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Abstract 

During the past two decades, technological advances led to the development of various internet-based tech-
nologies and platforms with a certain level of automated interaction with users. Furthermore, thanks to the 
learning process, these technological platforms gain a certain level of autonomy and (artificial) intelligence. 
A combination of internet-based technologies, advanced algorithms and contemporary hardware resulted in 
the concept of social robots. Social robots co-create value through interactions with humans as fully or par-
tially automated technologies. Social robots came in many flavours – virtual or embodied. The simplest form 
is represented by various types of robotic toys, while more complex representatives can offer their respective 
services in homes, the entertainment industry, the service sector and healthcare. The aim of this paper is two-
fold. First, this paper investigates the available literature and research studies on social robots and potential 
marketing applications primarily within the service industry. With the further improvement of the interac-
tion with humans and more humanlike appearance, social robots can potentially excel in roles where service 
quality significantly relies on the skills and motivation of a service provider. Repetitive and dull activities, such 
as taking orders at the drive-in, can drain energy and motivation from a person. On the other hand, social 
robots would perform such tasks without any deviations in behaviour. In some countries, the service industry 
faces challenges, such as trained staff shortages and a relatively long training process for newly appointed 
employees. Therefore, we can expect businesses to look for different types of solutions. However, the actual 
commercial value of social robots will ultimately depend on the preparedness of customers to accept service 
from a social robot as an alternative to human service. Additionally, the employees’ willingness to accept 
robotic co-workers is also important from the perspectives of a new technology adoption. Finally, this paper 
aims to detect and describe potential routes for further research on this topic.
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INTRODUCTION

The concept of robotics can be rooted in the ancient 
world, where persons with appropriate technical 
skills managed to animate various statues, commonly 
for religious ceremonies (Maspero, 2020). Another 
ancient example is the Antikythera mechanism 
discovered in a shipwreck, which provided accurate 
calculations of the planetary locations and dates 
of Olympiads (Moran, 2018). Besides numerous 
attempts throughout history to create automated 
mechanisms and human-like machines, artistic 
imagination shaped the technological development 
of robots during the past century. At the beginning of 
the 20th century, Baum (1900) introduced a fictional 
character Tin Woodman in his children’s novel 
“The Wonderful Wizzard of Oz”. Their human parts 
were replaced with prosthetics made of tin after he 

suffered repeated injuries while chopping. The term 
‘robot” appeared for the first time in Karel Capek’s 
satire ‘R.U.R.: Rossum’s Universal Robots’ in 1920, 
where all the hard manual labour was conducted by 
manufactured biological beings (Moran, 2007). In 
1942, a science fiction writer Isaac Asimov presented 
the Three Laws of Robotics (or Asimov’s Laws) in his 
short story ‘Runaround’, which was later included in 
his collection ‘I, Robot’ (Asimov, 1950). In a nutshell, 
these laws were intended to prevent robots from 
harming human beings and were commonly referred 
to in many books and movies. Besides the fictional 
development of humanoid robots, engineers put 
their effort into developing industrial robots. In 
1956, Joseph F. Engelberger, ‘Father of Robotics’, 
began the development of an industrial robot that 
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was five years later installed on a die-casting line at 
General Motors (Waurzyniak, 2011). The numerous 
applications of robots within the industrial context 
brought many advantages, such as increased 
efficiency, lower production cost and protection of 
workers from hazardous influences of the production 
process. While being spearheaded by fiction writers, 
the development of human-like robots started in the 
1970s in Japan, where several universities dedicated 
significant resources in this field. In 1973, Tokyo’s 
Waseda University scientists unveiled WABOT-1, the 
world’s first full-scale humanoid robot that was also 
described as ‘intelligent’. However, it had limited 
capabilities to move, perceive its environment and 
grab things (Ichbiah, 2005). Thanks to its ties with 
academia, the Japanese industry also initiated 
research and development of humanoid robots, 
resulting in multiple models, such as Honda’s P2, P3 
and ASIMO, or Sony’s Dream Robots. 
In the past two decades, the development of various 
types of robots additionally flourished due to the 
technical advances and various levels of integration 
with the internet and the development of artificial 
intelligence. The development of semi-autonomous 
robots went in two main directions. On one side, there 
are robots developed to enter our homes and lives to 
take several assistive roles, such as house cleaning 
or car driving. For example, in 2002, the iRobot 
company commercialised Roomba, its first robotic 
vacuum cleaner (iRobot, 2021). In the mid-2000s, the 
first versions of autonomous driving cars appeared, 
initiating further development in the following 
decades by both traditional car manufacturers and 
newcomers in the industry, such as Tesla and Apple 
(Hall, 2018). The second development direction 
comprises social robots developed to provide verbal 
and nonverbal interaction with humans. In 1993, 
the Japanese AIST (National Institute of Advanced 
Industrial Science and Technology) developed Paro, a 
therapeutic robot baby harp seal, which was publicly 
presented in 2001 (Walton, 2003). Mimicking an 
animal, Paro was designed to provide pet therapy 
for older people with dementia (Hung et al., 2019). 
In some cases, these robots are developed in a 
human-alike form or as humanoids. One of the high-
profile developments in this area is the Sophia-robot, 
introduced in 2015 by the Hong Kong-based Hanson 
Robotics. Interestingly, the Sophia-robot even 
received Saudi Arabian citizenship in 2017, which was 
more a marketing stunt than an official recognition of 
the robot’s personhood (Reynolds, 2018). In recent 
years, the increased pace of adoption of robotic 
technology within the service sector seems to be 
caused by COVID-19 pandemic (e.g., Tung, 2020; 
Zeng et al., 2020).
This paper aims to investigate the available literature 
to detect the potential of social robots for marketing 
applications, beyond their primary functions 
within healthcare and acting as a technological 
research platform. Since social robots are capable of 

interacting with humans, there is particular potential 
for their introduction within the service industry. 
Nevertheless, social robots can partially replace 
staff in dull and repetitive jobs (e.g., taking orders 
at a drive-in) or improve the service quality when a 
well-skilled and motivated staff is not available. Set-
up with appropriate behavioural algorithmics, social 
robots would be capable of providing these kinds 
of tasks at a pre-set quality level and without any 
deviations in behaviour. Furthermore, this paper also 
aims to detect specific research subareas within the 
marketing theory framework to provide viable future 
research guidelines.

DEFINITION AND CHARACTERISTICS OF SOCIAL 
ROBOTS

According to ISO 8373, a robot is an “actuated 
mechanism programmable in two or more axes with a 
degree of autonomy, moving within its environment, 
to perform intended tasks. ISO distinguishes industrial 
and service robots. While former are described 
as “automatically controlled, reprogrammable, 
multipurpose manipulator, programmable in three 
or more axes, which can be either fixed in place or 
mobile for use in industrial automation applications”, 
the later are defined as robots “that performs useful 
tasks for humans or equipment excluding industrial 
automation applications”. Broadly, social robots can 
be considered part of the service robots’ family. 
However, social robots are explicitly developed for 
interaction with humans and to be capable of a 
human-like interaction (Hegel et al., 2009).
Social robots can be defined as robots that can 
interact with both humans and other robots in a 
socially acceptable way, which means that a social 
robot should convey another side that has beliefs, 
desires and intentions (Breazeal and Scassellati, 
1999; Daily et al., 2017). Technically speaking, social 
robots can be considered as pieces of hardware 
containing various sensors collecting data from the 
environment. These mechanisms provide them with 
different types of movements, together with the 
“brains” in the form of artificial intelligence (AI) that 
is capable of processing data and making decisions 
that result in actions (Mokhtar, 2019). However, 
social robots distinguish from similar electronic 
devices with the capability to communicate and 
interact with humans emotionally (Darling, 2013).
Caic et al. (2019, p. 463) defined social robots as 
“fully or partially automated technologies that 
co-create value with humans through their social 
functionalities”. While most definitions refer to social 
robots as physical devices, this definition emphasizes 
the ambiguous nature of social robots and their 
existence in both physical and digital environments. 
According to the recent research studies (Caic et al., 
2019; Caic et al., 2018; Broadbent, 2017; Lee et al., 
2016; Paauwe et al., 2015; Broadbent et al., 2017; 
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Fong et al., 2003; Ziemke, 2003), social robots share 
the following four distinctive design characteristics: 
embodiment, morphology, autonomy and assistive 
role.
Embodiment. Social robots appear either as physically 
embodied robots or in virtual or digital format, such 
as chatbots or virtual avatars. The development of 
social robots in their virtual for focuses on AI since 
their interaction is limited to verbal communication, 
sounds and visuals. Physically embodied robots are 
complex for development. They have specific physical 
appearance and movement capabilities, paired with 
sensors, processing software and AI.  
Morphology. We can distinguish between humanoid 
and non-humanoid social robots in terms of their 
appearance. Humanoid social robots interact with 
humans in a human-like way, appear in either 
physical or digital form, and demonstrate a certain 
level of autonomy (Zhao, 2006). In order to facilitate 
social robots’ integration into society, scientists are 
humanizing their appearance, so some robots feature 
faces capable of imitating human expressions (Cai, X. 
et al., 2020). Non-humanoid social robots interact 
with and respond to users through spatial, physical 
and robotic features, either virtually or physically 
(Mokhtar, 2019). This type of robot interacts through 
movements, sounds and lights. As Fong et al. (2003) 
suggested, physically embodied robots range from 
machine-like to human-like (humanoids) and appear 
in several formats or types: anthropomorphic 
(human-like), zoomorphic (animal-like), caricatured 
(cartoonish) and functional (an appearance that is 
in line with the robot’s base functionality). Overall, 
people prefer robots that are more human-like. 
However, if the resemblance to humans is too high, 
people tend to develop repulsion towards the robot.
Autonomy. With the development of software 
algorithms and AI, social robots gained certain levels 
of autonomy. Fully autonomous robot functions 
without human instructions and interventions, 
basing their actions on the data collected from the 
interaction with their environment (ICRC, 2019). 
On the opposite side, there are robots completely 
without autonomy, requiring remote control. 
Full autonomy requires applications advanced 
technologies, such as different types of environmental 
sensors, perception, navigation, speech synthesizer, 
decision making AI and even self-maintenance and 
repair capabilities (Rau et al., 2013; Rau and Li, 2010; 
Lin et al., 2009; Powers and Kiesler, 2006). However, 
due to the current state of technical development, 
robot autonomy is still limited. According to recent 
reports (Badue et al., 2021; Yurtsever et al., 2020), 
it seems that the development of fully autonomous 
robots is the most progressed in the area of self-
driving vehicles, although there is still a vast number 
of technological issues that require improvement 
and solutions. 
Assistive role. With the ageing population in the 
western world, there is a growing demand for 

different types of assistance for senior citizens 
(Broekens, Heerink and Rosendal, 2009). In general, 
social robots with the assistive role can be broken 
down into two main categories: service type and 
companion type (ibid). However, social robots such 
as Aimo is usually considered as a companion type 
but can also be programmed to the assistive role 
(Bartlett et al., 2003). 
To be capable of an assistive role, a social robot 
requires high cognitive and affective capabilities 
(Caic et al., 2019). In other words, social robot 
technology should be advanced enough to feature 
the aforementioned capabilities. 

HUMAN-ROBOT (HUMANOID) INTERACTION AND 
USER ACCEPTANCE OF NEW TECHNOLOGY

According to Goodrich and Schultz (2007, p. 1), 
human-robot interaction is “a field of study dedicated 
to understanding, designing, and evaluating robotic 
systems for use by or with humans”. Human-robot 
communication and interaction can occur in two 
primary contexts: (1) remote interaction – parties are 
separated and thus not sharing space or even time; 
(2) proximate interaction – parties share space and 
interact in proximity (Goodrich and Schultz, 2007). 
In the early days of systematic research, the human-
robot interaction studies mainly were focused 
on the industrial environment and dominated by 
laboratory studies (Jung and Hinds, 2018). With 
the development of various robots within the non-
industrial context, the research focus also extended 
on developments in the field of robot assistants and 
social robots.  
Nevertheless, popularity and market acceptance 
depend on social robots’ human acceptance. 
Although the concept of robots has been part of 
popular culture for decades, the social robot’s 
integration is still hindered by various limiting factors. 
Nevertheless, social robots are still considered a 
relative novelty. First of all, the robot’s physical 
appearance may discourage its acceptance by a 
human counterpart. One strategy to tackle this issue 
is to develop anthropomorphic (human-like) designs 
and human social characteristics, which implies a 
human-like robot’s physical shape and human-like 
verbal and non-verbal communication (Fink, 2012). 
The main idea behind this concept is to achieve a 
stage where humans will interact with robots in the 
same way they interact with other humans (Fong et 
al. 2003, Yan et al., 2013). Following a similar idea, 
Hameed et al. (2016) suggest that the adoption rate 
of social robots may be influenced by factors such as 
the robot’s function, the robot’s social capabilities 
or skills (i.e., social intelligence and emotional 
expressions), and robot’s physical appearance. 
Furthermore, the authors conclude that accepting 
a humanoid social robot depends on matching the 
robot’s appearance and actions. In other words, 
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the robot’s humanoid appearance will be more 
convincing if the designers will match physical 
appearance with intelligent interaction.  
We can expect personal robots to become a part 
of people’s everyday lives. Therefore, it is critical 
to understand and consider the factors that may 
increase acceptance and adoption when robots are 
designed and introduced. According to Graaf and 
Allouch (2013), the successful adoption of robots 
in a commercial context is related to the customer 
acceptance level of robots within their own homes. 
This acceptance level is positively affected by 
usefulness, adaptability, enjoyment, sociability, 
companionship and perceived behavioural control of 
a robot (Graaf and Allouch, 2013). In the context of 
human-robot interaction, researchers also detected 
trust as an essential factor. Groom and Nass (2007) 
pointed the importance of trust in a robot assistant 
or partner in the context of high-risk situations, such 
as combat missions. Chi et al. (2021) suggest three 
dimensions forming the user trust towards social 
robots in the case of service delivery: propensity to 
trust in robot; trustworthy robot function and design; 
and trustworthy service task and context. Echoing 
some previous studies (e.g., Merritt and Ilgen, 2008; 
Tussyadiah and Miller, 2019), the authors suggest a 
strong relationship between the propensity to trust 
toward a technology product and personal tendency 
to trust. Furthermore, as Chi et al. (2020) suggest, 
the trust toward robots can vary across different 
service contexts.
The human-robot interaction can also develop in 
unwanted and socially unacceptable ways. Brčić et 
al. (2015) report children’s abuse of social robots 
using foul language and different obstructions of 
robots’ activity. Since these practices can raise 
specific ethical concerns, Darling (2013) suggests 
extending legal protection to social robots, similar to 
how animal rights have been legally protected.

MARKETING POTENTIALS OF SOCIAL ROBOTS

When discussing marketing potential, we should 
distinguish between two types of social robots: 
digital or virtual robots and physically embodied 
robots. Different types of digital or virtual robots have 
become quite a standard technology over the past 
decade. On the other hand, psychically embodied 
social robots within the service delivery context (or 
service robots) are becoming increasingly common 
in recent years, with the explicit goal to replace or 
complement human service providers in numerous 
industries (McLeay et al., 2021; Wirtz et al., 2018). 
Virtual social robots
Virtual social robots are a category of social robots 
in digital format that comprise different chatbots 
and avatars. Chatbots are digital agents that serve 
as natural user interfaces for data and service 
providers (Dale, 2016). For users, interaction with 

chatbots is utilized via the chat interface or by voice, 
mimicking the conversation with a real person. 
The term chatbot appeared in 1994 to describe a 
software system designed to simulate a conversation 
with the user in an intelligent way (Valtolina et al., 
2018). From the commercial perspective, a chatbot 
can partially or fully replace human counterparts 
in the context of online customer service. In other 
words, if the user’s problem is simple and ordinary, a 
chatbot may provide sufficient assistance. However, 
if the problem is more complex and unsolvable by 
the chatbot, a real person may step in and provide a 
higher level of customer support.
The first publicly known chatbot was ELIZA, 
developed in 1966 at the MIT Artificial Intelligent 
Laboratory by Joseph Weizenbaum (Weizenbaum, 
1966). From the technological standpoint, ELIZA 
simulated conversations based on prewritten scripts 
and keyword analysis. Over time, the capabilities of 
chatbots improved due to technological progress. 
Based on their user-friendliness, program algorithms 
and the underlying technology used, chatbots can be 
classified into three main categories (Gupta, Hathwar 
and Vijayakumar, 2020): 
• Menu/button-based chatbots – the simplest 

type of chatbots based on decision trees, with a 
predefined set of answers and responses;

• Keyword recognition-based chatbots – they 
recognize specific keywords in order to provide 
the desired response, with the support from AI;

• Contextual chatbots – are the most advanced, 
and they combine both AI and machine learning 
(subcategories: voice-enabled chatbots, service 
action chatbots and social messages).

From user perspectives, some of the most common 
recent examples of chatbots are Microsoft Cortana, 
Amazon Alexa, Google Assistant and Apple Siri. These 
virtual assistants are designed to source necessary 
information for a response from the internet, 
and, consequently, they can answer almost every 
question, complementing products and services with 
added value. 
User experience with chatbots can vary. Users 
perceive chatbots as friendly companions rather 
than digital assistants (Costa, 2018). According to 
Xu et al. (2017), forty per cent of requests users 
make towards chatbots are rather emotional than 
informative. Another critical aspect of user and 
chatbot interaction is user perception of chatbots. 
Since the users have different preferences, they 
also prefer tailored responses from chatbots (El 
Hefny et al., 2020). In most cases, users would 
receive the same or similar response, which can 
result in an unpleasant experience for some of the 
user groups (ibid). Therefore, there is a recognized 
need to develop psychologically-driven personalized 
chatbots. As a potential response to this requirement, 
Samsung revealed their AI project called Neon, which 
resulted in “the world’s first artificial human” in the 
form of an avatar (Bhusan, 2020). Contrary to other 
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AI-powered and equipped with a vast knowledge 
base, Neon is designed as a real person with a unique 
personality and set of skills and limited knowledge. 
Furthermore, it can detect the user’s emotional 
status and adjust its response accordingly. Samsung 
developed a number of avatars with different 
appearances, personalities and sets of skills, with 
digital kiosks called Neon Frame as a medium for the 
technology (Fergus, 2021). Apparently, these life-
sized displays will have a role to serve as informative 
interactive kiosks in places like banks and airports.
Overall, companies see chatbots as a tool to 
improve the quality and efficiency of customer 
services and improve the response rates to inquiring 
customers and automate online purchases (De, 
2018). Additionally, chatbots can also improve the 
impression of fair treatment among users (Wang et 
al., 2021). Consequently, there are many chatbots 
platforms integrated into client support. According 
to a report by Boomtown (2019), chatbots are 
predominantly used by internet and technology 
companies, with B2B companies using chatbots 
more frequently than B2C companies. Their role is, 
more or less, strictly functional to reduce the need 
for human operators. Additionally, users expect a 
fast response when looking for support, advice or 
information. With the extension of user support 
services from traditional customer support over 
the phone to social media, customers are used to 
receiving support on a real-time basis (Gunarathne 
et al., 2018). According to Vaughan (2014), almost 
three-quarters of online users expect a response 
to their complaints within an hour. Nevertheless, 
clients expect real-time interactions with sellers even 
in the B2B context (Cancel and Gerhardt, 2019; Lin 
et al., 2022). In order to meet the user expectations, 
chatbots are used to either completely handle user 
queries or act as a triage before the staff member 
starts a conversation. Besides the commercial 
sector, the usage of chatbots can also be noticed in 
the public sector. For example, a bi-lingual chatbot 
named “Jooka” has been successfully implemented 
to deal with the queries from high school students 
and their parents regarding the university admission 
process (El Hefny et al., 2021). Since, during the 
admission period, university staff gets a vast number 
of typical queries, a chatbot managed to provide 
an instantaneous and relevant response. Chatbots 
are also used to support freshmen’s adaptation to 
university life (Carayannopoulos, 2018) and assist 
instructors in managing extensive in-class activities 
(Schmulian and Coetzee, 2019). 
Besides replacing staff in the customer service 
environment, chatbots are also paving their way 
into language learning (Huang et al., 2022). Overall, 
chatbots are used to interact in a foreign language 
with students (Fryer et al., 2019; Tegos et al., 2015) 
and respond to foreign language learning-related 
questions (Xu et al., 2021). Additionally, chatbots can 
conduct student assessments and generate feedback 

(Jia et al., 2012). Interestingly, compared with a 
human lecturer, chatbots positively impact students’ 
anxiety reduction (Ayedoun, Hayashi and Seta, 2015; 
Ayedoun, Hayashi and Seta, 2019; Bao, 2019), which 
result in a better user experience.

Embodied social robots

The presence of social robots (i.e., service robots) 
within hotels and restaurants has become a 
somewhat typical scene in recent years. However, 
like with other novelties, the technology adaptation 
process seems challenging, mainly due to the cost and 
limited technical capabilities (Ivanov, S., Seyitoğlu, F. 
and Markova, M., 2020). On the other hand, initial 
hype caused by the introduction of service robots in 
a hotel can also result in more work for employees 
and annoyed guests (Bhimasta, R. A. and Kuo, P. Y. 
2019; Shead, 2019). Nevertheless, the introduction 
of service robots within the hospital industry can 
have certain advantages and disadvantages over 
human counterparts (Dogan and Vatan, 2019). 
Some of the main advantages would be robots’ 
ability to work 24/7, punctual and precise delivery 
of a service, effortless modification of the scope of 
their tasks through software and hardware upgrades, 
and delivery of predictable and standardized service 
quality (Ivanov, S., Seyitoğlu, F. and Markova, M., 
2020). On the other hand, service robots still have 
certain disadvantages, such as being able to operate 
in a structured manner only and lack of ability to 
perform the task the robot has not been programmed 
or designed for (Dogan and Vatan, 2019).
With initial experiences with service robots, hotel 
managers may now have a much more realistic 
opinion on what robots can and cannot do, how 
robots can be beneficial for both companies and 
customers, and understand how robots can make 
an impact on hotels’ competitiveness, service 
quality, and profitability (Ivanov, S., Seyitoğlu, F. and 
Markova, M., 2020). Furthermore, Aymerich-Franch 
and Ferrer (2020) argue that implementing service 
robots in such environments is a kind of marketing 
and branding motivated decision than a functional 
one. Despite particular challenges, the tourism and 
hospitality industry embraced robots for various tasks 
such as the providing of information, check-in guests, 
cleaning of facilities, room service, item delivery, 
serving food and drinks, and interacting with guests 
(Tung and Au, 2018; Murphy et al., 2019; Collins et 
al., 2017; Ivanov and Webster, 2017). Nevertheless, 
technological development will continue. We can 
expect service robots to interact with clients in a 
more advanced way, together with improved social 
skills, which will make them even more appropriate 
for specific roles within the hospitality industry (Qui 
et al., 2020).
The usefulness and marketing related impact of 
robots highly depends on the user acceptance level. 
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Users’ willingness to use robots in the service delivery 
context often depends on prior positive interactions 
with robots (Chi et al., 2021). Furthermore, according 
to the recent study (Preusse et al., 2021), it seems 
that groups (of tourists or café visitors) are more 
prone to interact with a social robot than individuals. 
In the context of retail banking, customers tend to 
interact with social robots in the same way as they 
would with the staff members (Amelia et al., 2021). 
On the other hand, Bertacchini et al. (2017) suggest 
that the adaptation of robotic companions in the 
context of retail heavily relies on the ability of a 
social robot to recognize a customer’s emotional 
state and to use that finding to adjust its emotional 
state when trying to affect the customer buying 
decision. Although social robots are genderless 
per se, hardware designers regularly provide social 
robots with a specific gender. Interestingly, findings 
from a scenario-based experimental survey indicate 
a higher level of generated pleasure and satisfaction 
with female service robots (Seo, 2022). However, 
for a proper understanding of the user side within 
the context of new technology adaptation in the 
service industry, there is a need for more empirical 
studies conducted outside the controlled laboratory 
environment (Preusse et al., 2021). Considering the 
growing popularity of service robots, the scientific 
field of social robots is still relatively uncharted (Tung 
and Law, 2017; Chan and Tung, 2019; Collins, 2020), 
which can indicate increased research interest for 
this field in future. 
The next aspect of social robot acceptance refers 
to the employees’ preparedness to accept a robot 
as a co-worker. According to a study by Meyer et al. 
(2020), employees consider social robots as both a 
threat and potential support. Specifically, employees 
perceive social robots as a potential threat to their 
jobs. Although employees are aware of the social 
robot’s technical imperfections, they are significantly 
aware of the substitution risk. Furthermore, the 
implementation of social robots disrupts employees’ 
daily routines and increases their responsibility, 
developing particular inconvenience (Lee et al., 
2016). In some cases, social robots are considered 
a threat to social relationships and an unpleasant 
interaction partner (Kamide et al., 2014; Okazaki et 
al., 2009). On the other hand, according to a study 
by You and Robert (2018), human-robot similarity 
can positively impact employees’ willingness to work 
with social robots. Nevertheless, the employee-
robot relationship is a complex challenge managers 
will have to handle in the future to increase the new 
technology adoption rate. For example, a recent 
study (Pauluch et al., 2021) illustrates the complexity 
of the challenge by indicating four typical employee 
personas (i.e., supporter, embracer, resister 
and saboteur) when it comes to the employees’ 
perception of collaboration with social robots.

CONCLUSION

Social robots are very dynamic from both technical 
and commercial perspectives. Traditional chatbots 
in messaging apps have a reasonably long-lasting 
presence with tasks like dealing with user requests 
and providing less complex customer support. 
Additionally, a range of virtual social robots is 
developed as personal assistants integrated on 
mobile phones and smart home appliances. With 
speech recognition and advanced A.I. algorithms, 
these virtual social robots can provide additional 
value to customers through 24/7 availability and a 
standardized service quality level.  
There is also a considerable range of embodied 
social robots being developed to replace staff in dull 
and repetitive activities, especially in hospitality, 
retail and elderly care. Due to the limited nature 
of hardware design, the contemporary humanoid 
robots are still far from being human-like, like in some 
popular sci-fi movies. Additionally, their ability to 
verbally and nonverbally interact with people is still 
somewhat limited and still not at the level of a human 
being. Therefore, with these limitations in mind, 
social robots must possess specific characteristics 
that can improve consumer acceptance, such as 
trustworthiness and physical appearance. Besides 
customer readiness to accept social robots as an 
alternative to human service providers, employees’ 
willingness to work with robotic co-workers also 
seems to be an essential factor influencing the new 
technology adoption rate.
The field of social robots has vast research potential. 
As this literature review reveals, there is a solid 
number of research studies covering different 
applications of social robots, with a specific focus on 
social robot acceptance among different stakeholders 
(i.e., customers, employees and managers). However, 
most studies present laboratory research findings, 
which comes with certain limitations. Therefore, 
future studies in this area should focus more on 
research within the user environment and the real-
life context of social robot applications. Due to the 
significant effort put into the technical development 
of social robots, especially in conjunction with 
A.I., we can expect even more applications of this 
technology. Consequently, academic researchers will 
have an even broader field to explore in future. 
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