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Ethically-Aware Participatory Design of a Productivity Social Robot for
College Students
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Abstract— College students often face academic and life stres-
sors affecting productivity, especially students with Attention
Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD) who experience exec-
utive functioning challenges. Conventional productivity tools
typically demand sustained self-discipline and consistent use,
which many students struggle with, leading to disruptive app-
switching behaviors. Socially Assistive Robots (SARs), known
for their intuitive and interactive nature, offer promising poten-
tial to support productivity in academic environments, having
been successfully utilized in domains like education, cognitive
development, and mental health. To leverage SARs effectively in
addressing student productivity, this study employed a Partici-
patory Design (PD) approach, directly involving college students
and a Student Success and Well-Being Coach in the design
process. Through interviews and a collaborative workshop,
we gathered detailed insights on productivity challenges and
identified desirable features for a productivity-focused SAR.
Importantly, ethical considerations were integrated from the
onset, facilitating responsible and user-aligned design choices.
Our contributions include comprehensive insights into stu-
dent productivity challenges, SAR design preferences, and
actionable recommendations for effective robot characteristics.
Additionally, we present stakeholder-derived ethical guidelines
to inform responsible future implementations of productivity-
focused SARs in higher education.

I. INTRODUCTION

College students face many academic stressors, includ-
ing adapting to a new environment, managing demanding
coursework, balancing time effectively, navigating classroom
competition, coping with fear of failure, and meeting family
expectations [1], [2], [3]. These challenges not only hinder
productivity, but also contribute to anxiety and depression,
ultimately reducing psychological well-being [4]. In fact,
research indicates that undergraduate college students ex-
perience depression at a higher rate than the general pop-
ulation [5]. The issue becomes more pronounced amongst
students diagnosed with Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Dis-
order (ADHD) as they experience heightened difficulties
with executive functioning [6], [7]. Although productivity
tools like planners and mobile apps exist, their effectiveness
depends on self-discipline and consistent use, which many
students find difficult to sustain. Moreover, they also cause
constant app switching which disrupts focus [8]. Hence, there
is a need for more effective and engaging support systems
that help students develop sustainable productivity habits.

Socially Assistive Robots (SARs) [9] offer a promising
solution to college students’ productivity challenges by pro-
viding natural, intuitive interactions. SARs have been suc-
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cessfully used across various domains, including promoting
creativity in children [10], teaching support in kindergartens
[11], social development for children with autism [12], and
cognitive therapy for older adults [13]. These applications
highlight SARs’ potential as innovative, personalized tools
for addressing academic productivity pressures.

However, to fully realize the potential of social robots
in supporting college students’ productivity, it is essential
that these systems are designed with direct input from the
students themselves. Participatory Design (PD) is a collab-
orative design approach that involves multiple stakeholders
in the design process to ensure that the resulting product
addresses their needs, challenges, and expectations [14].
Previous studies have used PD to develop SARs in mental
health. For example, PD was used to design a SAR for older
adults with depression in [15], while [16] collaborated with
dementia caregivers to conceptualize a SAR for caregiving
support. In [17], the authors engaged middle and high school
students to explore the design of a social robot for measuring
teen stress, and in [18] insights were gathered from users and
experienced coaches to inform the development of a robotic
well-being coach. These studies highlight the value of PD in
creating user-centered solutions.

In this study, we applied Participatory Design to actively
involve college students and a Student Success and Well-
Being Coach in the design of a SAR for productivity,
ensuring that the resulting productivity-focused bot aligns
with their needs and preferences. To achieve this, we con-
ducted interviews with college students to explore their
productivity challenges and strategies, followed by a group
workshop where selected students collaborated to brainstorm
the robot’s design. Additionally, we interviewed a Student
Success and Well-Being Coach at the local institution to
gather similar insights. Unlike existing PD studies, we
prioritized ethics from the outset by engaging participants
in discussions about ethical considerations, ensuring that
their perspectives shaped both the design and responsible
deployment of the productivity-focused bot.

II. RELATED WORK

a) Socially Assistive Robots for College Students:
SARs have found applications in various domains to support
college students. In [19], Pepper robot was used to study the
effectiveness of social robots in facilitating mental well-being
interventions such as stress-reducing exercises among univer-
sity students. Similarly, in [20], a robotic positive psychology
coach aimed at enhancing the psychological well-being of
college students was developed. In another study, a Socially
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Interactive Robotic Tutor that provides verbal encouragement
to increase student engagement in mathematics education
was created [21]. Alex, a robotic companion that assists col-
lege students in time management and focused work sessions,
was proposed in [22]. Lastly, [23] developed Blossom, a
minimally interactive in-dorm robotic study companion, that
supported college students with ADHD during their work.
While these solutions have shown promising results, none
of these employed a participatory design approach with the
students. By involving students in the co-design process,
this study presents multiple productivity-focused robot pro-
totypes developed by the students based on their needs and
perspectives. The insights gained provide a foundation for
developing SARs tailored to academic settings.

b) Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder: ADHD is
a chronic neurodevelopmental condition marked by signifi-
cant inattention, hyperactivity, and impulsivity [24]. While
typically diagnosed during childhood, its symptoms persist
into adolescence and adulthood, affecting an estimated 2—-8%
of college students [25]. Students with ADHD often face
compounded challenges—ranging from lower academic per-
formance and reduced self-esteem to heightened risks of
depression, anxiety, and social isolation—which can severely
compromise their productivity and overall well-being [26].
Given the extensive presence of ADHD among college
students and its impact on productivity, it becomes important
to involve students with ADHD in our co-design process.
Moreover, the scarcity of research on SARs for young adults
with ADHD highlights the critical value of their insights in
shaping effective solutions. At the same time, incorporating
neurotypical students provides complementary perspectives,
ensuring that our designs are both adaptable and inclusive
across diverse cognitive profiles.

c) Ethics by Design: The inclusion of ethical considera-
tions in participatory design processes is increasingly critical
in social robotics. Recent literature underscores ethical chal-
lenges beyond privacy, including fairness, transparency, and
accountability [27], [28]. Ostrowski et al. [28] specifically
highlight the limited engagement with ethics, equity, and
justice in HRI research, advocating for explicit incorporation
of these considerations into robotic design to address sys-
temic biases and promote equitable interactions. [29] show
that unnoticed Al biases in robotic behavior can reinforce
harmful stereotypes. Their findings illustrate the importance
of embedding explicit ethical awareness and unbiased be-
haviors into robotic systems to mitigate unintended societal
impacts. Moreover, the “Ethics by Design” framework [30]
emphasizes that autonomous systems must inherently pos-
sess the capability to reason ethically, remain within moral
bounds, and transparently justify their actions. This work
provides a robust rationale for integrating ethics directly into
the design phase, thereby facilitating the development of
trustworthy systems. By including questions about ethics in
our participatory design, we align our research with these es-
tablished frameworks and address critical ethical challenges
proactively, ensuring our robotic coach effectively serves
diverse user needs without unintended ethical implications.

III. METHODS

To understand college students’ needs for a productivity-
supporting robot, we conducted a participatory design in-
cluding individual interviews and a group workshop with
students facing productivity challenges, and a Student Suc-
cess and Well-Being Coach. The study was approved by the
Institutional Review Board (IRB #HRPP-2024-125).

A. Participants

We advertised our study through flyers inviting full-time
undergraduate students, aged 18 to 24, who were facing
productivity challenges to participate. The flyers included a
QR code linking to an online sign-up form, which collected
demographic information, self-reported productivity levels
on 5-point Likert scale, and the Adult ADHD Self-Report
Scale (ASRS) [31]. A total of 75 students from the local
university signed up. Invitations to participate in 1-on-1
interviews (cf. section III-B) were sent to all students who
rated their productivity at most 3. The final participant pool
comprised 32 students (17 freshmen, 7 sophomores, 1 junior,
and 7 seniors) from 15 different majors. Participants were
evenly split by gender, with 16 identified as ADHD and 16
as non-ADHD based on their ASRS scores (see Figure 1A).
Each participant was compensated with a gift voucher at the
end of the interview.

10 students, 5 males and 5 females, selected from the 32
who participated in the individual interviews were invited to
participate in a group workshop. Students who indicated in
the interviews that they did not rely on technology for pro-
ductivity were excluded, and 10 participants were randomly
chosen from the remaining pool, with attention to gender
diversity and ASRS scores. 1 participant did not attend the
workshop, resulting in a final group of 9 participants. Based
on the ASRS scores, 4 participants had ADHD, whereas the
remaining 5 did not. Upon completion of the workshop, each
participant was compensated with a gift voucher.

Mental Health and Well-Being Counselors and Student
Success and Well-Being Coaches at the university were also
invited via email to participate in 1-on-1 interviews, though
only one agreed to join the study.

B. Undergraduate Students Interviews

We conducted 1-on-1 interviews with the recruited un-
dergraduate students to gain insights into their productivity
challenges and the tools and strategies they use to enhance
productivity in their daily lives. Additionally, we asked them
for their thoughts on using a social robot designed to enhance
productivity, including any ethical concerns they might have
about such a system. Each interview lasted approximately
15 to 20 minutes and was conducted via Zoom and video
recorded for analysis. Participants completed a pre-interview
survey, which included the Student Time Management Scale
(STMS) [32] and the Negative Attitudes Toward Robots
(NARS) scale [33] to assess their time management skills
and perceptions of robots. STMS results revealed moderate
difficulties across all categories (see Figure 1B).
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Fig. 1: (A) Distribution of participants based on ASRS
scores. (B) Average scores across different STMS manage-
ment categories.

C. Student Success and Well-Being Coach Interview

We also interviewed a Student Success and Well-Being
Coach from the same institution, who has over 10 years of
experience supporting college students with academic chal-
lenges. The interview focused on understanding the produc-
tivity challenges college students commonly face, learning
about some proven strategies the coach recommends, and
discussing the potential role of a social robot in supporting
productivity. This 35-minute interview was conducted online
via Zoom and video recorded for analysis.

D. Group Workshop

The workshop lasted approximately three hours and fea-
tured interactive, hands-on activities to encourage partici-
pants’ active input on the development of a productivity-
focused robot. The workshop started with a welcome and a
brief introduction. It was structured as follows:

Identifying Common Productivity Challenges. It began
with a warm-up discussion in which participants revisited
their productivity challenges. Each participant was asked to
share at least 3 challenges on Mentimeter, an interactive
presentation tool. Additionally, they were asked to vote on
others’ responses they could relate to, helping identify the
most common challenges. Then the participants discussed
their responses with the rest of the group. This brief review
was intended to refocus on their challenges, setting the
foundation for the solution-oriented activities that followed.

Robo Showdown: Exploring Social Robot Designs. In the
next segment, participants were introduced to different social
robots. We showed them videos of Pepper, Paro, Furhat, Jibo,
and QTrobot. These robots were chosen to give participants
an overview of the different possible embodiments of social
robots that have already been developed. After watching,
participants provided verbal and written feedback on the
features and designs of each robot. At the end, they also
ranked the robots based on their preference for the best-
suited design for a potential productivity-focused robot.

Fig. 2: Sample Storyboard shared with Participants.

Team Challenge. In the final segment, participants were
paired up for a competitive challenge that involved two
activities. There were four teams: Teams A, B, and C had
two participants each, and Team D had three participants.
The grouping was designed to explore how team composition
influences design outcomes by comparing an ADHD-only
team (Team A) with a non-ADHD team (Team B) and mixed
teams (Teams C and D) that mirror real-world diversity.

Scenario Creation Activity: Each team identified a personal
productivity challenge and created a storyboard showing
how a social robot designed for productivity enhancement
can help overcome the challenge. We provided them with a
template and an example (see Figure 2) for guidance. They
had 20 minutes to complete this activity, after which each
team presented their scenario to the group.

Prototype Design Activity. Each team created a prototype
of their productivity-focused bot and developed a persona
for it. We used Miro, an online whiteboard platform, for
this activity. Each team was given a template with space
for prototyping, guiding prompts for persona creation, and
questions encouraging reflection on the ethical considerations
involved in designing their prototype. Participants had the
option to choose between creating a digital or physical pro-
totype. They had 30 minutes to complete this task, followed
by presentations to the group.

After both activities, each team ranked other team’s story-
boards and prototypes using a Google Form. The principal
investigator of this study also assessed the work. The team
with the highest aggregate score won a gift voucher, in
addition to the participation incentive.

At the end of the workshop, participants completed a post-
workshop questionnaire which included a second administra-
tion of the NARS scale to measure changes in their attitudes
towards robots after their introduction in the workshop. It
also asked general questions about a productivity-focused
robot, such as its most beneficial features and whether
participants would recommend it to others.

E. Data Analysis Method

We used thematic and content analysis to analyse the
qualitative data. Thematic analysis helps identify, analyse,



and interpret patterns of meaning or themes within qualitative
data [34]. Content analysis is used to quantify and analyse
the presence, meaning, and relationship of such themes [35].
We selected thematic analysis to draw out themes from
the interviews and group workshop, and content analysis to
quantify their frequency and rank them by significance.

IV. FINDINGS
A. Quantitative Findings

Participants’ attitudes toward robots remained unchanged
after the workshop, as measured by NARS (p = 0.2).
Participants in the workshop rated their likelihood of rec-
ommending a productivity-focused robot at an average of 4,
while their likelihood of using it was 3.7 on a 5-point scale,
suggesting a generally positive reception of the concept.

B. Qualitative Findings

1) Common Productivity Related Challenges: The follow-
ing challenges, listed in order of significance, were most
frequently reported by participants during both individual
interviews and the group workshop:

o Procrastination. Students often delay tasks until the last
minute, spending time on social media or engaging in
other non-urgent activities. For example, P8 mentioned that
they would clean their room or focus on another task that
did not have an immediate deadline. P6 and P10 shared
similar experiences, explaining that they feel they have
enough time in the moment and they need the pressure
of impending deadlines to get into a productive mindset.

« Lack of Motivation. Students also struggle with a lack of
motivation to begin tasks. Participants mostly mentioned
doing tasks out of obligation rather than interest. However,
several sources of extrinsic motivation were identified.
These included deadlines, stress, and past experiences of
failing to complete tasks on time and the resulting negative
impact on their work quality. Additionally, the relief felt
after completing a task and the fear of failure, especially
the consequences on GPA, grad school admissions, and
future plans, were considered strong motivating factors.
For some students, the sight of peers working around them
also served as a reminder to stay productive. P1 shared that
being far from home, halfway across the world, motivates
them to remain focused. They remind themselves that they
are in college to learn and gain experiences, and wasting
time would detract from this opportunity.

o Time Management and Task Prioritization. Balancing
multiple commitments leads students to sometimes prior-
itize non-urgent or less important activities. For example,
P12 and P21 shared that, despite creating daily schedules,
they struggle to stick to them due to spending extra time
with friends driven by the fear of missing out or dealing
with unexpected events at the university. They prioritized
these activities over their tasks. The Student Success and
Well-Being Coach also highlighted this issue, adding that
due to poor time management, students often feel they
spend more time on uninteresting tasks than they actually
do and struggle to assess their performance on these tasks

in relation to the time spent. Participants mentioned that

actively reflecting on task significance, breaking tasks into

smaller chunks, and incorporating flexible time blocks into
their schedules helped manage these challenges.

« Task Characteristics and Interest Levels. Productivity on
a task is influenced by how engaging and complex students
perceive the task to be. Tasks that are boring, large, or
difficult often lead to procrastination. Conversely, when
students find the subject matter interesting or manageable,
they are more likely to complete it with ease. Hence,
students often try to connect tasks to something of personal
interest to make them more engaging. Additionally, many
participants mentioned rewarding themselves after com-
pleting boring or difficult tasks as a way to stay motivated.

o Focus and Attention. Sustaining focus for more than 30
minutes is challenging, especially when tasks are demand-
ing. As a result, students often switch between tasks with-
out completing any of them effectively. To minimize this,
many have adopted strategies such as taking regular breaks
and using Pomodoro timers to maintain concentration.

2) Tools for Productivity Enhancement: During individ-
val interviews, participants mentioned various digital and
physical tools they use to enhance productivity and manage
cognitive load. Google Calendar was most popular due to its
user-friendly interface and customizable features like tailored
reminders, detailed event entries, and color-coding for dif-
ferent categories, though some noted issues like easily over-
looked notifications and visual clutter. Notion was frequently
mentioned, though opinions were mixed. Some praised it for
centralized note-taking, task management, and customizable
pages for organizing class information. Others found it
overwhelming due to numerous layouts and customization
features, which sometimes became distractions. The absence
of built-in task reminders was also a notable drawback.
Those who struggled with Notion preferred simpler alterna-
tives like the iPhone’s built-in Notes app for creating to-do
lists, scheduling, and journaling. They valued its minimalist
design, ease of use, quick access, and the satisfaction of
checking off completed tasks. Many relied on the Reminders
app for additional alerts alongside Google Calendar. Less
commonly used tools included Flora (Pomodoro timers),
Opal (app blocking), Microsoft Task Manager, Google Keep,
and ChatGPT (for idea generation). A minority favored
physical tools, like notebooks and whiteboards, to minimize
digital distractions and experience the tangible satisfaction of
marking tasks completed. The insights into each application’s
strengths and weaknesses provide valuable guidance for
designing a robotic productivity system. Such a system must
combine the best features of existing tools to address the full
spectrum of individual cognitive and work style needs.

3) Robot Form: In the group workshop, participants
ranked 5 robots (Furhat, Jibo, Paro, Pepper, and QTrobot)
from most (1) to least (5) preferred form for a productivity-
focused robot. Jibo received the lowest total score, indicating
the highest preference, followed by Pepper, with Paro and
QTrobot tied. Furhat was the least preferred form. The
scores for each robot are shown in Figure 3. Participants
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Fig. 3: Aggregate preference scores for the five robots; lower
scores reflect higher overall preference.

preferred a small, abstract, and portable robot with a screen,
that could be easily carried and used anywhere without
causing disturbance to people nearby. They also disliked
a childlike appearance in robots, feeling it would make
them less inclined to take the robot’s guidance seriously.
Additionally, they preferred the robot not to have an overly
human-like face as this would make it unsettling to use.

4) Robot Prototypes: The prototypes developed by the
teams during the group workshop are shown in Figure 4,
with further details provided in Table 1.

e Bimo: Team A developed Bimo, a gender-neutral robot
named after BMO, a character from Adventure Time. Bimo
serves as a “smart friend who can joke around and have
fun but can also mentor you when needed.” It is portable,
equipped with a tablet and a lamp that doubles as a speaker.

e« Max: Team B created Max, a gender-neutral robot that
blends human and animal traits. Max functions as an “as-
sistant (divides tasks), friend (rewards you, plays music),
mentor (guiding you, making decisions).” It features a
tablet, wheels for movement, arms that display gestures
such as hugging or giving a high-five, and paws that
provide warmth for comfort through physical touch.

o Roberto: Team C designed Roberto, another gender-
neutral robot. Roberto acts as a coach as it “encourages
students to do work, monitors distractions, provides moti-
vation similar to how a coach would.” It is portable and
features a screen that rotates 360 degrees.

o Bammy: Team D developed Bammy, a portable robot that
acts as both mentor and motivator. The team emphasized
that they did not want a robot that was “too strict, con-
trolling, and too friendly / too chatty.” Bammy includes a
tablet and smartwatch to monitor stress and health.

5) Robot Capabilities: The robots designs shared several
features identified through thematic and content analysis.
Here, we discuss these themes in order of significance.

o Assisting with Managing Tasks and Creating Per-
sonalized Schedules. All prototypes were designed with
features to help create schedules based on users’ preferred
time intervals (weekly, daily, or another interval). They
supported task prioritization and breakdown. Additionally,
Bammy featured the ability to personalize schedules ac-
cording to individual work styles and preferences.

o Using Timers for Work Sessions and Breaks. To struc-
ture work periods and ensure regular breaks, all teams
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Fig. 4: Prototypes Created by Different Teams: (A) Bimo,
(B) Max, (C) Roberto, (D) Bammy.

equipped their robots with visual timers that would help
them maintain focus and keep a healthy work-rest balance.

« Displaying Content on Screen. All teams incorporated
screens into their robots to display content in the form
of educational videos, to-do lists, visualized schedules,
deadline notifications, and the robot’s emotions. Roberto
further featured the ability to stream entertainment content
during breaks, with automatic termination of content when
the break ended to prevent extended downtime.

o Monitoring and Intervention. Many teams wanted their
robots to monitor well-being and focus. Bimo and Roberto
included cameras to detect signs of stress, while Bammy
relied on health data from a linked smartwatch, addressing
privacy concerns with the camera. If stress was detected,
the robots could intervene with affirmations or guide the
user through mindfulness exercises. In cases of distraction,
they could prompt the user to refocus in different ways.
For example, Roberto was designed to start with a gentle
warning and, if distraction persisted, trigger a vibrating
alarm to discourage prolonged disengagement.

o Offering Rewards. Since students often struggle with
motivation, Bimo and Max were designed to encourage
them through rewards. These rewards could include small
treats like candies, break time, or emotional encouragement
as a form of positive reinforcement.

o Integrating with the Student’s Work Ecosystem. Stu-
dents often use a variety of productivity applications in
their daily lives. To address this, some teams envisioned
a robot that could unify these digital tools. Bimo and
Bammy featured dedicated applications that could connect
to learning management systems, calendars, and to-do lists,
helping students avoid the hassle of switching between
apps and streamline their workflow.

o Providing Task Feedback. Some teams suggested that



Ethical Considerations

‘Warm lamp light with built-in speaker; Tablet
for content display; rotatable head; Inte-
grates with student’s work ecosystem; Moni-
tors screen for careless mistakes; Al-powered
feedback on student work; Helps organize
and prioritize tasks; Monitors stress and ex-
haustion via camera

Saves videos to a student-accessible SD card;
Deletes monitored videos after 2 days; Re-
quires manual on/off for student control; Al-
ways asks permission before accessing third-
party applications; Detects critical health is-
sues (e.g., heart attacks) and alerts authorities
promptly

Plays study music; Offers effective study tips;
Helps with task organization; Comes with
wheels for easy portability

Requires manual on/off for student control;
Does not store user data; Respects the laws
and customs of the region

Screen for content display; Helps with task
organization and prioritization; Monitors for
distractions via camera; Offers task feedback;
Uses alarms and vibrations to dis-incentivize
students from getting distracted

Does not store any monitoring videos

Screen for content display; Al-powered for
task organization; Integrates with student’s
workflow; Dedicated app; Monitors stress
and health via smartwatch; Provides emo-

Design i Interaction
(Name/Gender) Personality Role Modalitios Features
Bimo Friendly Smart Friend Speech
(Gender- Gentle Mentor Light Indicators
Neutral) Firm Visually via Tablet
Reactive
Max Friendly Assistant Speech
(Gender- Assertive Friend Light Indicators
Neutral) Motivating Mentor Gestures
Strict with Proactive Facial Expressions
deadlines Physical Touch
Roberto Friendly Speech
(Gender- Funny Coach VP ‘?ec“ i@ s
Neutral) Kind isually via Screen
C Vibrations
alm
Encouraging
Proactive
Friendly
Organized
(CBu irt‘:)nxsilz- Nice Mentor Speech
able) Straightforward  Motivator Visually via screen
Honest Visually via watch

Reactive & Proactive

tional support; Remembers user preferences;
Accesses quality research sources; Supports
language flexibility

No camera for privacy; Identifies users to
protect others’ personal information; Acces-
sibility features for individuals with special
needs

TABLE I: Key features of prototypes created during the group workshop. The robots varied in their roles and abilities.
Reactive (Bimo waits for the student to interact first). Proactive (Max leads the conversations and Roberto constantly checks

in with the student)

the robot could provide constructive feedback on their
tasks. For example, Bimo was designed to allow students
to share assignment grading rubrics, which it could then
use with generative Al to generate comments aligned with
the rubric. Since students often rush through assignments,
Bimo could also monitor screens to detect careless errors
and ensure work quality. Additionally, Roberto could help
students prepare for presentations by listening to their
rehearsals and offering feedback using similar technology.

6) Interaction with the Robot: Participants proposed var-
ious interaction modalities for their prototypes. Speech
emerged as the most essential, with participants wanting
the robot to have a natural voice, one that sounded less
robotic and more engaging. Visual communication was also
prioritized, with participants envisioning the robot using its
screen for reminders, timers, and other notifications. Light in-
dicators were suggested to capture attention during moments
of distraction or as deadlines approached. Participants also
discussed expressive gestures for encouragement, including
hugging, patting on the back, giving a thumbs-up, and
offering a high five. One team also proposed adding a layer of
physical touch by giving the robot comforting, warm “paws”,
which would enhance the mental well-being of the users.

7) Advantages and Disadvantages of a Productivity-
Focused Robot: In individual interviews, participants were
asked about their preference for studying alone or in groups.
Most expressed a preference for studying individually, as
they felt group settings could create pressure, making them
worry about bothering others or feeling behind due to varying
work paces. They also found studying with friends distract-

ing. However, many participants valued peer tutoring services
at the institution for resolving doubts or discussing challeng-
ing topics, acknowledging that peers often offer additional
insights and resources. Similarly, the Student Success and
Well-being Coach encouraged group study to complement
classroom learning and support academic growth. Therefore,
many students saw a productivity-focused robot as an ideal
substitute for study groups. P5 highlighted that a robot would
not have academic concerns of its own, nor would it intro-
duce any sense of competition or pressure, unlike studying
with peers. P10 added, “Sometimes you want the social
aspect (filling in the extra brain) without side conversations,
so the robot would be helpful.” P17 further noted that college
students often experience loneliness, and a robot could serve
as a comforting companion in such times. However, some
participants raised concerns about the robot’s feasibility.
They expected it to be costly, making applications on their
phones a more practical alternative. Some felt that carrying
a robot around the college campus might be inconvenient.
One participant doubted its effectiveness, feeling uncertain
about how a robot could address their productivity struggles
when they themselves were not sure of the root cause.

V. DISCUSSION

1) Integrating Cognitive Profiles into Inclusive Design:
The designs of all prototypes were informed by the distinct
cognitive profiles of the participant groups. Research shows
that individuals with ADHD are highly prone to distractions,
prefer working in solo environments, and tend to favor im-
mediate rewards, a characteristic often explained by temporal
discounting [36], [37]. In line with these findings, Bimo



embodies a reactive design. Participants noted that “having
the robot constantly start conversations would get annoying
and overwhelming, especially when the student is trying to
focus and would prefer a quiet environment.” Accordingly,
Bimo minimizes unsolicited interactions while monitoring
for careless mistakes and providing immediate feedback and
rewards to address attentional lapses common in ADHD
individuals [38]. In contrast, studies suggest that neurotypical
individuals generally function well within structured and col-
laborative environments [39]. Accordingly, Max is designed
to promote a sense of shared progress by incorporating
features such as physical gestures (e.g., hugs or high-fives)
and study music, which foster emotional connection and
reinforce the collaborative setting. Additionally, neurotypical
users are more likely to focus on long-term benefits com-
pared to ADHD individuals who require immediate rewards.
Max offers effective study tips that reinforce this approach
by promoting gradual, sustained improvement.

The mixed prototypes, Roberto and Bammy, bridge the
gap by integrating reactive components, such as immediate
distraction alerts, with proactive features like guidance and
stress monitoring. This dual approach supports a broader
spectrum of cognitive needs and underscores the benefits
of involving both ADHD and neurotypical perspectives in
the design process. Overall, integrating diverse cognitive
perspectives into our design process promises to enhance
user satisfaction in future productivity-focused SAR while
laying a strong foundation for inclusive robotic systems.

2) Essential Characteristics for a Productivity Robot:
Based on the content analysis of the group workshop, an
ideal productivity-focused robot should, at minimum, possess
the following characteristics:

« Small and Portable Design. The robot should be compact
and easy to move so that students can easily carry it to their
preferred study location.

o Friendly yet Assertive Mentor. It should balance being
a supportive companion and a motivating mentor, helping
students stay on track without feeling overbearing.

« Integrated Tablet. It should be equipped with a tablet to
display schedules, to-do lists, reminders and integrate with
the student’s work ecosystem.

e Multimodal Communication. It should communicate
with students through speech and visual displays on
screens, creating a natural and interactive user experience.

o Task Organization and Prioritization. It should help
users organize and prioritize tasks to improve productivity.

o Stress Monitoring and Support. It should monitor for
stress and provide supportive interventions when needed.

o Manual Activation for Privacy. It should require manual
turning on and off to give students full control over its
operation and to respect their privacy.

« No Data Storage. It should not store any user data to
ensure complete privacy and trustworthiness.

VI. ETHICAL DESIGN GUIDELINES

« Data Privacy. This was a central concern, as many partic-
ipants raised risks around creating personal profiles from

shared information. Hence, the robot’s developers must be
transparent from the outset about what data is confidential.
While some participants were comfortable with the robot
accessing essential information to tailor productivity strate-
gies, they preferred that the personal data collection remain
optional to ensure privacy and user control. Additionally,
the robot should regularly delete collected data and ensure
users can access all stored information, reinforcing their
sense of control over personal data.

User Autonomy and Freedom. Another core concern
shared by participants was preserving their independence
and critical thinking. The robot should enhance productiv-
ity without taking away a user’s ability to think and act on
their own. As P1 expressed, “If technology takes away your
thinking, it also takes your independence.” The robot must
avoid being directive and should not suggest tasks unless
explicitly asked, as P20 mentioned. This would prevent
the robot from subconsciously controlling the user’s day
and ensure that it remains a tool that supports, rather than
overrides, personal decision-making and autonomy.
Professional Boundaries. Participants noted that, while
the robot could offer general support, it should not cross
the line into addressing sensitive mental health issues. The
robot should be designed to recognize when a conversation
goes beyond the scope of productivity coaching and refer
users to qualified professionals if necessary. The Student
Success and Well-Being Coach echoed these concerns,
explaining that the robot cannot fully replicate the depth of
human connection and understanding. It should, therefore,
direct users to appropriate resources for support when
needed, ensuring that it functions within ethical boundaries
related to mental health and well-being.

Emotional Sensitivity and Responsiveness. The robot
should be designed to respond to users’ emotional states
with sensitivity and critical thinking. The robot should
avoid being pushy and not overwhelm users with tasks
when they are feeling stressed or struggling. The robot’s
tone and interactions should always remain sensitive, sup-
portive, and empathetic, ensuring no negative impact on
the user’s emotional well-being.

Inclusivity and Cultural Sensitivity. The robot must be
inclusive and culturally sensitive, accommodating users
from diverse backgrounds and experiences. It should avoid
bias in its interactions and foster an environment where
everyone can interact comfortably. It should also have
accessibility features for people with disabilities.

User Empowerment. The robot should focus on empow-
ering users rather than performing tasks for them. As P21
pointed out, “The robot shouldn’t fill the gap of the user
but help them become a better version of themselves.” The
robot’s purpose should be to guide users in improving their
productivity, supporting them in achieving their goals, and
assisting them in managing their time, rather than doing
the tasks for them and impacting their capabilities.
Complement Human Connections. The robot should be
designed to complement not replace human connections.
Participants emphasized the importance of the robot re-



minding users not to become overly reliant on it, particu-
larly for emotional support. It should encourage users to
engage with their social circles and seek human interac-
tions when necessary, rather than substituting these.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

This study explored the design of a productivity-focused
SAR using a participatory design approach with college
students and a Student Success and Well-Being Coach.
Participants responded positively to the concept. Key findings
highlight students’ productivity challenges, design consider-
ations for an effective SAR, and ethical guidelines for its
development. While the study offers valuable insights, its
findings are limited by the use of a participant pool from a
single university. These insights will inform the development
of productivity-focused social SARs in our future research.
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