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Abstract
Profit-oriented service sectors such as tourism, hospitality, and entertainment are increasingly looking at how professional 
service robots can be integrated into the workplace to perform socio-cognitive tasks that were previously reserved for humans. 
This is a work in which social and labor sciences recognize the principle role of emotions. However, the models and narra-
tives of emotions that drive research, design, and deployment of service robots in human–robot interaction differ consider-
ably from how emotions are framed in the sociology of labor and feminist studies of service work. In this paper, we explore 
these tensions through the concepts of affective and emotional labor, and outline key insights these concepts offer for the 
design and evaluation of professional service robots. Taken together, an emphasis on interactionist approaches to emotions 
and on the demands of affective labor, leads us to argue that service employees are under-represented in existing studies in 
human–robot interaction. To address this, we outline how participatory design and value-sensitive design approaches can 
be applied as complimentary methodological frameworks that include service employees as vital stakeholders.

Keywords Affective labor · Human–robot interaction · Service economy

1 Introduction

There is a gap between social sciences’ discourse concerning 
emotions at work and how emotions have been addressed 
by social robotics and human–robot interaction (HRI) com-
munities. Faced with this gap, the more revealing was Mon-
day, 16 March 2020, when the first author boarded a flight 
to Vienna from deserted Stuttgart airport, one day before 
Austrian authorities officially closed the nation’s borders in 
response to fears about the spread of the COVID-19 virus. 
The flight hosted 6 passengers, excluding the cabin crew. 
The stark contrast between the warmth of the sunny day and 
the plane crew’s striving to perform service as usual on the 

one hand, and the reality of millions of people isolated in 
their homes, markets plummeting and echoes of personal 
tragedies across social media on the other, emphasized by 
the eeriness of an empty plane on an otherwise commonly 
busy route, was ultimately impossible to ignore. Quick, 
intense, and straightforward gazes; sincere, but a bit strained 
smiles exchanged between the passengers and the flight 
attendants, and other subtle bodily signs—all indicated the 
shared awareness of how out-of-ordinary the situation was. 
Once onboard, and with the protocol safety demonstrations 
performed while locking eyes with every passenger in her 
sight, one of the flight attendants engaged in a casual, and 
even cheerful, exchange with a young man sitting a couple 
of rows in front of the first author.

These seamless transitions between prescribed profes-
sional behaviors and improvised engagements—which in 
other circumstances might be perceived as inappropriate, 
but now were welcomed as reassuring—served as a perfect 
illustration of the complexity involved in performing ser-
vice work; they also indicate the intricate balance between 
the recognition of one’s own and others’ emotions. Notably, 
the simultaneous effort to regulate both their own and their 
customer’s emotions is part of many service employees’ 
workplace routine. In fact, emotional exchanges, such as 
described above, are now considered the foundation of the 
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service sector of developed economies (Hochschild 2012). 
Indeed, following the groundbreaking work of Hochschild 
(2012)’The Managed Heart’ in the sociology of work, flight 
attendants are commonly referred to as an example in discus-
sions of the roles of emotions in service labor. In this paper, 
we draw on this line of research to provide a theoretical 
account of dimensions of affective and emotional labor in 
service work. We then relate this account to existing frame-
works in HRI that already stress the necessity for more 
human-centered thinking. Based on this, we offer sugges-
tions for how HRI could respond to the issues and opportu-
nities posed by the centrality of emotions in service labor.

For, service labor requires the ability to display appro-
priate emotions on demand (Rafaeli and Sutton 1987), to 
regulate undesired emotions, and to induce desired emo-
tions in others (Penz and Sauer 2019). Such demands are 
not new compared to industrial labor, but their centrality is 
(Hardt 1999). This centrality suggests an increased demand 
on workers; in order to remain desirable job candidates, not 
only workers’ (manual) skills and expertise are explicitly 
called for, but their entire personhood—feelings, motivation, 
enthusiasm, dedication (Negri and Hardt 2005). Emotions 
are thus treated like resources: they can be deployed and 
capitalized, much like the feminised service sector work-
force (Grossman 2019).

Two concepts are especially pertinent when considering 
individual and structural implications of this capitalization 
of emotions in the service sector: namely, affective labor 
and emotional labor. In sociological and socio-political 
studies of service labor, the term affective labor is used to 
analyse socio-economic structures that arise with the pas-
sage from modern industrial economies toward postmodern 
economies (see e.g. Oksala 2016; Prada 2010; Hardt 1999). 
Within feminist traditions, in particular, affective labor has 
also been understood as fundamental both to contemporary 
models of exploitation and to the possibility of subversion 
(Weeks 2007).

Whereas emotional labor, proposed by Hochschild, is a 
more specific concept that refers to the work of managing 
one’s emotions to meet the requirements of a paid work. One 
reason to practice this management of one’s own emotions 
is to reliably produce/modify the emotions of others. In this 
sense, someone’s emotional labor is one aspect of their gen-
eral affective labor. Both emotional and affective labor stress 
the increasing demand of a service economy on employees 
emotional resources.

This paper draws on these lines of research in response 
to another trend in service work, namely the robotization 
of socio-cognitive service tasks (Van Wynsberghe 2016; 
Ivanov et al. 2017). More narrowly, this paper is motivated 
by the question how professional service robots can be 
understood in relation to particular aspects of affective labor.

In line with developments in AI, robotics and cogni-
tive sciences, more and more of the so-called “professional 
service robots” (Mettler et al. 2017) are currently being 
designed to take on work tasks that were previously reserved 
for humans (Savela et al. 2017). Professional service robots 
are a particular kind of robot that is deployed for commercial 
use in the service sector (Van Wynsberghe 2016), rather than 
in people’s homes. Wirtz et al. (2018) further differentiate 
between different aspects of service robots, of which we 
focus on (1) the physically-embodied robots that, (2) per-
form socio-cognitive tasks. To be clear, this paper discusses 
issues surrounding the use of professional service robots but 
is agnostic about the extent to which this technology will be 
adopted. That extent will be the result of a complex interac-
tion between how actors across society respond to profes-
sional service robots, and how these robots are developed 
in the face of changes in how we understand their place and 
role in society (Jasanoff 2004).

Now, given that socio-cognitive tasks (e.g. greeting cus-
tomers, providing information, sustaining a dialogue) nec-
essarily involve some form of social and affective behavior, 
the professional service robots we discuss in this paper also 
belong to the category of social robots. Within human–robot 
interaction (HRI) these are commonly understood as robotic 
systems that have the capacity to initiate and engage in 
interactions with humans. This capacity is emphasized by 
anthropomorphic design cues and a repertoire of social and 
affective behaviors (Fong et al. 2003; Breazeal 2003a, b). 
Further, these features may make social service robots par-
ticularly disruptive, because “unlike interactions with self-
service technologies, customers perceive that they are inter-
acting with another social entity that is providing services” 
(Belanche et al. 2020, p. 206).

Notably, key profit-oriented service sectors, wherein 
attempts at robotization are already taking place, remain 
caught in the imaginary that certain labors are womens’ ter-
rain (Gutierrez-Rodriguez 2014). These sectors include hos-
pitality and tourism (Ivanov and Webster 2019; Nakanishi 
et al. 2020), retail (Kamei et al. 2010), healthcare (Metteler 
et al. 2017; Broekens et al. 2009), and education (Belpaeme 
et al. 2015). Salient examples of professional social service 
robots already deployed in profit-oriented service sectors are 
the robot receptionists in the robot-staffed Henn-na hotel in 
Japan, the MARIO robot greeting guests in Ghent, the PEP-
PER robot operating as a receptionist in Hamazushi restau-
rants in Japan, the BOTLR robot butler in the Starwood’s 
Aloft, the NAO robot answering questions at Tokyo airport, 
and the CONNIE robot deployed as a concierge at Hilton 
hotels (Ivanov et al. 2017; Yang et al. 2020; Gardecki et al. 
2018).

In every case, an important distinction between social 
service robots and human employees remains—despite (gen-
dered) anthropomorphic cues, the apparent fact that robots 
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function as a social counterpart, and their ability to support 
many types of mundane dialog-based service encounters—
professional service robots can only mimic a limited set of 
emotions and engage in very narrow scenarios of interac-
tions. By contrast, human employees can and do engage 
in deep acting of emotions (Ashforth and Tomiuk 2000). 
They are also able to spontaneously step out of the organi-
zationally and culturally prescribed norms about displaying 
emotions and attending to the emotions of others. In today’s 
human–robot configurations, this gap is (usually) as obvious, 
and ways to address it remain elusive.

This paper explores this difference, To do so, we (1) dis-
cuss the limitations of the current approaches to emotion 
for professional service robots; (2) introduce the sociology 
of labor perspective on emotions in service industries to 
HRI community; (3) provide some suggestions about how 
insights from sociology of labor could be integrated into 
HRI; and (4) summarize why value-sensitive and participa-
tory design offer promising approaches to professional social 
service robots. We emphasize that human service employees 
are a group of stakeholders that have been overlooked in 
HRI, but whom we view as having a central role in the future 
of professional service robots.

Towards these ends, this paper is grounded in the core 
assumption that when professional service robots are intro-
duced “in the wild” (Sabanovic et al. 2006), they will inevi-
tably influence how human employees perform emotional 
labor and how they relate to their work tasks and workplace 
identity (see e.g. Dobrosovestnova and Hannibal (2021); 
Tuomi et al. 2020). Insights from the sociology of labor are 
especially relevant here because they establish a connec-
tion with positive and negative implications of service labor, 
characterized by its reliance on socio-emotional processes 
for human employees, on individual and on structural levels. 
To engage with these, we affirm a process-oriented approach 
(Seibt et al. 2018) to how service robots reshape emotional 
processes in work environments, and to how people, espe-
cially employees, relate to professional service robots.

Throughout, we recognize the economic (see Ivanov and 
Webster 2019), academic (see Share and Pender 2018), ideo-
logical (see Brooks 2013) and pragmatic (see Drexler and 
Lapre 2019) momenta behind physically embodied service 
robots. At the same time, we insist that critical perspectives 
on this trend have pointed out important issues, including 
several related to the gender norms and identities that such 
robots materialize (see Schiebinger et al. 2011–2018; Sen-
gers 2018).

We also recognize that affective labor is closely related 
to discussions of how gender is represented in the design 
of social service robots. At several points in the paper, we 
discuss gendered service robots in relation to female service 
employees, who are particularly associated with emotional 
labor precisely because they are women (Weeks 2007). To 

the specific point of robot design, we discuss how various 
service robots currently deployed in the field (e.g. Pepper, 
Connie and others) take cues from cultural imaginaries that 
associate service work with a gendered female form (Car-
penter et al. 2009). Problematically, the argument goes, these 
artifacts reinscribe deprecatory gender norms (Schiebinger 
et al. 2011–2018). We contend, the sociology of work offers 
insights about affect generally, and its relation to gender in 
particular, that offer a basis for an empowering approach to 
professional service robots.

That being said, our aim with this paper is to stress that 
affective labor is something that everyone in service work is 
demanded to master, and which concerns all service employ-
ees, as a result.

2  Approaches to emotions in HRI

Integrating broader critical perspectives on service labor into 
HRI requires that we understand the relation between these 
ideas and current research in HRI. Specifically, we are inter-
ested in a set of tensions that arise when professional service 
robots, designed in line with a particular understanding of 
emotion, are introduced into naturalistic environments to 
perform tasks that, for human employees, rely on the com-
plex processes of regulating and displaying of emotion and 
inducing of emotional experiences in others.

In this segment, we will focus on outlining the first of 
these tensions: namely, how emotions are approached in 
HRI; the limitations of these approaches; and how a more 
process-oriented, interactionist approach is better suited to 
capture emotions in HRI.

Commonly, approaches to emotion in HRI draw on the 
basic principles and methods that surfaced in the late 1990’s 
and early 2000’s (e.g. Brooks et al. 1998), as insights from 
the social sciences were used to explore and develop more 
intuitive interactions between robotic systems and human 
beings. To facilitate and regulate human–robot interactions, 
the focus was placed on the structure of interactions and on 
displays of emotions in communication (Reeves and Nass 
1996).

In line with these developments, social robots (Fong et al. 
2003) are designed to initiate and maintain social interaction 
in a way that is intuitive for people (Breazeal 2003a, b). That 
is, the ability to display and recognize emotions as part of 
non-verbal communication is a central component of the 
design of such robots. Given the emphasis on displays, cur-
rent research on the social cues for emotions within social 
robotics tends to focus on factors such as e.g. facial expres-
sions, gaze, body gestures and posture, bodily contact, and 
proximity, joint attention, and action.

One consequence of this emphasis on display and rec-
ognition of emotions is that social robots have remained 
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predominantly technologically-determined. Vincent et al. 
(2015) summarise that “[…] robotic design and techno-
logical exploration have dominated both the design and the 
studies on robots”. As a result, constraints on what is techno-
logically possible have meant that professional social robots 
currently remain designed to complete narrowly defined 
tasks, and perform roles that are predefined and scripted 
for a limited range of interactions, typical in the domain of 
application (see e.g. Campa 2016).

The particular models of emotions that most professional 
service robots have integrated are similarly limited. Specifi-
cally, pragmatic concerns have led most within HRI to adopt 
computational models of emotion (see e.g. Picard 2003; 
Rodrıguez and Ramos 2014; Paiva et al. 2015) since these 
are better suited to being programmed into robots. One com-
mon feature of these models is that they are internalist. That 
is, they understand emotions as internal mental states that 
are not directly observable. For emotions to become mean-
ingful and useful for social communication, they need to be 
encoded and decoded based on predefined and accustomed 
features (Sengers 2018). By extension, internalist efforts 
tend to model emotional interactions in terms of causes and 
effects, under the assumptions of straightforward mappings 
between input and output of emotional information process-
ing in both robots and humans (Boehner et al. 2005). As a 
result, the idea of inducing emotions “in’’ another agent has 
dominated work on emotions in relation to service robots 
within the internalist framework until recently (Fong et al. 
2003; Leite et al. 2013).

A closer look on the successes and failures of such work 
in HRI reveals than an internalist understanding of emotions 
makes it difficult to study situated behaviors and interactions 
with robots (Boehner et al. 2005). In part, this is because 
emotions, and affect generally, are difficult to study in terms 
of internal component processes (Alac 2016). A more fun-
damental limitation to internalist approaches, though, is that 
emotions have increasingly come to be understood as com-
plex, dynamic, and situated within the cognitive sciences. 
This has the consequence that the responsibility for appro-
priate emotion expression and interpretation is now seen to 
be shared between humans and robots.

In the context of social robots, Jung (2017) further chal-
lenges what he calls the “signaling approach” on the grounds 
that in order to understand emotions and their regulation in 
human–robot interactions, attention should lie on the joint 
activities between participating parties. This leads to a per-
spective on emotions that sees them as an effort of coordi-
nating affect in social interactions. In this framework, emo-
tions are never simply expressed and (mis)understood, but 
always interpreted.

Importantly, this view emphasizes the ways emotions 
are shaped by the structural and political dimensions that 
are implicit to interaction. For us, this means accepting the 

insufficiency of a reductionist view wherein every single 
expression or interpretation of emotion can be accounted for 
in computational terms since the complexity of any interac-
tion understood in the terms described above makes it com-
putationally intractable.1

Along these lines, numerous authors argue that 
approaches to emotions within social robotics should like-
wise focus on the dynamics of the interactions themselves, 
rather than on internalist models of emotion (e.g. Boiger 
and Mesquita 2012; Boehner et al. 2005; Höök et al. 2008). 
From this perspective, humans take an essential role by the 
continuous, and active interpretation of situated emotions.

However, humans tend to be understood as being more 
passive than this in much of the contemporary HRI. As far 
as emotions are concerned, the dominant, internalist under-
standing of emotions as discrete, internal and objective 
states leads to an emphasis in HRI on questions like whether 
a certain emotional display was correctly decoded by human 
participants in interaction (see e.g. McColl and Nejat 2014).

This explains why the focus in the development and 
evaluation of professional service robots is still mostly 
on whether people find the robot technically challenging 
to operate in a naturalistic environment (see Pinillos et al. 
2016), or on measurements of trust (see van Pinxteren et al. 
2019), engagement and comfort (see e.g., Rodriguez et al. 
2015; Tung and Au 2018), perceived security and intelli-
gence of the robot (see e.g., Tussyadiah and Park 2018); 
perceived role of the robot (see e.g. Ljungblad et al. 2012); 
and willingness to accept it (Savela et al. 2017; Vishwa-
nath et al. 2019). Concerning the kinds of interactions being 
imagined here, this means that the human aspect of HRI is 
still predominantly understood through the prism of robots 
and how they are perceived by people.

In response, an interactionist perspective calls for ques-
tions that also consider how people perceive themselves in 
relation to the robot since the perceived relationship shapes 
how humans make sense of the robot and guides the narra-
tives constructed about it (Goodrich et al. 2018). Further, 
the interactionist perspective invites questions about how 
the introduction of a robot into a naturalistic environment, 
where tasks and space are shared with people, reshapes the 
social and emotional processes between people.

When it comes to emotion research, this perspective also 
raises the issue of the specific context in which an affec-
tive and social interaction takes place and that of the social 
demands that allow for certain emotions to be expressed as 

1 In fact, some critics of the internalist view insist that the focus on 
complex computational models is misguided in several important 
ways, in particular its focus on information, rather than affect (Boeh-
ner et al. 2005).
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an appropriate response in a given situation (Fischer et al. 
2019).

In line with this, we argue that the sociality of robots is 
not determined by, and limited to, a technological innova-
tion that can be added to increase the robot’s appeal and 
how intuitively easy it is to interact with the robot (Breazeal 
2003a, b). Instead, it relies on the fundamental aspects of the 
robot being present in a social situation, and on its perceived 
role in society (Dautenhahn 2007; Boehner et al. 2007). This 
perspective suggests overdue on moving away from assess-
ing social robots in terms of their technological capabilities, 
as well as from the efforts directed at getting individuals and 
society at large to accept these capabilities for what they are. 
We also call for increased awareness with respect to attempts 
to deploy technology to fix fundamentally social and politi-
cal problems (cf. Morozov 2013). To do so, it will be crucial 
to explore how technology is shaped by social and cultural 
factors, and, in turn, how these are re-shaped in the use of 
technology by people (Feenberg 2010).

As with the introduction of any technology, it is not at 
all apparent what effects professional social service robots 
might have (Jasanoff 2004). Given this paper’s emphasis on 
the work of service sector employees, it goes on to consider 
particular questions such as: how people change the ideas 
they have about their workplace identity; how they experi-
ence their emotions with respect to externally prescribed and 
programmed into a robot; last but not least, how the very 
structure of social relations and emotions at work is affected 
with the introduction of a professional service robot. In our 
view, to answer these questions, we must first understand the 
demands with respect to emotions that are placed on human 
employees in service sectors, as well as some positive and 
negative implications these may have.

3  Sociology of labor perspectives 
on emotions

The challenges to current approaches to designing and stud-
ying emotions for professional service robots are related to 
the need for HRI to better understand the emotional pro-
cesses that human employees in service sectors are engaged 
in, as well as the relational structures that arise from these. 
In this segment, we will outline some of the key insights 
about emotion-related processes in service labor from the 
sociology of labor perspective. We will also discuss how, 
in our view, professional service robots might disrupt and 
redefine these processes.

In sociology and gender studies of labor, emotion pro-
duction, regulation and management is recognized as cen-
tral to service work (Rafaeli and Sutton 1987; Negri and 
Hardt 2005; Hardt 1999; Swenson 2011; Penz and Sauer 
2019). These processes are commonly referred to under the 

umbrella term of “affective labor”. While affective labor is 
also present in the background of industrial labor (Sengers 
2018), it is especially critical for the service sectors that 
define post-Fordist economies, given their heavy reliance on 
the production of immaterial goods (Weeks 2007). Follow-
ing Penz and Sauer (2019), in these economies, “not only 
do the social standards, the rules, and the norms of society 
change but also the people subjected to the social order, 
the subjectivities undergo changes when emotional habits, 
the affective resources or’affective capital’ of people, are at 
stake and targeted in new ways” [p.2]. In relation to this, we 
understand affective labor as a subcategory of immaterial 
labor referring to waged work that relies on the production 
and modification of emotional experiences. In that, affec-
tive labor is rooted in the foundation of human contact and 
interaction; its “products” are relationships and emotional 
responses (Oksala 2016).

Within this broad scope, we find it useful to highlight 
what Hochschild (2012) defined as “emotional labor”. 
Note that this distinguishes emotional labor from affective 
labor. This distinction is important because emotional labor 
addresses processes that pertain to affective labor on the 
individual level, in contrast to the collective and structural 
levels. We follow Hochschild (ibid.) in arguing that emo-
tional labor occurs when an individual produces or modifies 
their emotion experience and emotion display in order to 
meet workplace demands that include, among others, pro-
duction and modification of emotional experiences in other 
people.

With respect to Hochschild’s work, there are two cen-
tral aspects we wish to highlight, namely that (1) when we 
emote, we do not always express whatever is congruent with 
our internal state at a given point in time, but we “curate” 
(i.e., control and present our emotions) in accordance with 
the societal expectations and norms, and that, (2) the norms 
and values operate on our emotions via feeling rules, under-
stood as the standards that are used to determine what is 
“due” in each relation and each role. Hochschild defines this 
process of curating one’s emotions via feeling rules as emo-
tion work. Emotion work becomes emotional labor when it 
is performed to meet workplace demands, and in line with 
externally prescribed organizational norms and established 
practices of work performance.

Notably, Hochschild has been extensively criticized, 
among others, for taking on an essentialist position i.e., for 
assuming that there is some “true” or authentic emotional 
self (Weeks 2007). In some ways, this is reminiscent of the 
internalist understanding of emotions in HRI, which also 
assumes the existence of a discrete, but also objectively-
knowable emotion. Despite this similarity and critique, 
Hochschild’s work has proven itself instrumental for the 
fields of sociology and work psychology. In this paper, 
we refer to the concept of emotional labor specifically to 
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highlight the difference between how service employees 
feel and how they are expected to appear to feel. The con-
ceptualization of this difference in terms of the two strate-
gies surface and deep acting (Hulsheger and Schewe 2011; 
Ashforth and Humphrey 1993)—is another contribution that 
stems from Hochschild’s work and that we will draw in our 
follow-up discussion. Deep acting refers to the situations 
of experience and display of emotions wherein the profes-
sionally required and the authentic feelings of an individual 
align. By contrast, surface acting is oriented toward behav-
ioral response, and can be described as an effortful process 
of managing one’s emotions (Hulsheger and Schewe 2011).

Important for the present discussion, deep acting and sur-
face acting of emotions as part of service work are associ-
ated with the so-called emotion-rule dissonance (Hulsheger 
and Schewe 2011). Emotion-rule dissonance arises in the 
situations of conflict between an inner state of an individual 
and the externally prescribed feeling rules. In other words, 
deep and surface acting represents two strategies of emo-
tional labor that workers can engage in as a response to 
the perceived need to regulate one’s emotions to meet the 
demands of the workplace situation.

3.1  Social service robots and affective labor

This section is concerned with how professional service 
robots may contribute and disrupt individual emotional 
labor, and the collective socio-affective structures in ser-
vice sector workplaces. In this regard, we highlight three 
points: (1) the relationship between the narrow repertoire 
of social and affective behavior of service robots and the 
potential burden on emotional labor of human employees 
that may arise from such limitations; (2) the contribution 
of service robots to established corporate “feeling rules” 
and (gendered) stereotypes about service work; (3) the re-
shaping of social and affective structures between people as 
an outcome of interactions with the robot.

Above, we discussed how decisions about social and 
affective behaviors in professional service robots deployed 
in profit-oriented service sectors are shaped by the techno-
logical constraints on the robot’s design and by internalist 
models of emotions in HRI. To these, add dominant codes 
and narratives about service work, as well as the general 
goals (i.e., increased profitability; standardization of ser-
vice) that the current deciding stakeholders pursue with 
the robotization of service tasks (the Henn-na hotel is one 
example—Osawa et al, 2017). Taken together, these factors 
result in robot designs that represent a significant reduc-
tion in complexity (Kaerlin 2015) of social and affective 
behaviors, when compared to the complexity of behaviors 
in human employees performing similar tasks.

The reduction in complexity suggests a tension between 
human employees, whose emotions is guided—but not 

determined—by organizational and cultural norms, and 
the fixed and narrow behavior repertoires of professional 
service robots; and it raises a concern about how com-
plexity reduction might contribute to the reinforcement of 
stereotypes and dominant representations of affective labor 
and of service workers. And how such reinforcement, in 
turn, may place additional burden on service employees’ 
emotional labor (see e.g., Stock and Merkle 2018).

For example, gender is purposefully ascribed to some 
social robots (see e.g., Powers et al. 2005; Stroessner and 
Benitez 2019) as a way of ‘simplifying’ interactions, since, 
it is hoped, gendered codes will steer users towards certain 
types of interpretations (Coeckelbergh 2019; Moran 2019). 
This is especially the case for interactions that are assumed 
to be associated with the robot’s assigned “gender” (Shaw-
Garlock 2017). Problematically, this affects more than just 
a reduction in complexity. Namely, gendering professional 
service robots perpetuates normative ideas about “wom-
en’s work” (ibid.), and about the demands upon their affec-
tive labor that further burden female employees (Weeks 
2007).

Apart from an increased burden on emotional labor, 
another concern is related to the processes of change in 
organizational norms and practices of performing emotional 
labor that may be halted or significantly reshaped with the 
introduction of a professional service robot. Precisely, Ash-
forth and Humphrey (1993) argue that service employees 
are able to step out of the roles prescribed by organizational 
culture to communicate the nature and depth of their per-
sonal convictions; or to respond to a non-trivial situation. If 
these instances of stepping out accumulate, they may lead 
to reshaping of organizational identities and to formation 
of new feeling and display rules. The openness to change 
and resistance (Tsianos, and Papadopoulos 2006) on the one 
hand, and the narrow and fixed behaviors of professional 
service robots on the other hand, introduces another tension 
that requires further (empirical) investigations.

That being said, it is important to remember that emo-
tional labor is not always associated with increased negative 
outcomes such as emotion-rule dissonance and, as a result, 
increased stress, burnout and workplace dissatisfaction. To 
the contrary, in many instances, service workers engage in 
deep acting voluntarily and take pride in the emotional labor 
they perform (see e.g. Penz and Sauer 2019). For the sce-
narios where a professional service robot is introduced, this 
invites questions how to: (1) avoid placing additional burden 
on human employees’ emotional labor, (2) enable scenarios 
and interactions where human employees would engage in 
deep acting voluntarily.

The possibility of the latter is suggested in the study by 
Tuomi et al. (2020) where, in the role of differentiators, 
front-line restaurant employees spent more time on the floor 
interacting with customers. According to the study’s authors, 
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the increased time to interact with customers could lead to 
positive outcomes on individual and organizational levels.

However, it did not prove to be the case in the Henn-na 
hotel, which failed with regard to allowing its employees 
to focus on customers in a similar way, because robotiza-
tion added routine maintenance tasks and the managing of 
guests’ interactions with the robots to the employees’ work-
load. This outcome is not only the opposite of the Henn-
na managers’ goal, but also runs contrary to the post-work 
imaginary’s shift towards work-as self-actualization, as asso-
ciated with robotization (Hester and Srnicek 2019). To this 
point, Wajcman (1991) work may be instructive, because it 
illustrates how norms and standards can be shifted following 
the introduction of a technology, in a way that places higher, 
not fewer, demands on the people it was designed to benefit.

Another important insight stemming from the sociology 
of labor perspective on emotions in service work concerns 
spontaneous positive externalities, such as networks, attach-
ments, passions. For instance, by extending Foucault’s con-
cept of biopower, Hardt (1999) argues that affective labor is 
not only an instrument of subjectivation and dominance, but 
is a possibility for solidarity because it enriches production 
to the level of complexity of human interaction.

To this point, previous work hints at ways in which robots 
may reshape social dynamics at the workplace. A curious 
example is a snack delivering mobile robot that mistakenly 
called a participant by another participant’s name. In this 
situation, a narrative had already emerged in the office in 
which the robot was deployed, that the robot preferred the 
participant whose name it called, though the logs show the 
robot spoke no more to this participant than to anyone else. 
The robot’s mistake was variously interpreted by the partici-
pants as “flirting with” or having a crush on the participant 
whose name it called out (Severinson-eklundh et al. 2003). 
Reminiscent of Höök et al. (2003) affective technologies and 
other devices discussed in Boehner et al. (2005), the robot 
reshaped social dynamics by opening up a space for employ-
ees to come together and exchange feelings and impressions.

Another example to consider in relation to being affected 
by and affecting others is Castaneda (2001) analysis of robot 
Cog’s skin which serves as a boundary to protect the device 
from contact and harm. Interestingly, a parallel could be 
drawn between touch, in Cog case, and sexual harassment 
in the service sector. As is the case with Cog, touch reflects 
a boundary, and serves as a paradigmatic example of a situ-
ation in which the particular environment frames actions in 
particular ways (Good and Cooper 2016). By drawing this 
parallel, we recast Cog in relation to sexual harassment in 
a way that raises questions about how professional service 
robots could act to intervene upon sentiments like it being 
service employees’ job to be “friendly” (ibid.), even when 
they feel threatened (as Cog is by any touch at all).

Significantly, while affective and emotional labor relate to 
all service employees, not only women, this example illus-
trates they do not do so in the same way (Oksala 2016). 
Notably, it is these moments of difference that lead Suchman 
(2007) to point out that the design of robots could be a site of 
resistance, at which normative expectations are intentionally 
confounded in order to interrupt the reiteration of a limited 
and essentialized femininity. For example, making Cog’s 
vulnerability visible, and that of its successors deployed in 
the service sector, might be part of an intervention that prob-
lematizes casual, unwanted sexual advances against service 
workers (cf. Knox 2019).

To summarize, fundamentally, what affective and emo-
tional labor offer is a set of insights, questions and meth-
ods to understand the affective dimension of the workplace. 
These, we argue, are invaluable to HRI studies because they 
raise some of the fundamental challenges and questions that 
will have to be addressed for any professional service robot 
to be successful. In the next section, we will discuss method-
ologies that might allow HRI to respond to these challenges.

4  Methodological implications for HRI

Concerning all social robots, Seibt et al. (2018) crucial 
insight is that research, design, and development do not pro-
duce robots, but interactions. The shift in focus from robots 
as stand-alone artifacts to interactions makes for the central 
question: how can desired interactions be understood and 
designed? As far as service labor is concerned, this requires 
including knowledge and methods produced especially to 
study this socio-cultural domain (ibid.).

The previous section summarized valuable theoretical 
and empirical insights from the sociology of work, and how 
these, in our view, relate to professional service robots. In 
this section we will rely on these insights for a more method-
ology-oriented discussion about how design and evaluation 
of professional service robots can be improved by integrat-
ing these perspectives.

We point to three immediate practical concerns, namely 
that (1) we must recognize service employees as central 
stakeholders in relation to professional service robots, 
(2) recognizing service employees as stakeholders entails 
a shift in the primary methods used to study HRI in the 
context of professional service robots, and (3) this opens 
up service robots as sites for intervention into a variety of 
socio-political issues, in particular concerning (workplace) 
identity and gender. Practically, such interventions leave 
considerable tasks on designers’ tables (Baker 2018), who, 
we will suggest, could apply particular design approaches 
that offer a break with the current, more technologically-
oriented methods.
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Part of the latter task, as we have also tried here, is reflect-
ing on how current design methods reproduce dominant 
sociotechnical norms, and how we respond to this. Consider 
that the relative absence of service employees from studies 
about professional service robots illustrates that the design 
of post-industrial society is not determined, but contingent 
(Feenberg 2010). This suggests that dominant design prin-
ciples will tend to focus on (and then reify) the values and 
interests of the hegemonic cultural imaginary (in relation 
to robots, see e.g., Kovacic 2018). In the concrete case of 
professional service robots this would (and does) establish 
factors like narrowly-defined efficiency, and other perfor-
mance-related outcomes as the central measures of success 
(see also Sabanovic 2010). This has come at the expense of 
considering demands on workers, as we have illustrated in 
reference to affective and emotional labor.

One suggestion to address this challenge is by democra-
tizing technology by inviting more actors to participate in 
the design process. For “technology has beneficial potenti-
alities that are suppressed under capitalism and state social-
ism. These potentialities could be realized along a different 
developmental path where power is more equally distrib-
uted” (Feenberg 2010, 71 cited in Coeckelbergh 2020, 91). 
One way to distribute power more equally, when it comes to 
professional service robots, is by permitting service employ-
ees a louder voice in their design and in decisions about their 
deployment.

Within HRI, authors including Severinson-Eklundh 
et al. (2003) previously raised similar concerns, albeit from 
a different angle, about the degree to which employees are 
involved in the decisions and processes leading up to the 
potential deployment of service robots at their workplace. 
While early inclusion of human co-workers in this process 
has also been identified as a crucial element of attitudes to 
robot co-workers (Kaufmann et al. 2019).

In cases when robots are already deployed though, we 
point to Usability, Social Acceptance, User Experience, and 
Societal Impact (USUS) evaluation framework as the most 
extensive’tool’/evaluation method in HRI, also because it 
does take into account more sociological perspectives (Weiss 
et al. 2009; Weiss 2010). However, the framework’s focus, at 
first, was primarily on the investigations of representations 
and expectations concerning “sociotechnical imaginaries” 
(Jasanoff 2004), as informed by narratives generated in lit-
erature, mass media, as well as by the visions of the future 
by researchers and developers. As a result, studies continued 
to give little attention to the lived experiences of people 
interacting and co-working with humanoid robots long-
term. While an additional recent publication (Wallström and 
Lindblom 2020) was intended to “extend/improve” USUS, 
we do not agree this was accomplished, since the extension 
reverted to a more engineering/design-based view.

Given these limitations, the current formulation of 
USUS appears insufficient. However, there is a place 
within USUS to engage with the issues around affec-
tive and emotional labor. Specifically, these could be 
addressed within the evaluation factor “Societal Impact”, 
which Weiss et al. (2001) define as: “[…] all effects the 
introduction of robotic agents causes for the social life 
of a specific community (taking cultural differences into 
account) in terms of quality of life, working conditions 
and employment, and education”. Thus, USUS offers a 
way to integrate the points raised in this paper with other 
factors in terms of which professional service robots might 
be evaluated.

What USUS does not offer is a set of methods with which 
to integrate the points we have raised in the preceding seg-
ments into the design process of professional service robots. 
However, the fact that we urge HRI to place greater empha-
sis on employees as stakeholders in itself suggests a way to 
approach this challenge. For, one motivation for this shift in 
emphasis is the insight that employees bring a particular set 
of values to their workplace, which are key to understand-
ing how they relate to and interact with professional service 
robots, as well as with other people. Thus, values re-emerge 
as a prism through which to investigate the relations between 
such robots and service employees, much like values are an 
important aspect of work on affective and emotional labor, 
for example in relation to stepping out of corporate feeling 
rules (Ashforth and Humphrey 1993).

Now, “observing values within a system is a complex 
endeavor whereby the promotion of one value may be ful-
filled while at the same time there is a tradeoff with another 
value.” (van Wynsberghe 2013). While this conflict cannot 
be resolved within HRI, what we can do is develop methods 
for mapping and reconciling different values. In fact, this is 
the core of value sensitive design, which offers a range of 
specific methods through which insights from the sociology 
of work can be incorporated.

Specifically, “Value Sensitive Design is a theoretically 
grounded approach to the design of technology that accounts 
for human values in a principled and comprehensive man-
ner throughout the design process” (Friedman et al. 2013). 
Within the domain of HCI, for example, Friedman et al. 
(2017) identify 14 value sensitive design methods, includ-
ing one’s related to particular stakeholders, values and the 
co-evolution of technology and society.

In relation to HRI, Aimee van Wynsberghe (2013, 2016) 
has been working on the value-sensitive design approach as 
a means for creating a framework tailored to care contexts. 
For values sensitive design, it is crucial that, “if ethics is 
to be included in the design process of robots, one must 
first identify the moral precepts of significance followed by 
an account as to how to operationalize said precepts” (van 
Wynsberghe 2013, p.408). This raises questions about what 



495AI & SOCIETY (2022) 37:487–499 

1 3

are the specific issues pertaining to corporate environments. 
In our view, part of the challenge is that these questions 
extend beyond HRI—beyond any single discipline/perspec-
tive in fact—meaning they require collaborative effort and 
interdisciplinary work.

A more fundamental challenge is that value sensitive 
design in general, and van Wynsberghe (2013, 2016) as 
a distinguished example of it, assumes the existence of a 
particular set of identifiable values. Whereas, research on 
professional service robots does not currently have a litera-
ture about corresponding values to draw on. In fact, studies 
in the sociology of work even emphasize local aspects like 
corporate feelings rules as a crucial aspect of affective and 
emotional labor. This suggests that a value sensitive design 
will need to be complemented by another method well-suited 
to bringing out values and to empowering service employees 
to voice their own perspective on them.

Here, a participatory design stance may offer a solu-
tion. This approach has already been well developed and 
used in HRI (see e.g. Bertel et al. 2013; Björling and Rose 
2019), and using PD would enable us to likewise explore, 
on an empirical ground, open and interpret issues like those 
discussed above in relation to emotion-rule dissonance. 
It is promising that, in recent years, participatory design 
approaches are gaining popularity in the HRI community 
(Lee et al. 2017).

Usefully, one aspect of PD approaches involves reducing 
emphasis on making robots more sophisticated technologi-
cally. Instead, it offers an opportunity to engage in a conver-
sation about the necessity and desirability of such techno-
logical sophistication in the first place. Here, the strength of 
a PD stance is that it aligns stakeholders’ views on what is 
useful/needed/desired/valued. In this way, PD breaks with 
the practice of engineers starting the design process with 
introspection (Forsythe 1999).

Interestingly, a PD approach also does not foreclose any 
particular abilities of the robots. For example, while the very 
necessity of attempts to achieve emotions that comes close 
to that of humans is contested within the HRI expert com-
munity (Sharkey and Sharkey 2010), a PD stance empowers 
service employees to take a larger role in this conversation. 
Broadly, in response to the complexity, open-endedness and 
“interpretative flexibility” (Howcroft et al. 2004 cited in Van 
Wynsberghe 2013) (for example, see Ljungblad et al. 2012; 
Vishwanath et al. 2019) this suggests that HRI can leave 
room to engage in conversation about people’ experiences 
with robots (Turkle et al. 2006) and about specific issues like 
human vulnerabilities (Coeckelbergh 2013).

In the context of professional service robots, taking a PD 
stance reiterates that people, who are to share work spaces 
and work tasks with service robots, can and should partici-
pate in the decision with respect to the role they think the 

robot ought to take, and whether and how the robot ought to 
perform affective and social behaviors.

One especially interesting situation might arise if par-
ticipants in the PD process of a professional service robot 
appear to decide that their concerns are not to do with 
technology design/development at all. In this situation, it 
is our view that a PD allows/should allow participants to 
reformulate the problem since problem-framing is a central 
aspect of the methodology in the first place. In fact, this 
might be an avenue towards the more critical aspect of the 
approach we outline in this paper. For, leaving the funda-
mental framing of the problem open, as PD does, allows a 
service employee, or any other individual, to identify the 
issues outside a “technology-fix”.

Further to this point, and bearing in mind Wajcman 
(1991) warnings about the uncertain emancipatory promises 
of technological artifacts, we contend that the key in rela-
tion to professional service robots is designing empowered 
interactions, above and beyond designing artifacts, that can 
counteract existing norms. One point to come back to, as a 
result, is that the openness of the problem framing makes it 
even more important to have an interdisciplinary approach 
to the process of developing robots for affective labor since 
issues here overlap with those in the social sciences and 
humanities.

Indeed, we consider having shown that the development 
and application of professional service robots is a fabric of 
layered and overlapping issues across disciplines. Inspired 
by Seibt et  al (2018) we hope that by integrating these 
approaches in this paper, we have contributed to transform-
ing some central notions about effect, emotions and service 
labor in HRI.

5  Conclusion

To summarize, this paper makes a number of contributions 
to HRI research into professional service robots.

First, it suggests how affective perspectives, as informed 
by sociology of labor, could be further integrated in HRI 
research. We pointed out that popular models of emotions 
in social robotics are internalist and rely primarily on map-
ping the internal states of a robot onto predefined categories 
of emotion signaling behavior. We highlighted interactional 
approaches to emotion instead and pointed out how these 
shift the focus towards interactions, rather than artifacts, 
and to sociality that cannot be scripted in any straight-for-
ward way. In our view, the crucial aspect of this shift is that 
it moves HRI away from an understanding of humans as 
passive users, understood through the prism of robots, to 
humans understood as active participants in a dynamically 
unfolding social interaction.
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Second, we introduce a social and labor science per-
spective on human–robot interactions in work settings, 
which, unlike the previous point, has not received much 
attention in HRI thus far. We argued that both current stud-
ies of professional service robots in HRI leave out more 
nuanced psychological, relational and political impli-
cations of social robots for the human labor force. For, 
affective and emotional labor raise a number of crucial 
concerns.

Third, we responded to these omissions by consider-
ing how particular challenges could be approached within 
HRI. One challenged concerned emotion-rule dissonance, 
which makes apparent the extent of service sector employ-
ees emotional labor. An approach within HRI would be to 
consider whether there are opportunities for professional 
service robots to facilitate deep acting, or if there are other 
ways these robots could enable service sector employees to 
express deep-felt emotions.

In turn, we considered that such displays are guided by 
and, on occasion, break out of corporate feeling rules. In 
relation to this, we discussed professional service robots 
understood as a reduction of complexity. Especially inter-
esting future work in this regard might deal with what would 
be involved in getting a service robot to act accordingly and 
in (in)appropriate violation of such rules. Moreover, robots’ 
presence as social actors within service-oriented work-
places raises questions about how these robots might act 
to solidify or modify existing feeling rules. That, if nothing 
else, establishes them as normative technologies that give 
practical effect and meaning to certain ideas and beliefs that 
they embody (Jasanoff 2004), for example about what to feel 
when and how to express it.

We grounded our proposal for the inclusion of these more 
relational and experience-based aspects of co-working with 
service robots in participatory design and value-sensitive 
design approaches. We also discussed the USUS as a poten-
tial candidate framework for the evaluation of socio-rela-
tional factors for the robots already deployed in the field. 
We emphasized that these methodologies offer an approach 
to the introduction of professional service robots that would 
recognize service employees as central stakeholders, and 
also empower them as co-designers of their potential robot 
co-workers.

We hope that our paper contributes in a meaningful way 
to the strengthening of interdisciplinary work in HRI. In it, 
we have offered a theoretical account of dimensions of emo-
tional and affective labor in service work and related these to 
existing frameworks in HRI that already stress the necessity 
for more human-centered thinking. Throughout, we provided 
suggestions for how HRI could respond to the issues and 
opportunities we have raised and invited further discussion 
about how insights from social sciences can enable more 

responsible and aware integration of service robots in real-
life settings.

A particular concern has been that professional service 
robots are embedded in broader socio-political issues like 
identity and that these robots can be a site of intervention 
if transdisciplinary research succeeds in empowering stake-
holders to co-design potential future robotic co-workers.

Funding Open access funding provided by TU Wien (TUW).

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attri-
bution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing, adapta-
tion, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long 
as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, 
provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes 
were made. The images or other third party material in this article are 
included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated 
otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in 
the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not 
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will 
need to obtain permission directly from the copyright holder. To view a 
copy of this licence, visit http:// creat iveco mmons. org/ licen ses/ by/4. 0/.

References

Alac M (2016) Social robots: things or agents? AI Soc 31(4):519–535
Ashforth BE, Humphrey RH (1993) Emotional labor in service roles: 

the influence of identity. Acad Manag Rev 18(1):88–115
Ashforth BE, Tomiuk MA (2000) Emotional labour and authenticity: 

views from service agents. In: Fineman S (ed) Emotion in organi-
zations (chapter. 10). SAGE Publications, London, pp 184–230

Baker SE (2018) Post-work futures and full automation: towards a 
feminist design methodology. Open Cult Stud 2(1):540–552

Belanche D, Casalo LV, Flavian C, Schepers J (2020) Service robot 
implementation: a theoretical framework and research agenda. 
Serv Ind J 40(3–4):203–225

Belpaeme T, Kennedy J, Baxter P, Vogt P, Krahmer EEJ, Kopp S, Berg-
mann K, Leseman P, Küntay AC, Göksun T, Pandey AK, Gelin 
R, Kaudelkova P, Debleick T (2015) L2TOR-second language 
tutoring using social robots. First Workshop on Educational 
Robots (WONDER). In: Proceedings of the 7th International 
Conference on Social Robotics. Lecture notes in computer sci-
ence book series (LNCS), vol 9388. Springer, Berlin, Heidelberg, 
Paris, pp. 1–5

Bertel LB, Rasmussen DM, Christiansen E (2013) Robots for real: 
developing a participatory design framework for implementing 
educational robots in real world learning environments. In: Pro-
ceedings of the IFIP Conference on Human-Computer Interac-
tion. Springer, Berlin, Heidelberg, Cape Town, pp 437–444

Björling EA, Rose E (2019) Participatory research principles in human-
centered design: engaging teens in the co-design of a social 
robot. Multimodal Technol Interact 3(1):8–24

Breazeal C (2003a) Toward sociable robots. Robot Auton Syst 
42:167–175

Breazeal C (2003b) Emotion and sociable humanoid robots. Int J Hum 
Comput Stud 59(1–2):119–155

Boehner K, DePaula R, Dourish P, Sengers P (2005) Affect: from 
information to interaction. In: Proceedings of the 4th decennial 
conference on Critical computing: between sense and sensibility. 
ACM, Aarhus, pp 59–68

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


497AI & SOCIETY (2022) 37:487–499 

1 3

Boehner K, DePaula R, Dourish P, Sengers P (2007) How emotion 
is made and measured. Int J Hum Comput Stud 65(4):275–291

Boiger M, Mesquita B (2012) The construction of emotion in interac-
tions, relationships, and cultures. Emot Rev 4(3):221–229

Broekens J, Heerink M, Rosendal H (2009) Assistive social robots in 
elderly care: a review. Gerontechnology 8(2):94–103

Brooks R (2013) Robots at work: Toward a smarter factory. Futurist 
47(3):24–27

Brooks RA, Breazeal C, Marjanović M, Scassellati B, Williamson MM 
(1998) The Cog project: Building a humanoid robot. In: Inter-
national Workshop on Computation for Metaphors, Analogy, 
and Agents. Lecture Notes in Artificial Intelligence, vol 1562. 
Springer, Berlin, Heidelberg, Aizu, pp 52–87

Campa R (2016) The rise of social robots: a review of the recent litera-
ture. J Evol Technol 26(1):106–113

Carpenter J, Davis JM, Erwin-Stewart N, Lee TR, Bransford JD, Vye 
N (2009) Gender representation and humanoid robots designed 
for domestic use. Int J Soc Robot 1(3):261265

Castaneda C (2001) Robotic skin: The future of touch? In: Ahmed S, 
Stacey J (eds) Thinking through the skin. Routledge, London, 
pp 223–236

Choi Y, Choi M, Oh M, Kim S (2020) Service robots in hotels: under-
standing the service quality perceptions of human-robot interac-
tion. J Hosp Market Manag 29(6):613–635

Coeckelbergh M (2020) Introduction to philosophy of technology. 
Oxford University Press, Oxford

Coeckelbergh M (2019) In technology games/gender games. From 
Wittgenstein’s toolbox and language games to gendered robots 
and biased artificial intelligence. In: Loh J, Coeckelbergh M (eds) 
Feminist philosophy of technology, vol 2. Springer Nature, New 
York, pp 27 - 38

Coeckelbergh M (2013) Human being@ risk: enhancement, technol-
ogy, and the evaluation of vulnerability transformations. Science 
& Business Media Series, vol 12. Springer, Berlin

Dautenhahn K (2007) Socially intelligent robots: dimensions of 
human–robot interaction. Philos Trans R Soc B Biol Sci 
362(1480):679–704

Dobrosovestnova A, Hannibal G (2021) Working alongside service 
robots: challenges to workplace identity performance. Culturally 
sustainable social robotics. In: Proceedings of Robophilosophy 
2020, vol 335, pp 148–157

Drexler N, Lapre VB (2019) For better or for worse: shaping the hos-
pitality industry through robotics and artificial intelligence. Res 
Hosp Manag 9(2):117–120

Höök K, Stahl A, Sundström P, Laaksolaahti J (2008) Interactional 
empowerment. In: Proceedings of the SIGCHI conference 
on human factors in computing systems. ACM, Montréal, pp 
647–656

Feenberg A (2010) Between reason and experience: essays in technol-
ogy and modernity. Mit Press, Cambridge

Forsythe DE (1999) “It’s Just a Matter of Common Sense”: ethnog-
raphy as invisible work. Comput Support Cooperative Work 
8(1–2):127–145

Goodrich MA, Crandall JW, Oudah M, Mathema N (2018) Using nar-
rative to enable longitudinal human-robot interactions. In: Pro-
ceedings of the 13th international conference on human-robot 
interaction. presented at the workshop on longitudinal human–
robot teaming. ACM, Chicago, pp 389–390

Gutierrez-Rodrıguez E (2014) The precarity of feminisation. Int J Poli-
tics Cult Soc 27(2):191–202

Fischer K, Jung M, Jensen LC, ahd aus der Wieschen MV (2019) Emo-
tion expression in HRI–when and why. In: Proceedings of the 
14th ACM/IEEE international conference on human-robot inter-
action. IEEE, Daegu, pp 29–38

Fong T, Nourbakhsh I, Dautenhahn K (2003) A survey of socially 
interactive robots. Robot Auton Syst 42(3–4):143–166

Foucault, M. (1990). The history of sexuality. Vol. 1: An Introduction. 
New York (NY), USA: Vintage.

Friedman B, Kahn PH, Borning A, Huldtgren A (2013) Value sensitive 
design and information systems. In: Doorn N, Schuurbiers D, van 
de Poel I, Gorman M (eds) Early engagement and new technolo-
gies: opening up the laboratory. philosophy of engineering and 
technology, vol 16. Springer, Dordrecht, pp 55–95

Friedman B, Hendry DG, Borning A (2017) A survey of value sen-
sitive design methods. Found Trends Human Comput Interact 
11(2):63–125

Gardecki A, Podpora M, Beniak R, Klin B (2018) The pepper human-
oid robot in front desk application. In: Proceedings of progress in 
applied electrical engineering. IEEE, Koscielisko, pp 1–7

Good L, Cooper R (2016) ‘But it’s your job to be friendly’: Employees 
coping with and contesting sexual harassment from customers in 
the service sector. Gend Work Organ 23(5):447–469

Grossman D (2019) Roving robots arriving at Giant Food Stores. Penn-
live. https:// www. pennl ive. com/ food/ 2019/ 01/ rovin grobo ts- arriv 
ing- at- giant- food- stores. html. Accessed 31 Mar 2020

Gutierrez-Rodriguez E (2014) Domestic work–affective labor: on femi-
nization and the coloniality of labor. Women’s Stud Int Forum 
46:45–53

Haraway D (2006) A cyborg manifesto: science, technology, and 
socialist-feminismin the late 20th century. In: Weiss J, Nolan 
J, Hunsinger J, Trifonas P (eds) The International Handbook of 
Virtual Learning Environments. Springer, Dordrecht

Hardt M (1999) Affective labour. Boundary 26(2):89–100
Hardt M (2015) The power to be affected. Int J Politics Cult Soc 

28(3):215–222
Hester H, Srnicek N (2019) After work: the fight for free time. Verso 

Books, London
Hochschild AR (2012) The managed heart: commercialization of 

human feeling. University of California Press, Los Angeles
Höök K, Sengers P, Andersson G(2003) Sense and sensibility: evalu-

ation and interactive art. In: Proceedings of the SIGCHI confer-
ence on Human factors in computing systems. Ft. Lauderdale, 
pp 241–248

Hülsheger UR, Schewe AF (2011) On the costs and benefits of emo-
tional labor: a meta-analysis of three decades of research. J 
Occup Health Psychol 16(3):361–389

Ivanov SH, Webster C, Berezina K (2017) Adoption of robots and 
service automation by tourism and hospitality companies. Rev 
Turismo Desenvolv 27(28):1501–1517

Ivanov S, Webster C (2019) What should robots do? A comparative 
analysis of industry professionals, educators and tourists. In: 
Proceedings of Information and Communication Technologies 
in Tourism. Springer, Cham, Nicosia, pp 249–262

Jasanoff S (ed) (2004) States of knowledge: the co-production of sci-
ence and the social order. Routledge, London

Jasanoff S, Kim SH (2009) Containing the atom: sociotechnical imagi-
naries and nuclear power in the US and South Korea. Minerva 
47(2):119–146

Jung MF (2017) Affective grounding in human-robot interaction. In: 
Proceedings of the 12th ACM/IEEE International Conference on 
Human-Robot Interaction (HRI’17). IEEE, Vienna, pp 263–273

Kaerlein T (2015) Minimizing the human? Functional reductions of 
complexity in social robotics and their cybernetic heritage. In: 
Vincent J, Taipale S, Sapio B, Lugano G, Fortunati L (eds) Social 
robots from a human perspective, Chapter 7. Springer, Cham, 
pp 77–88

Kamei K, Shinozawa K, Ikeda T, Utsumi A, Miyashita T, Hagita N 
(2010) Recommendation from robots in a real-world retail shop. 
In: proceedings of the international conference on multimodal 

https://www.pennlive.com/food/2019/01/rovingrobots-arriving-at-giant-food-stores.html
https://www.pennlive.com/food/2019/01/rovingrobots-arriving-at-giant-food-stores.html


498 AI & SOCIETY (2022) 37:487–499

1 3

interfaces and the workshop on machine learning for multimodal 
interaction. ACM, Beijing, pp 1–8

Kaufmann K, Ziakas E, Catanzariti M, Stoppa G, Burkhard R, Schulze 
H, Tanner A (2019) Social robots: development and evaluation 
of a human centered application scenario. In: Proceedings of 
the international conference on human interaction and emerging 
technologies. Springer, Cham, Luasanne, pp 3–9

Knox E (2019) Gynoid Survival Kit. Queer STS. Forum 4:21–48
Kovacic M (2018) The making of national robot history in Japan: 

monozukuri, enculturation and cultural lineage of robots. Crit 
Asian Stud 50(4):572–590

Latour B (1987) Science in action: How to follow scientists and engi-
neers through society. Harvard University Press, Cambridge

Lee HR, Sabanovic S, Chang WL, Nagata S, Piatt J, Bennett C, Hak-
ken D (2017) Steps toward participatory design of social robots: 
mutual learning with older adults with depression. In: Proceed-
ings of the 12th ACM/IEEE international conference on Human-
Robot Interaction. ACM, Vienna, pp 244–253

Leite I, Martinho C, Paiva A (2013) Social robots for long-term interac-
tion: a survey. Int J Soc Robot 5(2):291–308

Ljungblad S, Kotrbova J, Jacobsson M, Cramer H, Niechwiadowicz 
K (2012) Hospital robot at work: something alien or an intel-
ligent colleague? In: Proceedings of the ACM 2012 conference 
on Computer Supported Cooperative Work. ACM, Seattle, pp 
177–186

Mankekar P, Gupta A (2016) Intimate encounters: affective labor in 
call centers. Positions 24(1):17–43

McColl D, Nejat G (2014) Recognizing emotional body language 
displayed by a human-like social robot. Int J Soc Robot 
6(2):261–280

Mettler T, Sprenger M, Winter R (2017) Service robots in hospitals: 
new perspectives on niche evolution and technology affordances. 
Eur J Inf Syst 26(5):451–468

Moran JC (2019) programming power and the power of program-
ming: an analysis of racialised and gendered sex robots. In: 
Loh J, Coeckelbergh M (eds) Feminist philosophy of technol-
ogy, vol 2. Springer Nature, New York, pp 39–58

Morozov E (2013) To save everything, click here: Technology, solu-
tionism, and the urge to fix problems that don’t exist. Allen 
Lane, New York

Nakanishi J, Kuramoto I, Baba J, Ogawa K, Yoshikawa Y, Ishiguro 
H (2020) Continuous hospitality with social robots at a hotel. 
SN Appl Sci 2(3):1–13

Reeves B, Nass CI (1996) The media equation: how people treat 
computers, television, and new media like real people and 
places. CSLI Lecture Notes. Cambridge University Press, 
Cambridge

Negri A, Hardt M (2005) Multitude: war and democracy in the age of 
empire. Hamish Hamilton, London

Oksala J (2016) Affective labor and feminist politics. Signs J Women 
Cult Soc 41(2):281–303

Osawa H, Ema A, Hattori H, Akiya N, Kanzaki N, Kubo A, Koyama 
T, Ichise R (2017) What is real risk and benefit on work with 
robots? From the analysis of a robot hotel. In: Proceedings of 
the 12th ACM/IEEE International Conference on Human-Robot 
Interaction. ACM, Vienna, pp 241–242

Paiva A, Leite I, Ribeiro T (2015) Emotion modeling for social 
robots. In: Calvo RA, D’Mello S, Gratch JM, Kappas A (eds) 
The Oxford handbook of affective computing. Oxford University 
Press, New York, pp 296–308

Penz O, Sauer B (2019) Governing affects: neoliberalism, neo-bureau-
cracies, and service work. Routledge Studies in the Sociology of 
Emotions. Routledge, Abingdon

Picard RW (2003) What does it mean for a computer to “have” emo-
tions. In: Trappl R, Petta P, Payr S (eds) Emotions in humans and 
artifacts. MIT Press, Cambridge, pp 213–235

Pinillos R, Marcos S, Feliz R, Zalama E, Gomez-Garcıa-Bermejo J 
(2016) Long-term assessment of a service robot in a hotel envi-
ronment. Robot Auton Syst 79:40–57

Powers A, Kramer AD, Lim S, Kuo J, Lee SL, Kiesler S (2005) Elicit-
ing information from people with a gendered humanoid robot. 
In: Proocedings of the IEEE international workshop on robot and 
human interactive communication. IEEE, Nashville, pp 158–163

Prada JM (2010) Economies of affectivity. Caringlabor. https:// carin 
glabor. wordp ress. com/ 2010/ 07/ 29/ juan- martin- prada- econo 
mies- of- affec tivity/. Accessed 20 Apr 2021

Rafaeli A, Sutton RI (1987) Expression of emotion as part of the work 
role. Acad Manag Rev 12(1):23–37

Rhee J (2008) The robotic imaginary: the human and the price of dehu-
manized labor. University of Minnesota Press, Minneapolis

Rodriguez-Lizundia E, Marcos S, Zalama E, Gomez-Garcıa-Bermejo 
J, Gordaliza A (2015) A bellboy robot: Study of the effects of 
robot behaviour on user engagement and comfort. Int J Hum 
Comput Stud 82:83–95

Rodr´ıguez, L. F., and Ramos, F. (2014) Development of computational 
models of emotions for autonomous agents: a review. Cogn Com-
put 6(3):351–375

Sabanovic S, Michalowski MP, Simmons R (2006) Robots in the wild: 
observing human-robot social interaction outside the lab. In: Pro-
ceedings of the 9th IEEE International Workshop on Advanced 
Motion Control. IEEE, Istanbul, pp 596–601

Sabanovic S (2010) Robots in society, society in robots. Int J Soc Robot 
2(4):439–450

Savela N, Turja T, Oksanen A (2017) Social acceptance of robots in 
different occupational fields: a systematic literature review. Int J 
Soc Robot 10(4):493–502

Severinson-Eklundh K, Green A, Hüttenrauch H (2003) Social and 
collaborative aspects of interaction with a service robot. Robot 
Auton Syst 42(3):223–234

Schiebinger L, Klinge I, Snchez de Madariaga I, Paik HY, Schraudner 
M, Stefanick M (eds) (2011–2018) Gendered innovations in sci-
ence, health & medicine, engineering and environment (gendered 
innovations.stanford.edu)

Seibt J, Damholdt MF, Vestergaard C (2018) Five principles of integra-
tive social robotics. In: Proceedings of robophilosophy/TRAN-
SOR. IOS Press, Vienna, pp 28–42

Sengers P (2018) The engineering of experience. In: Blythe M, Monk 
A (eds) Funology 2. Springer, Cham, pp 287–299

Serholt S, Barendregt W (2016) Robots tutoring children: longitudinal 
evaluation of social engagement in child-robot interaction. In: 
Proceedings of the 9th Nordic Conference on Human-Computer 
Interaction. ACM, Gothenburg, pp 1–10

Share P, Pender J (2018) Preparing for a robot future? Social profes-
sions, social robotics and the challenges ahead. Ir J Appl Soc 
Stud 18(1):4

Sharkey N, Ziemke T (2000) Life, mind, and robots. In: Wermter S, 
Sun R (eds) Hybrid neural systems. Hybrid neural systems 1998. 
Lecture notes in computer science, vol 1778. Springer, Berlin, 
Heidelberg

Sharkey N, Sharkey A (2010) The crying shame of robot nannies: an 
ethical appraisal. Interact Stud 11(2):161–190

Shaw-Garlock G (2017) Gendered by design: gender codes in social 
robotics. In: Nørskov M (ed) Social robots: boundaries, potential, 
challenges. Routledge, New York, pp 199–218

Smids J, Nyholm S, Berkers H (2020) Robots in the workplace: a 
threat to - or opportunity for - meaningful work? Philos Technol 
33:503–522

Stock RM, Merkle M (2018) Can humanoid service robots perform bet-
ter than service employees? A comparison of innovative behavior 
cues. In: Proceedings of the 51st Hawaii International Confer-
ence on System Sciences. Curran Associates, Inc., Waikoloa 
Village, pp 1056–1065

https://caringlabor.wordpress.com/2010/07/29/juan-martin-prada-economies-of-affectivity/
https://caringlabor.wordpress.com/2010/07/29/juan-martin-prada-economies-of-affectivity/
https://caringlabor.wordpress.com/2010/07/29/juan-martin-prada-economies-of-affectivity/


499AI & SOCIETY (2022) 37:487–499 

1 3

Stroessner SJ, Benitez J (2019) The social perception of humanoid 
and non humanoid robots: effects of gendered and machinelike 
features. Int J Soc Robot 11(2):305–315

Suchman L (2007) Human-machine reconfigurations: plans and situ-
ated actions. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK

Swenson K (2011) Affective labor and governmental policy: George 
W. Bush’s new freedom commission on mental health. Balt J 
Law Politics 4(2):1–23

Tsianos V, Papadopoulos D (2006) Precarity: a savage journey to the 
heart of embodied capitalism. Transversal J 11(1):1–12

Tung VWS, Au N (2018) Exploring customer experiences with robot-
ics in hospitality. Int J Contemp Hosp Manag 30(7):2680–2697

Tuomi A, Tussyadiah I, Stienmetz J (2020) Service robots and the 
changing roles of employees in restaurants: a cross cultural study. 
e-Rev Tour Res 17(5):662–673

Turkle S, Taggart W, Kidd CD, Dast´e, O. (2006) Relational artifacts 
with children and elders: the complexities of cyber companion-
ship. Connect Sci 18(4):347–361

Turkle S (2006) A nascent robotics culture: new complicities for com-
panionship. AAAI Technology Report Series. http:// web. mit. edu/ 
sturk le/ www/ pdfsf orstw ebpage/ STNas cent% 20Rob otics% 20Cul 
ture. pdf. Accessed 30 Mar 2020

Tussyadiah IP, Park S (2018) Consumer evaluation of hotel service 
robots. In: Proceedings of the international conference informa-
tion and communication technologies in Tourism 2018. Springer, 
Cham, Jönköping, pp 308–320

Van Wynsberghe A (2013) Designing robots for care: care centered 
value-sensitive design. Sci Eng Ethics 19(2):407–433

Van Wynsberghe A (2016) Service robots, care ethics, and design. 
Ethics Inf Technol 18(4):311–321

van Pinxteren MM, Wetzels RW, Rüger J, Pluymaekers M, Wetzels 
M (2019) Trust in humanoid robots: implications for services 
marketing. J Serv Mark 33(4):507–518

Vincent S (2011) The emotional labour process: An essay on the econ-
omy of feelings. Human Relat 64(10):1369–1392

Vincent J, Taipale S, Sapio B, Lugano G, Fortunati L (eds) (2015) 
Social robots from a human perspective. Springer, New York

Vishwanath A, Singh A, Chua YHV, Dauwels J, Magnenat-Thalmann 
N (2019) Humanoid co-workers: how is it like to work with a 
robot?. In: Proceedings of the 28th IEEE international confer-
ence on robot and human interactive communication. IEEE, New 
Delhi, pp 1–6

Wajcman J (1991) Feminism confronts technology. Penn State Univer-
sity Press, University Park

Wallström J, Lindblom J (2020) Design and Development of the USUS 
Goals Evaluation Framework. In: Jost C, Le Pévédic B, Bel-
paeme T, Bethel C, Chrysostomou D, Crook N, Grandgeorge M, 
Mirning N (eds) Human-robot interaction: evaluation methods 
and their standardization. Springer, Cham, pp 177–201

Weeks K (2007) Life within and against work: affective labor, femi-
nist critique, and post-Fordist politics. Ephemera Theory Politics 
Organiz 7(1):233–249

Weiss A, Bernhaupt R, Lankes M, Tscheligi M (2009) The USUS 
evaluation framework for human-robot interaction. Symposium 
on new frontiers in human-robot interaction. In: Proceedings of 
artificial intelligence and simulation of behaviour convention, vol 
4, no 1. AISB, Edinburgh, pp 158–165

Weiss A (2010) Validation of an evaluation framework for human–
robot interaction. The impact of usability, social acceptance, user 
experience, and societal impact on collaboration with humanoid 
robots (Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation). University of Salz-
burg, Salzburg

Weiss A, Bernhaupt R, Tscheligi M (2001) The USUS evaluation 
framework for user-centered HRI. In: Dautenhahn K, Saunders 
J (eds) New frontiers in human-robot interaction, vol 2. John 
Benjamins Publishing, Amsterdam, pp. 89–110

Weiss A, Igelsböck J, Wurhofer D, Tscheligi M (2011) Looking for-
ward to a “robotic society”? Int J Soc Robot 3(2):111–123

Wirtz J, Patterson PG, Kunz WH, Gruber T, Lu VN, Paluch S, Martins 
A (2018) Brave new world: service robots in the frontline. J Serv 
Manag 29(5):907–931

Yang L, Henthorne TL, George B (2020) Artificial intelligence and 
robotics technology in the hospitality industry: current applica-
tions and future trends. In: George B, Paul J (eds) Digital trans-
formation in business and society. Palgrave Macmillan, Cham, 
pp 211–228

You S, Robert Jr LP (2018) Human-robot similarity and willingness 
to work with a robotic co-worker. In:Proceedings of the 2018 
ACM/IEEE International Conference on Human-Robot Inter-
action (HRI ’18). Association for Computing Machinery, New 
York, NY, USA, pp 251–260

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to 
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

http://web.mit.edu/sturkle/www/pdfsforstwebpage/STNascent%20Robotics%20Culture.pdf
http://web.mit.edu/sturkle/www/pdfsforstwebpage/STNascent%20Robotics%20Culture.pdf
http://web.mit.edu/sturkle/www/pdfsforstwebpage/STNascent%20Robotics%20Culture.pdf

	Service robots for affective labor: a sociology of labor perspective
	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2 Approaches to emotions in HRI
	3 Sociology of labor perspectives on emotions
	3.1 Social service robots and affective labor

	4 Methodological implications for HRI
	5 Conclusion
	References




