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Addressing Potential Pitfalls of SAR Assistance on the Aging Population
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In the field of Human Robot Interaction (HRI), socially assistive robots are being investigated to see if they can help combat challenges

that can come with aging by providing different forms of support to older adults. As a result, it is imperative that the HRI community

are aware of the potential pitfalls that can occur such as over-attachment, over-reliance, and increased isolation. This position paper

argues designers should (a) avoid pitfalls that can lead to a negative impact on decline, and (b) leverage SAR decision making to avoid

the pitfalls while attaining the benefits of this technology. Finally, we describe the concept for a framework as a starting point for

addressing the concerns raised in this paper.

CCS Concepts: • Computer systems organization→ Robotics; • Social and professional topics→ Seniors; Assistive technolo-

gies; • Software and its engineering → Frameworks; • Applied computing→ Consumer health.
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1 INTRODUCTION

There has been substantial research in recent years towards the development of Socially Assistive Robots (SARs) to

assist older adults (individuals aged 65 and over [4]). Older adults have specific considerations due to the nature of the

physical and cognitive decline that comes along with aging. Researchers should be aware of pitfalls associated with

the use of SARs, particularly when it comes to how the technology may impact the decline of their users, and should

be equipped to take precautionary measures to avoid them. This position paper argues the HRI community should (a)

avoid pitfalls that can lead to a negative impact on decline, and (b) leverage SAR decision making to avoid the pitfalls

while attaining the benefits of this technology.

SARs can aid older adults in many areas including activities of daily living (ADL) [19], cognitive training support

[1, 14], and providing companionship [4]. Oftentimes the goal of this area of research is to enable individuals to live

independently for longer [4, 18]. All of these use cases require social interaction between the older adult and the robot.

Section 2 will address specific areas of concern regarding how SARs can negatively impact decline, including unhealthy

attachment and reliance on the robot, and how SARs may result in increased isolation. It will further describe how

SAR decision-making can be utilized to avoid these pitfalls while maximizing the benefits of this technology. Lastly, a

concept for a framework to address these concerns will be proposed.
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2 POTENTIAL PITFALLS

2.1 A�achment

Attachment plays an important role for those with dementia in providing feelings of security. A 30-day trial of doll

therapy with older adults with dementia in a care home resulted in improvements in a neuropsychiatric evaluation,

reduction in the distress measure, and better coping with separation from nurses compared to the control [13]. SARs

could offer further attachment through the provision of social engagement, particularly when they are being utilized

to offer companionship. Robotic dogs have been shown to elicit similar degrees of attachment to living dogs for older

adults [2]. However, as with any technology, it can break, and new versions are constantly being developed, sometimes

resulting in older models no longer being supported.

To avoid potentially negative consequences when the older adult is separated from the robot, we believe it falls

to the robotics industry to improve the reliability of their products. This is easier said than done and will likely be a

lengthy process, but it can be addressed in a variety of ways. Maintaining stable versions of software and validating

with the target demographic prior to release can limit difficulties that arise from software updates. Also, designing

physically robust robots (e.g., water-resistant, easy to clean) can reduce the need for repairs. Technical support can

allow the older adult, carers, or family members to assist with repairs, or even provide services where the technician

comes to the home. When all else fails, the older adult (or institution such as a care home) may not have the means to

purchase another robot. This highlights the importance of providing robust, cost-effective solutions.

For someonewith a high attachment to a SAR, removing the robot could be emotionally detrimental to the individual.

This needs to be taken into consideration by the research community when running evaluations with SARs. Chen et

al. [3] found some older adults had difficulty when Paro, a robotic fur seal, was removed after 24 hours. For one

participant, this negatively impacted their sleep for a few days after the trial. These participants did not have mild

cognitive impairment or dementia. This begs the question of the impact on users when the SAR is taken away after

long-term interactions, particularly with those experiencing age-related cognitive decline.

If the user is overly attached to the SAR (e.g., to the point where it results in isolation), the first stage would be for the

SAR to identify this unhealthy attachment. This could be from comparing the older adults’ typical social engagement

and encouraging through social interaction for the user to engage with others apart from the SAR. In severe cases,

there should be a means for the SAR to notify appropriate services (e.g., family or doctor). While this has not been

explicitly studied, recent literature has called for ethical means of managing this attachment in the research context

before SARs are made more widely available [15].

2.2 Reliance

Domestic robots are a special type of SARwhich support individuals in their daily life through practical support around

the home (fetching objects, opening doors, etc.) and software-only services (e.g. pill reminders). They are also becoming

increasingly ‘proactive’, i.e., making autonomous actions to assist the user at home [8][9][20]. By design, such robots

may automate tasks ordinarily performed by the person they support. As such, it is important to consider whether

these robots could negatively impact user health trajectories. While it is a common aim for SARs to physically and

cognitively engage the user to reduce dependency and increase self-efficacy [12], robots which also automate routine

tasks may inadvertently contradict this.

Individuals who are ‘mildly frail’, based on the Clinical Frailty Scale, are at a stage of life where they are more

evidently slowing down and require some help with instrumental ADLs (IADLs) [19]. At this stage, individuals may
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struggle to achieve healthy levels of daily activity, e.g. coming in under the suggested 3,000 daily steps for those

over 60 [16]. Furthermore, IADLs like cooking require multiple areas of cognition (e.g., executive function, memory,

and attention). A reduction in this engagement may negatively impact their cognitive decline as well. Therefore, it is

especially important to consider the potential negative impact of individuals becoming dependent on domestic robots.

We argue that this may have practical implications on their physical and cognitive health. In particular, over-reliance

on the robot may lead to increased sedentariness and therefore negatively impact a host of mortality factors.

It may be possible to avoid over-reliance by ensuring the user has ultimate control over the robot and can personalize

it according to their needs. Users could be made aware of exactly what their robot can do and could then specify which

services they want to enable, rather than have the robot automatically try to perform them all [20]. The downside

is that the user may find it difficult to learn how to program the robot. It is also possible to personalize based on

specific factors relevant to the individual. SARs already exist which take into account sociodemographic factors in

their decision making [7], and so future SARs could likewise take into account relevant health factors. For instance,

for robots that support individuals at home, behavior may differ based on user frailty mobility. For some individuals,

it may seek to collaborate and actively motivate the user to participate in activities. For those who have particular

trouble with certain tasks, the robot will know to perform those tasks independently.

Conversely, there is little evidence to suggest negative impact of SARs on physical and cognitive rehabilitation. SARs

can be useful as a rehabilitation aid, primarily in encouraging uptake of activities and to provide support throughout.

For example, both [22] and [6] feature SARs which coach the user on physical functional tasks. The SARs had a positive

impact on the rehabilitation of the individuals, and in the latter, the SAR lead to greater motivation versus a computer-

based system. Likewise, a SAR has been used in cardiac rehabilitation, where the robot provided encouragement and

personalized feedback on progress in a positive way [10]. Compared to a control group using a tablet-based interface,

the SAR was found to be more usable and trustworthy. Cognitive training has been shown to assist in maintaining (and

sometimes improving) cognition in older adults [1]. This therapy is oftentimes delivered via a computer (known as

computerized cognitive training, or CCT). A 2019 systematic review [1] found that while CCT is effective at improving

cognitive function in older adults, administering this therapy via a robot improves their overall cognition. This is

true for both older adults without age-related cognitive impairment as well as those with mild cognitive impairment.

Overall, it would appear that in the worst cases a SAR offers no additional benefit over rehabilitation without a robot.

However, work up to now has not directly addressed reliance on SARs for rehabilitation (i.e., long-term in-the-wild

experiments).

2.3 Isolation

Social isolation and perceived isolation are associated with overall cognitive function and other areas of cognition

including memory, attention, executive functioning, and language skills [5]. Older adults remain isolated for a variety

of reasons, including the individual enjoying being solitary as well as some wanting company but fearing they will

stay too long [4]. Increased isolation can also be caused by an unhealthy attachment to SARs, as discussed in Section

2.1. This can lead to the older adult over-attributing emotional capabilities to the robot [11]. For instance, the older

adult may feel that the robot will miss them if they leave the house, resulting in them becoming more isolated.

One concern of older adults is the loss of independence, and consequently, that they will become dependent on

others [4]. Interviews with older adults surrounding acceptance factors towards companion robots to combat loneliness

and isolation found that some expressed concerns over others seeing them interacting with the robot [4]. This was

due to a fear of being perceived as declining or dependent on the robot. Particularly, participants thought it may be
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embarrassing, or even shameful, to interact with such a technology. For example, this could lead to the older adult not

inviting people over to their residence.

Some older adults worry SARs may have unintended effects, i.e., “I believe the use of the robot will restrict my au-

tonomy” [17]. SARs can combat this by making decisions that actively promote user autonomy. For example, granting

the older adult control over the SAR embodiment (e.g., a smaller robot could be stored away when people visit) and

the length of the interaction could promote further social engagement while limiting isolation. Releasing some of the

decision-making of the SAR into the hands of the user can grant them autonomy, allowing them to gain a greater sense

of independence and thereby decreasing the feeling of reliance on the technology. Moreover, ethicists have argued that

the integration of autonomy into robotic design can directly alleviate these concerns [21].

3 POTENTIAL FRAMEWORK

We see that there is potential for a framework that will guide SAR designers in considering the potential pitfalls of the

agents they create. By answering questions about the intended purpose of their SAR, the framework should prompt

the designer to think about the stakeholders involved and what their relationship to the SAR will be (older adults using

the SAR, formal and informal carers, etc.). Furthermore, it should enable the designer to consider the effect their SAR

might have on a variety of factors, including those highlighted here but also on specific health factors.

For instance, part of the framework may involve asking questions of the designer against a scale, such as “Is this a

robot you would be happy for others to see you using?”, “Does the SAR fit practically into the user’s environment and daily

routine?”, or “Will using this robot involve the user undertaking less physical movement?”. Depending on the answer, it is

possible to offer relevant advice and feedback and to encourage thought on mitigation, e.g. if they would not be happy

for people to see them using it, consider the impact it may have on the sense of isolation and autonomy of its user.

4 CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have highlighted that while SARs have great potential to benefit older adults, there are some pitfalls

in relation to attachment, reliance, and isolation that can negatively impact their decline. We argue the HRI community

should bemindful of and actively work to avoid these pitfalls to ensure SARs create only their intended positive impact.

While further work is required to decipher how to manage unhealthy attachment to SARs, we propose monitoring and

encouragement towards healthy behaviors are steps in the correct direction. For over-reliance, personalization of SARs

(whether performed by the end-user or those who care for them) can ensure robots provide only the most appropriate

assistance for each individual—i.e. a one size fits all approach is often not the ideal choice. Lastly, to combat increased

isolation, we suggest designing SAR decision making to promote the autonomy of the older adult. While it is already

understood that older adults seek control over their own assistive technology, we posit that focusing on individual

autonomy also has positive implications for the effectiveness of SARs. We finally propose a concept for a framework

as a starting point moving forward to achieve the goals of this paper: (a) avoid pitfalls that can lead to a negative impact

on decline, and (b) leverage SAR decision making to avoid the pitfalls while attaining the benefits of this technology.
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