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Balancing Social and Functional Interactions: Design and User Evaluation of Domestic Robot
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[ 1] Examples of Social and Functional Robots.

. Codezero
Category Kuri Jibo labrador
m9
Image - = \:3;
Robot ) ) ) .
Social Social Functional Functional
Type
Conversational Object
. o ) Indoor
Emotional Communication, Delivery, )
) ) ) ) Cleaning,
Main Interaction, Information Automatic
. . . Autonomou
Function Home Delivery, Serving,
S
Assistant Smart Home Care o
Driving
Control Support

3 Gao et al, 2025
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2. Method

2-1. Hardware
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[ 1] Overall appearance of HOBBI.
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2-2. Scenarios & Stimuli
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Functional Interaction Scenarios

[3& 2] lllustration of Functional Scenario.

7 Venture & Kuli¢, 2019



Social Interaction Scenarios

[3& 3] lllustration of Social Scenario.

[# 2] Scenarios descriptions of 5 Social and Functional Interaction.

Scenario | Type Title
F1 Delivery objects
F2 Delivery a wine bottle
1 F3 Moving furniture
F4 IOT Appliance Control
S1 Greeting
F2 Delivery a wine bottle
? F1 Delivery objects
F4 IOT Appliance Control
S1 Greeting
F2 Delivery a wine bottle
} F4 IOT Appliance Control
S3 Enjoying Together
S1 Greeting
4 S2 Expressing Joy
S4 Responding Positively
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2-3. Questionnaires
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[# 3] Survey Questionnaires for User Evaluation.

Type Questionnaires
) "| feel that this robot is interested in me."
Social )
) ) "This robot seems to affect my mood.”
Dimension . .
"This robot seems to understand my feelings well.”
. "This robot would be helpful in daily life."
Functional
"This robot would be easy to use."
Dimension .
"It would be easy to make this robot do what | want."
"l would like to have this kind of robot at home."
Overall "| would recommend this robot to people around me."
"People would find this robot interesting."
3. Results
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Al(Multiple Regression with Interaction Terms)}& &-8-3153Th.
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[# 6] Tukey HSD Results.
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[ 4] Polynomial Contrast Analysis Results.

[ 5] Polynomial Contrast Analysis Results.

Polynomial Contrast t p
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[H 7] Regression Coefficients and Model Statistics of H2a.
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[3 8] Regression Coefficients and Model Statistics of H2b.
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[ 9] Overall Regression Coefficients and Model Statistics.
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4-1. Social and Functional Interaction
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5. Limitations & Future Research
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