intervention condition, the student
interacted with the instructor and the QT Robot. During the intervention con-
dition, the QT robot (controlled by the instructor) took over the instructor role
and led the student through the session introduction and goal setting process and
provided self-regulation strategies if necessary. Students took part in the study
once a week as part of their regular sessions with their instructor. Some students
had more lessons in a week at LDS, but all participated weekly in our study. The
instructor and the student worked on a reading task that was challenging but
achievable for the student. Both conditions employed the following phases:

1- Introduction Phase
Control Condition: The instructor introduced the session, and completed a
warm-up activity with the student. Next, the student and instructor set a goal
for the session and the student reflected on their mood and energy level on the
reflection worksheet.
Intervention Condition: The phase began with the QT robot introducing itself,
and introducing the session. Then, the robot and the student did a warm-up
activity together and the robot asked the student to set a goal. Note, while QT
performed some activities and behaviours autonomously, they were controlled
by the instructor through the application. Thus ensured that the instructor was
in full control of the session.
2- Working on goal
Control Condition: During the session, the instructor redirected the student back
on task as needed. If the student remained o!-task, the instructor used a redi-
rection strategy (RS). If the student stayed on task, the instructor praised the
student.
Intervention Condition: Intervention sessions followed the similar procedure as
the control condition, except that QT delivered the RS or praise.
3- Goodbye
Control Condition: At the end of the session, the student reflected on their goal.
Sessions finished with a game, regardless of goal completion. Once the session
was completed, the instructor answered a few questions about how the session
went and the student’s engagement
Intervention Condition: Intervention sessions followed the similar procedure as
the control condition, except that QT delivered and played a game with the
student.

Students also responded to questions regarding their interaction with the
QT robot three times during the study. The three data collection points occurred
after the first, fourth, and last session. Instructors completed a technology accep-
tance questionnaire twice during the study, after the first and last session.

4 Study Results

The results of this study are presented in order of the research questions. First, we
discuss the technology acceptance results of the users. Next, we present results
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regarding the impact of a robot as a tool on students’ engagement level and
o!-task behaviours by comparing the control and intervention conditions.

Table 1. Instructors’ perceptions after the last session

Instructor Experience Benefits for instructors Benefits for students

I1 QT is e!ective as a
reward system and my
student enjoyed the
interactive portions

Helpful for getting the
students to stay on
track/focus and help
take pressure o! me to
do this

Helps give them a goal
to work towards and be
involved in fun and
engaging activities

I2 Good, I like it More usable with
younger students

Motivation in younger
students

I3 QT is a fun addition to
the classroom. Most
students enjoy QT’s
presence. A distraction
at times, but the more
they meet it the less
distracting it is

Ability to set goals with
the students in a fun,
interactive way. Less
pressure on the student.
Praise on-task
behaviours or take
breaks with QT

More motivated and less
pressured by QT’s
presence. It changes
student’s moods
positively

I4 I enjoyed using QT The strategies led by
QT are helpful.
Students respond better
when QT leads them
than when I do

The robot’s novelty
made students more
engaged and allowed
them to enjoy the
session more. My
student asked lots of
questions about QT it
was not in our sessions.
QT seemed to make
them more excited

I5 Good! Helpful for
maintaining engagement

Diversity in lessons,
engagement, motivation
tool

Diverse breaks,
motivation, engagement,
discussion topic

Table 2. Open-ended questions

1. *How was your experience in using the QT robot?

2. Did you perceive any benefits for yourself in using the robot as an educational
tool?

3. Do you see any benefits for students in using the robot?

4. Do you have any worries and concerns in using the robot as an educational
tool?

5. *Did you face any di"culties in using the robot?

6. *Did you encounter any technical problems during the session with the robot?

7. *Do you have any suggestions to improve the interaction of the robot during
the session?

* These questions were asked after the last session
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4.1 Instructors’ Perceptions

Open-Ended Questions: After the first and last session, we asked open-ended
questions to the instructors regarding the usage of a robot and its potential ben-
efits to students (see Table 2). Table 1 summarizes the experience of the instruc-
tors and the benefits of using a robot for them and the students.

Only two instructors responded to questions 5, 6, and 7. Regarding di"cul-
ties, one of them did not encounter any issues in any of the sessions. However,
two instructors mentioned issues with one of the games (Tic-tac-toe) in which
the robot did not respond appropriately; one of them was able to address this
issue by restarting the game. The other instructor mentioned that the app was
sometimes slow and had to be refreshed. Related to their suggestions to improve
the interaction, one of them mentioned that the students really enjoyed the ges-
tures of the robot, however, if it had shown more gestures, the students would
have been more engaged. The other instructor suggested increasing the speak-
ing and game playing pace. The word ‘goal’ spoken by the robot had a strange
pronunciation, which was also noticed by the students. Regarding worries and
concerns, after the first session, 3 instructors had concerns related to the distrac-
tion due to the novelty e!ect of the robot. Additionally, sometimes the robot
glitched during a game, and adjustments to the robot’s program were made
to reduce these issues. However, after the last interaction, only one instructor
had concerns. The instructor described the concern as follows, “Sometimes the
students are more concerned with QT than with the lesson. However, this has
appeared to diminish over time as they become familiar with the robot.”

A!nity for Technology Interaction: Instructors reflected on their willing-
ness to interact with technical systems on a six-point Likert scale, (1: Completely
disagree, 6: Completely agree). The average score for this section was 3.97 after
the first and 3.7 after the last interaction, which shows medium a"nity for tech-
nology interaction.The scores of the third instructor dropped after the last inter-
action due to some glitchy behaviours of the robot in some sessions. However,
the scores of other instructors did not change significantly.

Technology Acceptance Model (TAM): Table 3 shows the result of the
TAM questionnaire completed by instructors on a five-point Likert scale(1:
Strongly disagree, 5: Strongly agree).

As shown in Table 3, regarding the ‘Perceived usefulness’ and ‘Ease of use’,
when comparing the first and the last session, only the first instructor, gave
lower scores to the robot’s usefulness and ease of use while others perceived the
robot to be more useful and easier to use after the last interaction. Similarly,
concerning the ‘Intention to use’, the instructors reflected on their wish to use
the robot in their current and future lessons. Except for one instructor, the
others gave higher scores in using the robot. For ‘Attitude toward using the
robot’, instructors’ opinion had little change concerning the value of the robot
in lessons, and the scores show general positive attitudes. Regarding enjoyment,
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three instructors enjoyed using the robot more after the first session compared to
the last session, for the others, the scores did not change. In addition, we asked a
question ‘Process of using the robot (scale 1–5 (unpleasant to pleasant))’, all the
instructors provided the score 4 and there was no change in the scores between
the first and the last session.

4.2 Students’ Perceptions

We asked students in the intervention condition (seven students) to reflect on
their perception of the robot three times during the study with regards to the
following aspects:

Enjoyment: We asked students to reflect on how much they enjoyed having
the robot in class, on a 5 point scale (from “Awful” to “Fantastic”). At all three
data collection points (the first, fourth, and last session), four students selected
“Really good-Fantastic” and three students chose “Okay”. None of them selected
“Awful” or “Not very good” anytime.

Friendliness: At all three data collection points, all seven students gave 4–5
stars (1 to 5 stars; the more stars, the friendlier) for the robot’s friendliness on
a scale from 1 to 5 stars.

Intelligence: After the first session, 1 student gave “1–2”, 2 students gave “3”
and 4 students gave “4” stars for the robot intelligence on a scale from 1 to 5.
After the fourth session, 4 students gave “3–4” and three “4–5” stars. However,
after the last session, most of the students had a very positive attitude; 6 students
gave “4–5” stars, and only 1 gave “3” stars.

Robot’s Help: Students were asked if the robot helped them. After the first
session, 2 students said “I don’t know”, 1 said “Maybe” and 4 said “Yes”. After
the fourth session, these changed to 3 students selecting “Maybe” and 4 students
“Yes”. After the last session, we got 1 “No”, 2 “maybe”’s and 4 “yes”s from the
students.

Use of a Robot in the Future and How Often: Next, we asked students
how often they wanted the robot in the class, in the first session, 1 student said
“Never-Rarely”, and 1 “Sometimes”, and 3 “Often-Always”. After the fourth
sessions, 6 students said “Sometimes”, and 1 “Often-Always”. After the last
session, from those students who had not said “No” to having the robot in class,
1 student said “Sometimes” and 5 students said “Often-Always”.
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Perceived Role of the Robot: Students’ opinion about the role of the robot,
is shown in Fig. 2. After the first session, most students perceived the robot as a
Friend, the next choice was a Helper, while fewer students reported Classmate,
Stranger, Teacher as the role of the robot. After the fourth session, more stu-
dents tended to see the robot as the Helper and fewer students chose Friend.
Interestingly, after the last session, a more equal distribution of the roles “Class-
mate”, “Teacher”, “Helper” and “None” emerged. The choice of the robot’s role
as a “Friend” decreased strongly during the study.

Table 3. The average score of each instructors for the di!erent categories in the TAM
questionnaire, (FI: First Interaction, LI: Last Interaction, I: Instructor ID)

I Perceived usefulness Ease of use Intention to use Attitude toward using Enjoyment

FI LI FI LI FI LI FI LI FI LI

I1 3.83 3.33 3.83 3.33 4 4.33 4 3.5 4 4

I2 3.5 4 3.5 4 4.66 4 4 4 4.6 4

I3 3.33 3.66 3.33 3.66 4.33 4.33 4.5 3.5 4.6 4.6

I4 3.5 4.17 3.5 4.16 3.33 4.33 3 3.5 5 4.4

I5 4 4.33 4 4.33 5 5 5 4.5 5 4

Fig. 2. The role of the robot shown at the three data collection points

4.3 Control vs. Intervention Conditions

We compared the students’ reflections (completed at the beginning and at the
end of every session) during the study. We measured the ratings for the ses-
sions that the worksheets were completed (blank answers were removed from
the analysis).
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While we could not find any statistically significant di!erences between the
control and intervention conditions, we observed the following tendencies:

Students were more engaged and completed their goal with a higher rate in
the intervention sessions (Control: 83.8%, Intervention: 91%). Students in the
intervention condition displayed fewer o!-task behaviours than the control con-
dition (Control: 51%, Intervention: 35%). The RS delivered by the robot was
more successful than delivered by instructors in the control condition (Control:
86%, Intervention: 95%). Students were more engaged in the intervention con-
dition ((Control : engaged: 50%, neutral: 29%, not engaged: 21% ; Intervention:
engaged: 58%, neutral: 34%, not engaged: 7%))

5 Discussion and Conclusion

This study explored the use of a social robot in an already existing educational
program, for students with LD, during one-to-one sessions with an instructor.
Students were assigned to either a control or an intervention condition, and par-
ticipated in multiple sessions. Conducting an in-situ study during the COVID-19
pandemic posed severe restrictions on recruitment and data collection. For exam-
ple, many families preferred having online lessons during that period, and some
cancelled their lessons due to sickness or moved to online after the study began
in-person. Although we have video recordings of the sessions, wearing masks
during lessons made behavioural analysis challenging. The duration of the study
was also impacted by breaks in the school calendar. Despite the limitations of
this in-situ experiment, the study design allowed for an in-depth investigation
of instructors’ and students’ perceptions of the robot that was used as part of
their program.

Students in the intervention condition held a positive attitude toward the
robot from the beginning of the study. While some students gave fewer ‘stars’
to the robot’s friendliness at the end of the study, they still wanted to have the
robot in their future lessons. Moreover, their engagement with the robot did
not change during the study. However, their perceptions towards the role of the
robot changed. Interestingly, the role of a friend diminished and four major roles,
a classmate, teacher, helper, or none emerged by the end of the study.(see Fig. 2
(RQ1).

Considering the instructor’s responses to the open-ended questions, all the
instructors enjoyed or found the intervention e!ective (See Table 1). The scores
in the five dimensions of the TAM questionnaire during the study lied between
3.3 to 5, showing medium to good acceptance towards the tool. With a closer
look, for the first, second, and fourth dimensions of TAM, the scores given by
the first instructor lowered a bit after the last session. We believe that, this
instructor had one student (who was mature) in the intervention group did
not find the interaction with QT interesting. This experience likely negatively
a!ected the instructor’s opinion of the robot intervention. However, despite these
lower scores, they mentioned that the robot was helpful for students to stay
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focused and more engaged. Overall, we did not see any significant di!erence in
the enthusiasm of instructors to try technological devices between the beginning
and end of the study (RQ1).

Comparing the results of the control and intervention conditions, the findings
imply that the robot has a positive e!ect on students. Due to the nature of
the in-situ study, and the low number of participants, statistical tests failed
to show significant di!erences between the two conditions. While we could not
find any pattern in students’ engagement and goal completion over the sessions
in the intervention condition, the results indicate that students were generally
more engaged with their task and could complete their task with a higher rate
compared to the control condition (RQ2).

The above-mentioned results helped us answer our two research questions.
Concerning RQ1, the responses of the instructors through open-ended questions
and questionnaires suggest that they had accepted the robot as a tool in their
lessons to a great extent. Similarly, the students perceived the robot as intelli-
gent, friendly and enjoyable, while simultaneously, showed willingness to use the
robot in the future. To explore RQ2, we compared the intervention and control
conditions. The results indicated that the robot helped students displaying fewer
o!-task behaviours and boosted their engagement during the intervention.

Robot-mediated instruction provides many challenges. Due to the wide range
of needs of students with LD, it is challenging to find an intervention that suits
all students. There are more complex assistive tools that can support students
better, but they usually require some level of technical knowledge, which is not
desirable [26]. Despite all the shortcomings, the results of the study suggest two
major findings: 1) the social robot can assist student engagement and reduce
o!-task behaviours for students with learning disabilities, 2) Instructors can
integrate the robot into the existing program with minimal technical background
and training, and they generally hold a positive attitude towards the use of the
robot, and its impact on students. In future work, it is recommended to 1)
conduct a study with a larger group of both instructors and students during a
longer-term study. 2) improve the application and the robot’s skills, to be further
adaptable to the needs of diverse students.
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steiner, G., Balogh, R., Obdržálek, D. (eds.) RiE 2021. AISC, vol. 1359, pp. 26–33.
Springer, Cham (2022). https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-82544-7 3

16. Krishnaswamy, S., Shriber, L., Srimathveeravalli, G.: The design and e"cacy of a
robot-mediated visual motor program for children learning disabilities. J. Comput.
Assist. Learn. 30(2), 121–131 (2014)

17. Lyon, G.R., et al.: Rethinking learning disabilities. Rethinking Spec. Educ. New
Century, 259–287 (2001)

18. Papakostas, G.A., et al.: Estimating children engagement interacting with robots
in special education using machine learning. Math. Prob. Eng. (2021)

19. Syrdal, D.S., Dautenhahn, K., Robins, B., Karakosta, E., Jones, N.C.: Kaspar in
the wild: experiences from deploying a small humanoid robot in a nursery school
for children with autism. Paladyn, J. Behav. Robot. 11(1), 301–326 (2020)

20. Tapus, A., Mataric, M.J., Scassellati, B.: Socially assistive robotics [grand chal-
lenges of robotics]. IEEE Robot. Autom. Mag. 14(1), 35–42 (2007)

21. Tlili, A., Lin, V., Chen, N.S., Huang, R.: A systematic review on robot-assisted
special education from the activity theory perspective. Educ. Technol. Soc. 23(3),
95–109 (2020)

22. Turba, B.: The use of movement integration in a fifth grade classroom to reduce
o!-task behaviors at the beginning of the math period. Ph.D. thesis, Caldwell
University (2019)

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-11884-6_4
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-82544-7_3


User Evaluation of Social Robots for Students with Learning Disabilities 159

23. Vaughn, S., Linan-Thompson, S.: What is special about special education for stu-
dents with learning disabilities? J. Spec. Educ. 37(3), 140–147 (2003)

24. Venkatesh, V., Bala, H.: Technology acceptance model 3 and a research agenda on
interventions. Decis. Sci. 39(2), 273–315 (2008)

25. Venkatesh, V., Morris, M.G., Davis, G.B., Davis, F.D.: User acceptance of infor-
mation technology: toward a unified view. MIS Q., 425–478 (2003)

26. Winter, E., Costello, A., O’Brien, M., Hickey, G.: Teachers’ use of technology and
the impact of covid-19. Irish Educ. Stud. 40(2), 235–246 (2021)

27. Zhang, Y., et al.: Could social robots facilitate children with autism spectrum
disorders in learning distrust and deception? Comput. Hum. Behav. 98, 140–149
(2019)


	 Preface
	 Organization
	 Contents – Part II
	 Contents – Part I
	Advanced HRI Capabilities for Interacting with Children
	A Model Child? Behavior Models for Simulated Infant-Robot Interaction
	1 Introduction
	2 Infant Behavior Models
	2.1 Cognitive Science Foundations
	2.2 Playgroup Data Annotation
	2.3 Behavior Trees

	3 Model Evaluation
	3.1 Methods
	3.2 Results

	4 Discussion
	References

	Children Perceived Perception of a Mini-Humanoid Social Robot Based on a Psychometric Scale: A Pilot Study in Greece*-8pt
	1 Introduction
	2 Background
	3 Methods
	3.1 Participants
	3.2 The Social Robot
	3.3 Questionnaire Items
	3.4 Procedures
	3.5 Analysis

	4 Results
	4.1 Internal Consistency
	4.2 Gender's Effect
	4.3 Questionnaire Items
	4.4 Pre-test vs Post-test

	5 Discussion
	6 Conclusion
	References

	Computational Audio Modelling for Robot-Assisted Assessment of Children's Mental Wellbeing
	1 Introduction
	2 Background
	3 Methodology
	4 Computational Assessment of Children's Wellbeing
	5 Results and Discussion
	6 Conclusion
	References

	The Sound of Actuators in Children with ASD, Beneficial or Disruptive?
	1 Introduction
	2 Materials and Methods
	2.1 Study Design
	2.2 Participants
	2.3 Materials

	3 Experimental Results
	3.1 Coordination Performance
	3.2 Sensory Profile

	4 Discussion and Conclusion
	References

	Evaluating Robot Acceptance in Children with ASD and Their Parents
	1 Introduction
	2 Materials and Methods
	2.1 Study Overview
	2.2 Participants
	2.3 Measures

	3 Results
	4 Discussion and Conclusion
	References

	Living with Haru4Kids: Child and Parent Perceptions of a Co-Habitation Robot for Children
	1 Introduction
	2 Related Work: Long-Term Adoption of Social Robot Companions
	3 Methods
	3.1 Haru4Kids Platform
	3.2 Participants
	3.3 Data Collection Instruments
	3.4 Haru4Kids In-home Setup and Activities

	4 Results
	4.1 Takeaways from the Children
	4.2 Adult and Familial Takeaways

	5 Discussion
	6 Conclusion
	References

	Towards Developing Adaptive Robot Controllers for Children with Upper Limb Impairments - Initial Data Collection and Analysis
	1 Introduction
	2 Material and Methods
	2.1 Participants
	2.2 Study Overview
	2.3 Iterative Design
	2.4 Materials

	3 Results
	3.1 Maze Navigation
	3.2 Exploratory Analysis of Joystick Commands
	3.3 Classifier

	4 Discussion and Conclusion
	References

	A Framework for Assistive Social Robots for Detecting Aggression in Children
	1 Introduction
	2 Background
	3 The Framework
	3.1 Overview
	3.2 Design Considerations

	4 Prototype
	4.1 Social Robot
	4.2 Sensory Module
	4.3 Machine Learning Model
	4.4 Reactions

	5 Concluding Remarks
	References

	Kaspar Causally Explains
	1 Introduction
	2 Related Work
	3 Application Domain: Kaspar
	4 Theory of Causal Explanation
	5 Causal Explanation for Kaspar
	5.1 Interactive Games
	5.2 Causal Model

	6 Mechanisation
	7 Explanations and Their Validation
	8 Conclusions
	References

	Social Robots as Advanced Educational Tool
	Training School Teachers to Use Robots as an Educational Tool: The Impact on Robotics Perception
	1 Introduction
	2 Research Questions
	3 Robotics Training Program
	4 Methods
	4.1 Participants
	4.2 Questionnaires
	4.3 Statistical Analyses

	5 Results
	6 Discussion and Conclusion
	References

	Moveable Älıpbi: The Montessori Method for Robot-Assisted Alphabet Learning
	1 Introduction
	2 The Moveable Älıpbi System
	2.1 Humanoid Robot NAO
	2.2 The Moveable Alphabet and Learning Activity

	3 Methods
	3.1 Hypotheses
	3.2 Recruitment
	3.3 Participants
	3.4 Procedures
	3.5 Measures

	4 Results
	4.1 Learning Gain Analysis
	4.2 Automatic Emotion Analysis
	4.3 Sorting Task Analysis

	5 Discussion
	References

	Social Robots in Learning Scenarios: Useful Tools to Improve Students' Attention or Potential Sources of Distraction?
	1 Introduction
	2 Materials and Methods
	2.1 Experimental Setup
	2.2 Neurofeedback Algorithm
	2.3 Questionnaires
	2.4 Experimental Protocol
	2.5 Participants

	3 Experimental Results
	4 Conclusion and Future Work
	References

	Are You Paying Attention? The Effect of Embodied Interaction with an Adaptive Robot Tutor on User Engagement and Learning Performance
	1 Introduction
	2 Methods
	2.1 Participants
	2.2 Experimental Design and Material
	2.3 Experiment Procedure
	2.4 Evaluation

	3 Results
	3.1 Subjective Engagement
	3.2 Robot Impressions
	3.3 Vocabulary Test Scores

	4 Discussion
	5 Conclusion
	References

	User Evaluation of Social Robots as a Tool in One-to-One Instructional Settings for Students with Learning Disabilities
	1 Introduction
	2 Background
	3 Study Method
	4 Study Results
	4.1 Instructors' Perceptions
	4.2 Students' Perceptions
	4.3 Control vs. Intervention Conditions

	5 Discussion and Conclusion
	References

	Kinesthetic Teaching of a Robot over Multiple Sessions: Impacts on Speed and Success
	1 Introduction and Background
	2 Methodology
	2.1 Procedure
	2.2 Data Collection and Analysis
	2.3 Participants

	3 Results
	4 Discussion, Limitations, and Future Work
	5 Conclusion
	References

	Expanding the Use of Robotics in ASD Programs in a Real Educational Setting
	1 Introduction
	2 The Interactive Activity
	2.1 The Robot
	2.2 System Architecture

	3 Use Case Trials
	3.1 Participants
	3.2 Procedure
	3.3 Qualitative Analysis

	4 Conclusions
	References

	An Overview of Socially Assistive Robotics for Special Education
	1 Introduction
	2 Methodology
	2.1 Inclusion Criteria
	2.2 Exclusion Criteria

	3 Results
	4 Discussion
	5 Conclusion
	References

	Preliminary Investigation of the Acceptance of a Teleoperated Interactive Robot Participating in a Classroom by 5th Grade Students
	1 Introduction
	2 Teleoperated Interactive Robot
	2.1 Hardware
	2.2 Interactive Behavior

	3 Experiment
	3.1 Participants
	3.2 Apparatus
	3.3 Measurements
	3.4 Procedure

	4 Results
	4.1 Evaluation of the Impression of the Robot
	4.2 Evaluation of the Comfort During Recess
	4.3 Evaluation of the Children's Comfort to Present in Class
	4.4 Free Comments
	4.5 Moral Class

	5 Discussion
	6 Conclusion
	References

	The Effects of Dyadic vs Triadic Interaction on Children's Cognitive and Affective Gains in Robot-Assisted Alphabet Learning
	1 Introduction
	2 The Moveable Älıpbi System
	3 Experiment
	3.1 Participants
	3.2 Recruitment
	3.3 Conditions
	3.4 Procedures
	3.5 Measurements

	4 Results
	4.1 Learned Letters
	4.2 Sorting Task
	4.3 Facial Expression Analysis

	5 Discussion and Conclusion
	References

	Social Robot Applications in Clinical and Assistive Scenarios
	Deep Learning-Based Multi-modal COVID-19 Screening by Socially Assistive Robots Using Cough and Breathing Symptoms
	1 Introduction
	2 Related Work
	2.1 Deep Learning Approaches to Detect COVID-19
	2.2 COVID-19 Screening Using Robots

	3 Social Robot Deep Learning Architecture for Autonomous COVID-19 Symptom Detection
	3.1 Spectrogram Conversion Module
	3.2 VGG16 Multi-modal Classification Module
	3.3 Robot Interaction Module
	3.4 Datasets

	4 Training and Testing 
	5 Experiments with the Social Robot
	6 Conclusions
	References

	Social Robots to Support Assisted Living for Persons with Alzheimer’s and Related Dementias
	1 Introduction
	2 Results
	2.1 Applications/Scenarios
	2.2 User Acceptance
	2.3 Challenges and Limitations

	3 Future Directions
	3.1 At-Home Capabilities
	3.2 Increasing User Perception and Acceptance

	4 Conclusion
	References

	Assistant Robots in German Hospitals: Measuring Value Drivers and Willingness to Pay
	1 Introduction
	2 Method and Data
	3 Empirical Results
	4 Discussion
	References

	Loneliness During COVID-19 Influences Mind and Likeability Ratings in the Uncanny Valley
	1 Introduction
	2 Methods
	2.1 Participants
	2.2 Agent Stimuli
	2.3 Procedure
	2.4 Trust
	2.5 Mind Perception
	2.6 Likability
	2.7 Loneliness Survey
	2.8 Analysis

	3 Results
	3.1 Trust Results
	3.2 Mind Perception Results
	3.3 Likability Results
	3.4 Loneliness Survey Results
	3.5 Post-hoc Analysis

	4 Discussion
	References

	Telepresence Robot for Isolated Patients in the COVID-19 Pandemic: Effects of Socio-relationship and Telecommunication Device Types on Patients’ Acceptance of Robots
	1 Introduction
	2 Related Works
	2.1 Socio-relationship Type Between Telecommunication Parties in COVID-19 Pandemic
	2.2 Telecommunication Device Type
	2.3 Socio-relationship Type and Telecommunication Device Type in COVID-19 Pandemic

	3 Method
	3.1 Participants
	3.2 Stimuli
	3.3 Procedures
	3.4 Measures

	4 Results
	4.1 Effects of Socio-relationship Type
	4.2 Effects of Telecommunication Device Type
	4.3 Effects of Telecommunication Device Type Per Socio-relationship Type

	5 Discussion
	5.1 Summary and Interpretation of Results
	5.2 Limitation and Future Work

	References

	Towards the Deployment of a Social Robot at an Elderly Day Care Facility
	1 Introduction
	2 Related Work
	3 Understanding Users' Needs
	3.1 A Day at the Day Care
	3.2 Interactive Demo

	4 Iterative Development of Prototypes
	5 Use Case Study
	5.1 Greetings
	5.2 Announcements
	5.3 Physical Exercises

	6 Discussion
	6.1 On the Activities
	6.2 On the Technical Design

	7 Conclusions
	References

	Towards a Framework for the Whole-Body Teleoperation of a Humanoid Robot in Healthcare Settings
	1 Introduction
	2 Software Architecture
	3 Experiments
	4 Results and Discussion
	5 Conclusions
	References

	Social Robots in the Stuttering Clinic: A Human-Centred Exploration with Speech Language Pathologists
	1 Introduction
	2 Background
	3 Methods
	4 Results
	4.1 Affinity for Technology Interaction
	4.2 Challenges Identified by Speech-Language Pathologists
	4.3 Opportunities for Social Robots to Help Overcome the Challenges
	4.4 Questions, Uncertainties and Concerns Around Social Robots
	4.5 Intersection of the Identified Challenges and Opportunities for Social Robots in Stuttering Therapy
	4.6 Material/Activities Used in Stuttering Therapy

	5 Discussion
	6 Conclusion and Future Work
	References

	Evaluating Human-in-the-Loop Assistive Feeding Robots Under Different Levels of Autonomy with VR Simulation and Physiological Sensors
	1 Introduction
	2 System Design
	3 Methodology
	3.1 Experimental Setup
	3.2 Experiment Procedure
	3.3 Participant
	3.4 Measures
	3.5 EEG Data Processing

	4 Results
	4.1 Descriptive Results
	4.2 Mode on Task Performance
	4.3 Mode on Workload and Usability
	4.4 EEG Indicators of Mental Workload
	4.5 User Preference

	5 Discussion
	References

	On the Way to the Future—Assistant Robots in Hospitals and Care Facilities
	1 Introduction
	2 Methods
	3 Results
	3.1 Added Value of Different Robotics Scenarios
	3.2 Experience with Robotic Solutions
	3.3 Drivers for the Use of Assistance Robots
	3.4 Barriers to the Use of Assistance Robots
	3.5 Financing Robotic Solutions
	3.6 Time Savings Through the Use of Assistance Robots

	4 Discussion
	5 Conclusion
	References

	Development of Robotic Care for Older Adults with Dementia: Focus Group and Survey Study
	1 Introduction
	2 Method
	2.1 Procedures
	2.2 Data Collection
	2.3 Data Analysis

	3 Results
	3.1 Quantitative Data
	3.2 Qualitative Data

	4 Discussions and Conclusion
	4.1 Challenges in User Interface Design for Dementia
	4.2 Pet-Robot Interaction
	4.3 Decision-Making by SARs for Dementia Care
	4.4 Caregivers Needs in Dementia
	4.5 Other Considerations or Concerns

	References

	A Mobile Social Hand Disinfection Robot for Use in Hospitals
	1 Introduction
	2 Related Work
	3 Approach
	3.1 Robot Design
	3.2 Experimental Design

	4 Results
	5 Discussion
	6 Conclusion and Future Work
	References

	Iterative Development of a Service Robot for Laundry Transport in Nursing Homes
	1 Introduction
	2 Related Work
	3 Development, Experimentation and Tests
	3.1 Verification of the Suitability for Reducing Walking Distances
	3.2 Agile Development of a Laundry Transporter
	3.3 Evaluation of Three Human-Robot Communication Interfaces

	4 Discussion, Conclusion and Outlook
	References

	Exploring the Potential of Light-Enhanced HRI to Promote Social Interactions in People with Dementia
	1 Introduction
	1.1 Pet Robots as Social Mediators
	1.2 The Role of Light in Social Interaction

	2 The Light-Enhanced HRI Prototype
	3 Experimental Method
	3.1 Participants
	3.2 Measures
	3.3 Procedure

	4 Results
	4.1 Factorial Analysis
	4.2 Differences in the Potential of the Three Activities
	4.3 Open Questions

	5 Discussion
	6 Conclusion
	References

	Development and Assessment of a Friendly Robot to Ease Dementia
	1 Introduction
	2 Prototype Development
	2.1 Mechanical Design
	2.2 Robot Operating System
	2.3 Robot Functions
	2.4 User Interface Design in Phone

	3 Usability Study
	3.1 Experimental Procedure
	3.2 Data Collection and Analysis

	4 Results
	5 Discussion and Conclusion
	References

	A New Study of Integration Between Social Robotic Systems and the Metaverse for Dealing with Healthcare in the Post-COVID-19 Situations
	1 Introduction
	2 Social Robotic Systems for Healthcare During COVID-19
	2.1 Social Robots to Assist the Elderly People for Healthcare 
	2.2 Social Robotic Systems for Healthcare for Every Generation

	3 Metaverse-Based Social Robots Helping Healthcare Issues During the Outbreak 
	4 Conclusions and Recommendations 
	References

	HapticPalm: A Wearable Robotic Device for Haptics and Rehabilitative Hand Treatments
	1 Introduction
	1.1 Related Works and Contributions

	2 Device Description
	2.1 Design of the End-Effector with Interchangeable Modules
	2.2 Structural Analyses

	3 Prototype
	3.1 VR Application

	4 Conclusion and Future Works
	References

	Collaborative Social Robots Through Dynamic Game
	Play Dynamics in a Collaborative Game with a Robot as a Play-Mediator
	1 Introduction
	2 Related Work
	3 Research Questions
	4 Material and Methods
	4.1 Study Overview
	4.2 Experiment Design
	4.3 Participants
	4.4 Materials
	4.5 Video Analysis

	5 Results
	5.1 Fusion Condition: Coordination
	5.2 Shared Condition: Turn-Taking
	5.3 Video Analysis
	5.4 Questionnaire Results

	6 Discussion and Conclusion
	References

	Imitating Human Strategy for Social Robot in Real-Time Two-Player Games
	1 Introduction
	2 Related Work
	3 Methodology
	3.1 Interaction Module
	3.2 Training Module

	4 Experiments
	4.1 Experimental Platform
	4.2 Game Task
	4.3 Experiment Setup

	5 Results and Discussion
	5.1 Study One
	5.2 Study Two

	6 Conclusion
	References

	Personalized Storytelling with Social Robot Haru
	1 Introduction
	2 Related Work
	3 Robotic Platform and Methodology
	3.1 Robotic Platform
	3.2 Methodology

	4 Experiment
	4.1 Experimental Conditions
	4.2 Experimental Setup

	5 Results and Discussion
	5.1 Accuracy of Emotion Detection
	5.2 Affective and Neutral Haru Vs. Human Teacher
	5.3 Affective Haru Vs. Neutral Haru

	6 Conclusion
	References

	Enabling Learning Through Play: Inclusive Gaze-Controlled Human-Robot Interface for Joystick-Based Toys
	1 Introduction
	2 Related Work
	3 Multimodal Joystick Controller Design
	4 User Interface Design
	4.1 Screen-Based Video See-Through AR Interface
	4.2 Eye-Gaze Controlled Headset Based Mixed Reality (MR) Interface

	5 User Study
	5.1 Pilot Study
	5.2 Confirmatory Study

	6 Results
	6.1 Screen-Based AR Interface
	6.2 Headset-Based Mixed Reality Interface

	7 Discussion and Future Work
	References

	Introducing the Social Robot EBO: An Interactive and Socially Aware Storyteller Robot for Therapies with Older Adults
	1 Introduction
	2 Related Works
	3 Overview of the Proposed Robotics System for Cognitive Therapies
	3.1 EBO: An Interactive and Socially Aware Storyteller Robot 
	3.2 EboTalk

	4 Experimental Results 
	4.1 Previous Experiences
	4.2 Interactive Narrative

	5 Conclusions 
	References

	Design and Evaluate User’s Robot Perception and Acceptance
	Self-perception of Interaction Errors Through Human Non-verbal Feedback and Robot Context
	1 Introduction
	2 Related Work
	3 Dataset and Experimental Setup
	3.1 Dataset Description
	3.2 Experimental Setup

	4 Proposed Pipeline
	4.1 Pipeline Results

	5 Ablation Studies
	5.1 Error Detector
	5.2 Error Classifier

	6 Conclusions and Future Work
	References

	The Effect of Anthropomorphism on Diffusion or Responsibility in HRI
	1 Introduction
	2 Aim
	3 Materials and Methods
	3.1 Participants 
	3.2 Apparatus and Stimuli
	3.3 Procedure
	3.4 Data Analysis
	3.5 Results
	3.6 Post-task Ratings

	4 Discussion
	5 Conclusions
	References

	GeneRobot: How Participatory Development of Social Robots for Assisted Living Brings Generations Together
	1 Motivation
	2 Related Work
	3 Methods
	3.1 Technical Infrastructure and Data Privacy
	3.2 Participatory Development

	4 Results and Learnings for the Future
	4.1 Step 1: Participatory Design and Development
	4.2 Step 2: Combination and Optimization
	4.3 Step 3: Tests and Evaluations
	4.4 Learnings and Benefits for Older Adults, Students, Research Team

	References

	Embodiment Perception of a Smart Home Assistant
	1 Introduction
	2 System's Architecture
	2.1 Sensing Layer
	2.2 Human Activity Recognition Layer
	2.3 Human Computer Interaction Layer

	3 The Experiment
	3.1 Experimental Setup
	3.2 Assessment Method
	3.3 Participants

	4 Results
	5 Conclusion
	References

	Design and Preliminary Validation of Social Assistive Humanoid Robot with Gesture Expression Features for Mental Health Treatment of Isolated Patients in Hospitals
	1 Introduction
	2 Literature Review
	2.1 Human Robot Interaction Features
	2.2 Psychological Interventions with SAHRs
	2.3 Proposed Intervention with SAHR

	3 Robot Design
	4 Experimental Setup
	5 Experimental Results
	6 Conclusion and Future Work
	References

	``Armed'' and Dangerous: How Visual Form Influences Perceptions of Robot Arms
	1 Introduction
	2 Related Work
	3 Methods
	4 Results
	4.1 Likert-Type Ratings
	4.2 Two-Alternative Forced Choice Responses
	4.3 Open-Ended Responses

	5 Discussion
	References

	Perceptions of Socially Assistive Robots Among Community-Dwelling Older Adults
	1 Introduction
	2 Methods
	2.1 Ethical Approval
	2.2 Data Collection
	2.3 Data Analysis

	3 Results
	3.1 Existing Knowledge of SARs
	3.2 Factors Influencing SAR Acceptance
	3.3 Advantages of Social Robots
	3.4 Disadvantages of Social Robots

	4 Discussion
	5 Conclusion
	References

	Participatory Design and Early Deployment of DarumaTO-3 Social Robot
	1 Introduction
	2 Social Robot DarumaTO-3
	3 Participants and Methodology
	4 Results and Discussion
	4.1 Usability
	4.2 Animacy
	4.3 Likeability
	4.4 Uncanniness
	4.5 Interview Session
	4.6 Other Useful Comments

	5 Conclusion and Future Works
	References

	Active Participatory Social Robot Design Using Mind Perception Attributes
	1 Introduction
	1.1 Literature

	2 Methodology
	2.1 Technology
	2.2 Design Approach
	2.3 Robot Mind Perception Integration

	3 Results
	3.1 Platform Implementation
	3.2 Music and Sound Effects
	3.3 Enabling Active Participatory Design

	4 Discussion
	4.1 Future Directions
	4.2 Limitations

	5 Conclusion
	References

	Not that Uncanny After All? An Ethnographic Study on Android Robots Perception of Older Adults in Germany and Japan
	1 Introduction
	2 Related Work
	2.1 Older Adults and Robots in Assistive Living and Healthcare
	2.2 Androids and Uncanny Valley

	3 Methods and Study Set-Up
	3.1 Android Robot
	3.2 Living Lab and Wizard of Oz
	3.3 Participants
	3.4 Data Analysis and Ethical Application

	4 Results
	4.1 Attitudes Towards the Android Robot
	4.2 Expected Role of the Android Robot

	5 Discussion and Conclusion
	References

	Assessment of a Humanoid Partner for Older Adults and Persons with Dementia During Home-Based Activities
	1 Introduction
	2 Methods
	2.1 Experimental Procedure
	2.2 Data Analysis

	3 Results
	3.1 Human-Robot Interaction During Orientation Session
	3.2 PLWD-Robot Interaction During Daily Routine Tasks

	4 Discussion
	4.1 Facilitators to Adoption and Use of SAR by PLWDs
	4.2 Roles of SAR in Dementia Care at Home
	4.3 Robot Limitations and Malfunctions in Administering PASS
	4.4 Challenges and Future Development of Robotic Caregiver
	4.5 Limitations and Future Work

	References

	Ethics, Gender and Trust in Social Robotics
	I Designed It, So I Trust It: The Influence of Customization on Psychological Ownership and Trust Toward Robots
	1 Introduction
	2 Methodology
	2.1 Design
	2.2 Participants
	2.3 Procedure
	2.4 Materials

	3 Results
	4 Discussion
	References

	Ambivalent Stereotypes Towards Gendered Robots: The (Im)mutability of Bias Towards Female and Neutral Robots
	1 Introduction
	2 Research Questions
	3 Method
	3.1 Design
	3.2 Robot Selection
	3.3 Participants
	3.4 Procedure and Measures
	3.5 Statistical Analyses

	4 Results
	4.1 Preliminary Analyses
	4.2 Stereotypical Traits Attributions [RQ1 and RQ2]
	4.3 Suitability to Gender-Stereotypical Tasks [RQ3 and RQ4]

	5 Discussion
	5.1 Limitations

	6 Conclusions
	References

	Effects of Realistic Appearance and Consumer Gender on Pet Robot Adoption
	1 Introduction
	2 Theoretical Background
	2.1 Uncanny Valley Hypothesis
	2.2 Effect of Lifelike Appearance and Gender on the Adoption of Pet Robots

	3 Method
	3.1 Stimuli
	3.2 Measures
	3.3 Procedure

	4 Results
	5 Discussion
	5.1 Summary and Implications
	5.2 Limitations and Further Study

	References

	The Reason for an Apology Matters for Robot Trust Repair
	1 Introduction
	2 Related Work
	3 Experimental Setup
	3.1 Game Design
	3.2 Recruitment and Compensation

	4 Results
	5 Discussion
	6 Conclusion
	References

	Effects of Beep-Sound Timings on Trust Dynamics in Human-Robot Interaction
	1 Introduction
	1.1 Trust in Social Robots
	1.2 Beep Sounds of Social Robots

	2 Methodology
	2.1 Experimental Task
	2.2 Hypotheses
	2.3 Experiment

	3 Results
	4 Discussion
	5 Conclusion and Future Work
	References

	Robot Comedy (is) Special: A Surprising Lack of Bias for Gendered Robotic Comedians
	1 Introduction
	2 Methods
	3 Results
	4 Discussion
	References

	Human-in-the-Loop Ethical AI for Care Robots and Confucian Virtue Ethics
	1 Introduction
	2 Facing the Challenge of Having Robot Design Align with Human Values
	3 Our Research Method
	4 Contrasting Studies
	5 Our Survey Outcomes
	6 Analysis
	7 Confucian Virtue Ethics for Care Robots
	References

	The CARE-MOMO Project
	1 Introduction
	2 Basics of the Project
	2.1 The Discipline of Machine Ethics
	2.2 The Idea of the Morality Menu
	2.3 The Care Robot Lio

	3 The Implementation of the Morality Module
	3.1 Preparation of the Project
	3.2 The Implementation of the Morality Module
	3.3 Further Steps

	4 Summary and Outlook
	References

	Ikigai Robotics: How Could Robots Satisfy Social Needs in a Professional Context? a Positioning from Social Psychology for Inspiring the Design of the Future Robots
	1 Introduction
	2 Human Needs in the Current Design of Robots
	3 Well-Being at Work and the Affiliation Need for Future Designs
	4 The Need for Affiliation for the Railway Maintenance Context
	4.1 What Is the Need for Affiliation?
	4.2 Ikigai Robotics

	5 Conclusion
	References

	Author Index

