	Category
	Factors
	Focus Group 1: Industry leaders (IL)
	Focus Group 2: IT Initiative Committee (ITC)
	Focus Group 3: Midline Coordinators (MC)
	Focus Group 4: Laundry and Maintenance staff (L&M)
	Focus Group 5: Catering and Food Services staff (C&F)

	Use and adaptability
	Perceived adaptivity
	Positive: The industry leader acknowledged the importance of robot adaptation to user needs, highlighting lessons learned and challenges, such as Wi-Fi compatibility, cybersecurity, and technical support requirements.
	Potential: Staff could foresee the potential for robots to adapt to various needs, such as intergenerational engagement and staff support. However, current technology and infrastructural limitations impeded full adaptivity.
	Low: Robots were not seen as adaptive to the facilities’ needs, as they often broke down and required human intervention.
	Low: Staff needed to adjust their workflow and specific environmental conditions for the robots instead of the robots adapting to them.
	Unadaptable: The robots were seen as not well-suited to the environment and user needs. Issues like getting stuck, requiring manual intervention, and not being designed for aged care facilities indicate low adaptivity.

	
	Perceived Ease of Use
	Positive: Robots' adaptability to specific tasks and their ability to operate autonomously contributed to perceived ease of use.
	Declining usability: Initial teething problems and the complexity of integrating different technologies and robots highlighted difficulties in use. As a result, hacking and constant troubleshooting were needed.
	Complex: Frequent breakdowns and constant maintenance (time-consuming resets) made the robots difficult to use. Staff had to remember multiple robot names and deal with their technical issues, adding to the complexity.
Streamlining robot systems and providing better training could improve perceived usability.
	Effortful: Staff perceived robots as difficult and disruptive to use, requiring them to change their routines, causing delays and adding to their workload.
	Difficult to use: The robots were perceived as difficult to use due to frequent technical issues, a lack of user-friendly interfaces, and insufficient training. The need for frequent manual intervention highlighted their complexity and unreliability.

	
	Intention to Use
	High: The long-term vision and commitment to robotic integration indicated a strong intention to use robots over an extended period. The continued investment in robot development and implementation supported this intention.
	High: Despite challenges, the committee was committed to the long-term adoption of robots, driven by a belief in their future potential and benefits.
	Moderate: Coordinators have become used to the robots despite their negative experiences and perceptions. However, there was a low intention to use robots in the long term, and residents' reluctance further influenced this factor. 
	Avoid usage: Staff were reluctant to use the robots long-term because of their negative experiences and inefficiencies. They suggested improvements to the system or a complete re-evaluation of their implementation. 
	Avoid usage: Due to the negative experiences, staff had a low intention to use the robots. They preferred manual tasks over robots, which were seen as more of an obstacle.

	
	Use
	Evident: With various robots deployed for tasks like delivering coffee, cleaning, and providing concierge services, the experience and ongoing projects demonstrated sustained and expanding use of robots.
	Ongoing use: The committee continued to use and experiment with robots, driven by grants, research opportunities and a commitment to innovation.
	Sporadic: Actual use of robots was limited by technical issues and environmental constraints. Robots were often seen as more trouble than they were worth, leading to them not being fully integrated into daily operations and coordinators' reluctant to use them.
	Inconsistent: Staff used the robots because they had to, not because they found them beneficial. The pressure from leadership was evident.
	Limited use: Actual use of the robots was limited and often avoided. Robots had been charging for extended periods without being used, indicating low adoption and reliance on manual methods. They were only used when management ordered them.

	Attitudes and emotions
	Anxiety
	Moderate: Staff and residents' emotional reactions to robots were recognised, emphasising the need for safety, politeness, and gradual adaptation to reduce anxiety. Ensuring cybersecurity and demonstrating robot efficiency were mentioned as crucial in alleviating concerns. 
	Moderate: While there was excitement about the possibilities, there was concern about the robots’ technical reliability, economic viability, and potential negative impact on jobs. Some staff and residents were apprehensive about robots, influenced by cultural narratives and initial implementation challenges.
	High: There was a significant level of anxiety associated with robot use, especially among residents. The loud noise and intrusive nature of some robots contributed to this anxiety. Coordinators also argued that residents saw robots as a luxury and potentially taking away jobs.
	Moderate to high: Staff expressed frustration and concerns about the robots' impact on their routines and the potential for increased physical strain if the robots malfunction.
	High: Staff experienced significant stress and anxiety when dealing with frequent malfunctions, additional workload, and unreliable performance (e.g. jerky movements), especially during night shifts with limited support.

	
	Attitude
	Positive: As a robotic leader in aged care integration, the leaders emphasised the potential benefits, efficiency gains, and community engagement in robot adoption.
	Positive: Staff generally had a positive attitude towards adopting robots, viewing them as innovative tools that could improve care and interaction in aged care settings.
	Mixed: Initially, coordinators were resistant, “hating” on the robots. While staff have become more accepting, residents remain largely negative due to perceived inefficiency and intrusiveness.
	Negative: Overall, despite occasional positive experiences, these were overshadowed by the frequent issues with the robot functioning correctly. Descriptors used were "time wasting," "inefficient," and "frustrating".
	Negative: Staff initially thought robots would be helpful but found them stressful and disruptive. The attitude has shifted negatively due to frequent malfunctions and additional work. Staff preferred manual tasks and expressed relief when they didn’t have to use the robots.

	
	Perceived Enjoyment
	Positive: Robots like Abbie provided joy and pleasure to residents through interactive and entertaining features. Residents' positive reactions, especially those with dementia, highlighted the perceived enjoyment of using these robots.
	Exciting future: They were excited about the innovation and potential benefits, though this was tempered by the practical challenges and frustrations encountered.
	Potential: Interactive robots like Abbie and Poppy when delivering coffee, could be enjoyable if they were better integrated and used effectively. Most robots caused frustration.
	Frustration: Most staff found them more of a nuisance than a helpful tool, with complaints about the robots disrupting their work and causing additional tasks rather than alleviating them. Rare instances with positive emotions were conditional to the robots’ function.
	Lack of enjoyment: The robots did not provide any enjoyment to the staff. Instead, they added to the stress and workload, diminishing potential positive experiences.

	
	Perceived Usefulness
	Positive: Robots' usefulness was demonstrated through their ability to save time, reduce staff workload, and perform tasks more efficiently. Robots like PUDU and UV light robot had tangible benefits, such as saving FTEs and improving cleaning efficiency.
	Potential: They believed robots could be helpful for routine tasks, such as cleaning and medication management. However, current technical issues limited their effectiveness.
	Conditional: Functional robots (e.g., floor scrubbers and food delivery) were seen as useful in reducing specific manual tasks. However, their frequent technical issues diminished their perceived usefulness.
	Limited: The robots were acknowledged for their potential to handle heavy tasks, but their frequent malfunctions and the need for constant human intervention were strongly highlighted.
	Limited: When the robots worked, staff could perceive their usefulness. However, their frequent malfunctions and the need for manual intervention significantly reduced it.

	
	Trust
	Potential: The leaders acknowledged the need for residents and staff to feel safe and trust that robots can perform tasks reliably and securely. IL argued that cybersecurity and data storage concerns were being addressed. 
	Moderate: There was a cautious trust in robots. The committee was committed to making them work and learning from the process but recognised the limitations of current technology and support systems.
	Low: Frequent malfunctions and the need for constant troubleshooting undermined trust in the robots' reliability and effectiveness, particularly with the Lamson robot.
	Unreliable: Staff did not believe robots could perform reliably or with integrity due to the frequent malfunctions, getting stuck, behaving unpredictably and the constant need for supervision.
	Lack of trust: There was a significant lack of confidence in the robots’ ability to perform tasks reliably. This mistrust extended to management’s decision to implement the robots without adequate preparation or support.

	Social attributes
	Social Presence 
	Evident: Robots like TEMI and Abbie were acquired to enhance social presence, provide concierge services, interact with residents, and offer entertainment. The emphasis on naming and integrating robots into the community supported a sense of social entity.
	A tool: While robots were seen as beneficial, there was an acknowledgment that they could not fully replace human interaction. Robots were seen more as tools rather than social entities.
	The exception: Residents or staff did not attach to the robots except to the floor cleaner. However, these lacked a social presence, failing to create a sense of social entity.
	Rare: Overall, staff didn’t perceive the robots as social entities, except for some social robots like Abbie robot. Most interactions were mechanical and functional.
	Machines: The robots were not perceived as social entities. Residents and staff did not sense a social connection with them, as they were seen as mechanical and impersonal.

	
	Perceived sociability
	Sociable:  Some robots like Abbie, in particular, were highlighted for their ability to connect with residents on a personal level and provide stimulating interactions.
	Functional: The robots were not perceived as companions. They emphasised their functional routine roles, which would allow carers to spend more personal time with residents.
	Low: While some robots like Poppy were perceived as having a good attitude, robots lacked sociable behaviour. Staff mentioned the need for robots to be more polite and considerate (e.g., saying "please" and "excuse me").
	Functional: Staff only noted one robot for its social behaviour, while others were seen as functional and obstructive. 
	Rude: The robots lacked sociable behaviour. They did not interact with residents in a friendly manner, and their presence was often seen as disruptive rather than engaging.

	
	Social Influence
	Positive: The leaders and the involvement of important stakeholders (tech companies and international visitors) influenced the adoption and acceptance of robots. The board's acceptance and the key figures' perception of the importance of robots were crucial factors.
	Positive: The staff was influenced by the success of robots in other settings, such as the local hospital, and believed that adopting robots would enhance their image of innovation. Staff wanted to influence educational institutions and the broader community, too.
	Resistance: There was a clear divide in acceptance, with many residents and some staff reluctant to embrace robots due to social and cultural influences. Their important social circles did not accept robot use, reinforcing such resistance to value human interactions and job security.
	Low: Staff did not feel encouraged or supported by their social circle to use or engage with robots. They attributed the implementation decision to the CEO without support from their peers, consultation nor consideration.
	Negative: Both staff and residents negatively perceived robots. Staff found robots disruptive, feeling unsupported by management and experiencing peer pressure to cope with the robots’ challenges. Staff’s social context also perceived robots as impersonal and rejected the idea.

	The environment
	Facilitating Conditions
	Adaptations in transition: The environment was adapted to facilitate robot use, including facility redesigns, wider corridors, automatic doors, and dedicated charging areas. Technical support and maintenance were also highlighted as essential facilitating conditions.
	Poor internal and external systems: Staff argued that better infrastructure, such as improved Wi-Fi and adapted facilities, is needed to support the effective use of robots. Economic constraints and a lack of vendor support are significant challenges.
	Poor physical and technical infrastructure: Environmental challenges like narrow corridors and non-automated doors hindered robot performance. Coordinators suggested a robot-friendly environment, integration of different robot systems and dedicated robot supervisors.
	Poor logistics: The environment, infrastructure and logistics did not adequately support the effective use of robots. There was a particular mention to the lack of necessary equipment to allow the correct functionality of the robots.
	Poor Infrastructure: The facility was not designed for robots, causing logistical issues such as narrow corridors and internet dependency. These conditions hindered the robots' performance and increased staff workload.
Lack of Training: Staff had received minimal training, leaving them ill-prepared to handle technical issues and robot operation effectively.





