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3 Acceptance
3.1 Acceptance >> Moderating Factors
“Age, gender, voluntariness and computer experience” [1, p373]. 

"Finally, there is an area that we left untouched, but that
could still become an accessory to our methodology: moderating
factors. Age, gender, voluntariness and computer experience
are personal characteristics that are known to be
moderating the processes that determine acceptance. When
added to our model, they could complete our developed vision
on the acceptance of assistive social robots and screen
agents." [1, p373].
3.2 Acceptance >> Facilitating Conditions
“Factors in the environment that facilitate use of the system 
  
I have everything I need to use the robot 
I know enough of the robot to make good use of it” [1, p364]. 
  
Adopted from the UTAUT: “Facilitating conditions are defined as the degree to which an individual believes that an organi- zational and technical infrastructure exists to support use of the system. This definition cap- tures concepts embodied by three different con- structs: perceived behavioral control (TPBI DTPB, C-TAM-TPB), facilitating conditions (MPCU), and compatibility (IDT). Each of these constructs is operationalized to include aspects of the technological and/or organizational envi- ronment that are designed to remove barriers to use (see Table 12). Taylor and Todd (1995b) acknowledged the theoretical overlap by modeling facilitating conditions as a core com- ponent of perceived behavioral control in TPB/DTPB. The compatibility construct from IDT incorporates items that tap the fit between the individual's work style and the use of the system in the organization” [2, p453]. 
3.3 Acceptance >> Use
“The actual use of the system over a
longer period in time” [1, p364].
3.4 Acceptance >> Intention to Use
“The intention to use the system over a longer period in time 
  
I think I’ll use the robot during the next few days 
I’m certain to use the robot during the next few days 
I plan to use the robot during the next few days” [1, p364].

3.5 Acceptance >> Social Influence
“The persons perception that people who are important to him think he should or should not use the system 
  
I think the staff would like me using the robot 
I think it would give a good impression if I should use the robot” [1, p364].
  
Adopted from the UTAUT “Social influence is defined as the degree to which an individual perceives that important others believe he or she should use the new system. Social influence as a direct determinant of behav- ioral intention is represented as subjective norm in TRA, TAM2, TPB/DTPB and C-TAM-TPB, social factors in MPCU, and image in IDT. Thompson et al. (1991) used the term social norms in defining their construct, and acknowledge its similarity to subjective norm within TRA. While they have different labels, each of these constructs contains the explicit or implicit notion that the individual's behavior is influenced by the way in which they believe others will view them as a result of having used the technology. Table 11 presents the three constructs related to social influence: subjective norm (TRA, TAM2, TPB/IDTPB, and C-TAM-TPB), social factors (MPCU), and image (IDT) (…) The role of social influence in technology acceptance decisions is complex and subject to a wide range of contingent influences. Social influence has an impact on individual behavior through three mechanisms: compliance, inter- nalization, and identification (see Venkatesh and Davis 2000; Warshaw 1980). While the latter two relate to altering an individual's belief struc- ture and/or causing an individual to respond to potential social status gains, the compliance mechanism causes an individual to simply alter his or her intention in response to the social pressure-i.e., the individual intends to comply with the social influence” [2, p451-2]. 
3.6 Acceptance >> Trust
“The belief that the system performs with personal integrity and reliability 
  
I would trust the robot if it gave me advice 
I would follow the advice the robot gives me” [1, p364].
  
“The concept of Trust not only emerged from our own findings [29], it is also found in studies concerning robot technology [31, 49, 50] and human-robot interaction [25, 30, 51]. To incorporate Trust into the model, two items were developed to measure the trust the user has in the robot and to what extent the user intends to comply to the robot’s advice and on the nature of human-robot interaction. In the above mentioned studies, Trust is claimed to have a direct influence on Intention to Use but in both types of studies, it is also related to either social abilities or social behavior: a robot or screen agent with more social abilities is supposed to gain more trust by its users” [1, p365].
3.7 Acceptance >> Social Presence
“The experience of sensing a social entity when interacting with the system 
  
When interacting with the robot I felt like I’m talking to a real person 
It sometimes felt as if the robot was really looking at me 
I can imagine the robot to be a living creature 
I often think the robot is not a real person 
Sometimes the robot seems to have real feelings” [1, p364].
  
“Since it is not unusual for humans to engage with technology as if it were a social entity [19], it can be expected that this effect is exacerbated when technology takes the form of an embodied character and interacts in a social manner using natural language and non-verbal human behaviors. The term presence refers to two different phenomena. First, it relates to the feeling of really being present in a virtual environment and can be defined as the sense of being there [40]. Second, it can relate to the feeling of being in the company of a social entity: the perceptual illusion of non-mediation [41]. In our context, the second definition is relevant since the extent to which one feels to be dealing with a social entity when meeting a robot or screen agent is of influence on the way it is perceived and accepted [23, 42]. Regarding the close connection between social abilities and the sense of presence [43], we incorporate social presence in our experiments to research its role and establish the influence of social abilities on it. We expect, based on previous findings [43], that the sense of presence increases if a system is perceived to have more social abilities, and that Perceived Enjoyment increases when this sense of presence is felt more intensely. To include this construct in the model, a set of 5 items were developed, adapted from [44]” [1, p365]. 
3.8 Acceptance >> Attitude
“Positive or negative feelings about the appliance of the technology 
  
I think it’s a good idea to use the robot 
The robot would make life more interesting 
It’s good to make use of the robot” [1, p364].
3.9 Acceptance >> Anxiety
“Evoking anxious or emotional reactions when it comes to using the system 
  
If I should use the robot, I would be afraid to make mistakes with it 
If I should use the robot, I would be afraid to break something 
I find the robot scary 
I find the robot intimidating” [1, p364].

3.10 Acceptance >> Perceived Enjoyment
“Feelings of joy/pleasure associated with the use of the system 
  
I enjoy the robot talking to me 
I enjoy doing things with the robot 
I find the robot enjoyable 
I find the robot fascinating 
I find the robot boring” [1, p364].
  
“Previous literature reports that perceived enjoyment with a computer system positively affects an individual’s behavioral intentions towards usage [35–38]. In evaluating social agents such as companion type robots, an element of pleasure when interacting with the agent may very well influence user acceptance. Van der Heijden [38] points out that in ‘hedonic systems’ the concept of enjoyment is a crucial determinant for the intention to use these systems. Of course, social agents in eldercare will hardly be developed just to entertain: they will be partly utilitarian, partly hedonic. But even if just partly hedonic, enjoyment is found to be a construct that needs to be part of an acceptance model for robotic technology [36]. And even in utilitarian systems Perceived Enjoyment can be a relevant influencing factor, as pointed out in an extensive study by Sun and Zhang [37]. This study supports the claims that Perceived Enjoyment influences Ease of Use rather than being a consequence of it, as claimed by some other studies. A study we performed and reported on previously confirms this and establishes Perceived Enjoyment as an influence both on Perceived Ease of Use and directly on Intention to Use [39]. The perceived enjoyment items (Table 2) were adapted from [35]” [1, p364-5].
3.11 Acceptance >> Perceived Ease of Use (Effort Expectancy)
“The degree to which one believes that using the system would be free of effort 
  
I think I will know quickly how to use the robot 
I find the robot easy to use 
I think I can use the robot without any help 
I think I can use the robot when there is someone around to help me 
I think I can use the robot when I have a good manual” [1, p364].
  
Adopted from the UTAUT: “Effort expectancy is defined as the degree of ease associated with the use of the system. Three con- structs from the existing models capture the concept of effort expectancy: perceived ease of use (TAM/TAM2), complexity (MPCU), and ease of use (IDT). As can be seen in Table 10, there is substantial similarity among the construct defini- tions and measurement scales. The similarities among these constructs have been noted in prior research (Davis et al. 1989; Moore and Benbasat 1991; Plouffe et al. 2001; Thompson et al.). The effort expectancy construct within each model (Table 10) is significant in both voluntary and mandatory usage contexts; however, each one is significant only during the first time period (post- training, T1), becoming nonsignificant over periods of extended and sustained usage (see Tables 5, 6, and 7), consistent with previous research (e.g., Agarwal and Prasad 1997, 1998; Davis et al. 1989; Thompson et al. 1991, 1994). Effort-oriented constructs are expected to be be more salient in the early stages of a new behavior, when process issues represent hurdles to be overcome, and later become overshadowed by instrumentality concerns (Davis et al. 1989; Szajna 1996; Venkatesh 1999)” [2, p450]. 

3.12 Acceptance >> Perceived Usefulness (Performance Expectancy)
“The degree to which a person believes that the system would be assistive 
  
I think the robot is useful to me 
It would be convenient for me to have the robot 
I think the robot can help me with many things” [1, p364].
  
Adopted from the UTAUT: “Performance expectancy is defined as the degree to which an individual believes that using the sys- tem will help him or her to attain gains in job performance. The five constructs from the dif- ferent models that pertain to performance expectancy are perceived usefulness (TAM/TAM2 and C-TAM-TPB), extrinsic motivation (MM), job-fit (MPCU), relative advantage (IDT), and outcome expectations (SCT). Even as these constructs evolved in the literature, some authors acknowl- edged their similarities: usefulness and extrinsic motivation (Davis et al. 1989, 1992), usefulness and job-fit (Thompson et al. 1991 ), usefulness and relative advantage (Davis et al. 1989; Moore and Benbasat 1991; Plouffe et al. 2001), usefulness and outcome expectations (Compeau and Higgins 1995b; Davis et al. 1989), and job-fit and outcome expectations (Compeau and Higgins 1995b)” [2, p447]. 
3.13 Acceptance >> Perceived Sociability
“The perceived ability of the system to perform sociable behavior 
  
I consider the robot a pleasant conversational partner 
I find the robot pleasant to interact with 
I feel the robot understands me 
I think the robot is nice” [1, p364].
  
“This construct was formed based on our findings in previous studies [45] which are supported by related studies [46, 47]: our construct of perceived sociability may be unique as a part of an acceptance model, the need for social abilities for robots to function as assistive devices has been established in earlier studies as well as the need for social acceptance of robots and screen agents. We confirmed this in our earlier study, where we added questions on presumed social abilities to a list of UTAUT based questions, asked to older adults that just used an assistive social robot [48].We found that the scores on the construct formed by these added questions correlated with all UTAUT constructs demonstrating that it relates to aspects of acceptance. We confirmed these findings in a later experiment, where we found the construct to be a determining influence on Social Presence and Perceived Enjoyment. Furthermore, we established that Trust (see next paragraph) has influence on this construct. The questionnaire items for Perceived Sociability were based on the items that proved to be a solid construct in our previous research [45, 48]” [1, p365].
3.14 Acceptance >> Perceived Adaptivity/adaptiveness
“The perceived ability of the system to adapt to the needs of the user 
  
I think the robot can be adaptive to what I need 
I think the robot will only do what I need at that particular moment 
I think the robot will help me when I consider it to be necessary” [1, p364].
  
“A particular feature of most chronic conditions that elderly people that need care suffer from is that their conditions change over time. Mobility may improve after a hip replacement, heart condition may deteriorate or improve after changes in medication, eyesight, hearing and dementia may become worse over time. Therefore, requirements for the type of support that is needed change over time. Intelligent assistive technology would need to adapt to these changes in conditions in order to provide appropriate support. Previous studies that address elderly users argue that adaptiveness is an essential aspect of technology that is developed for aging users [52, 53]. Forlizzi et al. included adaptivity in her design guidelines for robotic products that ‘support the ecology of aging’ [54]. It is expected that when users perceive the system to adapt to their changing needs, they will find it more useful and will be more accepting towards the system” [1, p365].
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