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Supplemental Materials  

 

The Google Family Home.  

Smart Speaker Use in Dutch Families and the Impact of Parents’ Individual and Contextual 

Characteristics 

Table 1 

Sample description along demographic and device characteristics  

Characteristics n, M (SD), or % 

Demographic characteristics 

Parent gender 

   Mothers 204 

   Fathers 159 

   Caretakers (neither mothers nor fathers) 6 

   Prefer not to say 1 

Parent age 38.26 (5.65) 

   Mothers 36.97 (5.03) 

   Fathers 40.27 (5.96) 

   Caretakers 38.29 (8.58) 

Child gender 

   Girl 187 

   Boy 180 

   Prefer to describe 0 

   I do not want to say. 3 
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Child age 6.04 (1.66) 

Household gross income 

   Min. and below modal (until 26.500 EUR) 2.43% 

   Almost modal (26.500 until 33.000 EUR) 6.49% 

   Modal (33.000 until 39.500 EUR) 16.49% 

   Between 1 and 2 times modal (39.500 until 66.000 EUR) 26.76% 

   Two times modal or more (66.000 EUR or more) 35.41% 

   I do not know/want to say. 12.43% 

Household size (including participating parent) 

   2 2.70% 

   3 23.78% 

   4 45.14% 

   5 18.11% 

   6  6.49% 

   7 2.16% 

   8 0.54% 

   9 1.08% 

   10 or more 0% 

Device characteristics  

Number of smart speaker devices 1.74 (1.02) 

   1 56.49% 

   2 24.32% 

   3 7.84% 
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   4 11.35% 

Location(s) of smart speaker devices (multiple possible)  

   Living room 82% 

   Kitchen 27% 

   Bedroom (parents) 26% 

   Kids room 13% 

   Bathroom 5% 

   Other room in the house (frequently named: attic, home office) 11% 

   Outside 2% 

Time-point of adoption of (first) smart speaker device Average: March 2021 

Earliest: before 2018  

Latest: November 2023 

Note. Based on N = 370.
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Table 2 

Means and standard deviations of smart speaker use-dimension averages 

Dimension Mean (SD) 

Families’ average smart speaker use-frequency  

(based on the sum of all use-purposes and use-forms) 

3.14 (1.11) 

Families’ average smart speaker use-purpose  

   Assistance 3.51 (1.29) 

   Entertainment 3.58 (1.23) 

   Information 3.05 (1.40) 

   Communication 2.43 (1.54) 

Families’ average smart speaker use-form  

   Parent individual use 3.45 (1.12) 

   Child individual use 2.94 (1.32) 

   Co-use 3.03 (1.23) 

Note. Based on N = 370. All measured on the scale from ‘(as good as) never’ to ‘once a 

month, ‘2-3 times a month’, ‘weekly’, ‘daily’ and ‘multiple times a day’. 
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Table 3 

Numerical LCA-model fit indices  

Class Loglikelihood Residual df BIC aBIC cAIC Likelihood-ratio 

2-class  -2348.93 345 4845.70 4766.38 4870.70 1545.63 

3-class  -2132.80 332 4490.32 4369.76 4528.32 1113.38 

4-class  -2045.95 319 4393.49 4231.69 4444.49 939.68 

5-class  -2003.94 306 4386.34 4183.29 4450.34 855.65 

6-class  -1967.59 293 4390.52 4146.22 4467.52 782.95 

7-class -1933.55 280 4399.31 4113.77 4489.31 714.87 

8-class -1905.09 267 4419.26 4092.48 4522.26 657.94 

9-class -1873.13 254 4432.23 4064.20 4548.23 594.03 
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Table 4 

Descriptive means and standard deviations of continuous demographical variables as well as device characteristics and the established six 

classes including MANOVA omnibus test results  

Characteristics  Infrequent/ 
Light Users  
  
 
(n = 114)  

Monthly All-
round Users 
 
 
(n = 77)  

Weekly All-
round Users 
 
 
(n = 72)  

Parental 
Assistance 
Users 
 
(n = 44)  

Family 
Entertainment 
Users 
 
(n = 32)  

Power All-
round Users 
 
 
(n = 31)  

F p  

  
M (SD)  M (SD)  M (SD)  M (SD)  M (SD)  M (SD)      

Demographics         

Parent age 39.02 (4.45) 37.04 (5.67)  37.01 (5.79)  40.16 (6.45) 38.19 (5.09)  38.84 (7.43) 2.968 .012*  

Child age 5.69 (1.70)  6.49 (1.59)  6.04 (1.71)  6.20 (1.55) 5.94 (1.58)  6.03 (1.64) 2.286 .046*   

Device         

Number of devices 1.51 (0.87)  1.44 (0.80)  1.92 (1.11)  2.02 (1.17) 1.97 (1.09)  2.29 (1.04) 6.171 < .001*   

Years of ownership 3.43 (1.65)  2.88 (1.47)  2.81 (1.55)  3.86 (1.97) 3.53 (1.52)  3.00 (2.03) 3.548 .004*   

Note. MANOVA omnibus test result: Pillai’s Trace = 0.22251, F(20, 1456) = 4.2883, p ≤ .001). * p < .05, ηp2 = 0.06, d = 0.63. 
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Figure 1 

Means and standard errors for each post-hoc tested demographic and device characteristic shown for each use-type 
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Table 5 

Descriptive means and standard deviations of all smart speaker use-indicators and the established six classes including MANOVA omnibus 

results  

Indicators  Overall   
 
 
 
(N = 370)  

Infrequent/ 
Light Users  
  
 
(n = 114)  

Monthly All-
round Users 
 
 
(n = 77)  

Weekly All-
round Users 
 
 
(n = 72)  

Parental 
Assistance 
Users 
 
(n = 44)  

Family 
Entertainment 
Users 
 
(n = 32)  

Power All-
round Users 
 
 
(n = 31)  

F p  

  
M (SD)  M (SD)  M (SD)  M (SD)  M (SD)  M (SD)  M (SD)      

(1) Parental use for          

assistance 3.97 (1.50) 3.13 (1.55) 3.18 (1.00)  4.51 (1.14)   5.30 (0.85) 4.53 (1.41)  5.32 (0.54) 39.522 < .001  

entertainment 3.91 (1.36)  3.02 (1.32)  3.23 (1.00)  4.62 (0.90)  4.52 (1.21) 5.03 (0.31)  5.23 (0.62) 48.754 < .001   

information 3.33 (1.51)  2.03 (1.08)  3.25 (0.92)  4.46 (0.87)  3.45 (1.70) 3.59 (1.32)  5.26 (0.58) 67.216 < .001   

communication 2.60 (1.66)  1.13 (0.51)  3.42 (1.00)  4.17 (0.89)  1.61 (1.22) 1.34 (0.94)  5.00 (0.68) 203.01 < .001  

(2) Child use for          

assistance 3.21 (1.57)  2.03 (1.24)  3.12 (1.10)  3.83 (1.27)  3.48 (1.62) 3.84 (1.55)  5.29 (0.46) 43.051 < .001   

entertainment 3.34 (1.54)  2.26 (1.38)  3.22 (1.08)  4.04 (1.05)  2.70 (1.46) 4.84 (0.85)  5.29 (0.46) 54.424 < .001  
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information 2.84 (1.62) 1.59 (1.01) 3.13 (1.17) 3.90 (1.24) 2.07 (1.21) 3.16 (1.76)  5.03 (1.17) 61.279 < .001  

communication 2.37 (1.65)  1.08 (0.09)  3.36 (1.07)  3.85 (1.34)  1.05 (0.30) 1.19 (0.74)  4.61 (1.20) 187.61 < .001   

(3) Co-use for          

assistance 3.29 (1.47)  2.24 (1.20)  3.18 (0.98)  4.00 (0.95)  3.18 (1.57) 3.83 (1.55)  5.32 (0.60) 44.728 < .001   

entertainment 3.48 (1.41)  2.56 (1.30)  3.25 (0.95)  4.31 (0.78)  2.50 (1.13) 5.03 (0.18)  5.29 (0.46) 74.059 < .001  

information 2.92 (1.52)  1.73 (0.95)  3.22 (1.05)  3.99 (0.97)  2.23 (1.38) 3.03 (1.64)  4.97 (1.02) 65.299 < .001   

communication 2.43 (1.62)  1.08 (0.36)  3.44 (0.97)  3.93 (1.01)  1.14 (0.55) 1.00 (0.00)  4.71 (1.24) 250.76 < .001   

Note. MANOVA omnibus test result: Pillai’s Trace = 1.734, F(60, 1785) = 15.8, p ≤ .001, ηp2 = 0.35, d = 0.77. 
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Figure 2  

Predicted probabilities of selected predictors for each use-type (Type 1 = Infrequent/Light Users, Type 2 = Weekly All-round Users, Type 3 = 

Family Entertainment Users, Type 4 = Monthly All-round Users, Type 5 = Parental Assistance Users, Type 6 = Power All-round Users) 
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Analytical supplement to further understand the rleationship between user 

characteristics and smart speaker use 

To generate a deeper understanding of the links between each individual and contextual 

characteristic of families and each smart speaker use-dimension, detached from the use-types, 

we additionally conducted 12 (1x frequency x 4x purpose x 3x forms) regression models with 

the six characteristics as predictors and each of the smart speaker use-dimensions as the 

outcome variables. We applied bonferroni correction to maintain a family-wise error rate of 

0.05 resulting in (0.05 / 12) 0.0042 as the p value for each individual test (see Table 5). A 

power analysis for each regression model including our six predictors with an alpha of .0042 

and power of .95 revealed that a total sample of N = 211 is sufficient to detect a conservative 

small effect size. Note here the following: In contrast to the manuscript in which we excluded 

the news consumption variable due to issue of perfect separation, which is explained in the 

amendment to our preregistration, we here report the linear regression results including this 

variable. This has two reasons: (1) The type of analysis here is different from the one we 

report in the main manuscript. (2) We saw no severe violations of statistical assumptions for 

linear regression except for that of homoscedasticity because of which we used 

heteroscedasticity consistent estimation to calculate robust standard errors where needed, that 

would force us to make adjustments to our model. Hence, we chose to stay in line with our 

preregistration and retained news consumption as a predictor variable. 

Across the linear regression models, technology trust emerged as a predictor in three 

models. Results indicate that the degree of trust significantly influenced parental and child 

smart speaker use for assistance as well as parental smart speaker use for entertainment in a 

positive direction. Parent’s levels of internet literacy also emerged as a significant predictor 

across three models. Here, all use-forms for the communication purpose stood in negative 

association with literacy levels. In other words, the lower the literacy levels of parents, the 
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higher the smart speaker use in the family for communication purposes by parents, children, 

and both together. Furthermore, parents’ perception of personal impact frames in the news 

emerged as a sginificant predictor across ten models. It showed a positive relationship with 

the use of smart speakers for child-inclusive use-forms for assistance and entertainment 

purposes, and a positive relationship with all use-forms for the information and 

communication purposes. Privacy concerns, news consumption, and perceptions of societal 

impact frames did not reveal any significant results. All model estimates are shown in Table 

6.  
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Table 6 

Linear regression results  

Predictors Model 1: Parent use for 
assistance+ 

Model 2: Parent use for 
entertainment+ 

 Model 3: Parent use for 
information+ 

Model 4: Parent use for 
communication  

β (SE)  t  p  β (SE)  t p  β (SE)   t p β (SE)   t p 

Individual characteristics     

Trust in technology 0.28 (0.08) 3.70  .000*  0.19 (0.07)  2.89  .004*  0.19 (0.07)  2.55 .011 0.00 (0.08) 0.06 .954 

Internet literacy 0.12 (0.06)  1.98  .049  0.12 (0.06)  2.21  .028  -0.12 (0.06) -2.03 .043  -0.20 (0.06) -3.24 .001* 

Privacy concerns 0.05 (0.06)  0.72  .472  -0.05 (0.06)  -0.79  .431  0.02 (0.06) 0.27 .787  -0.05 (0.06)  -0.73 .468 

Contextual characteristics     

News media consumption 0.10 (0.04)  2.27 .024  0.09 (0.04)  2.44  .015  0.02 (0.04) 0.37 .709  0.02 (0.04) 0.47 .636 

Perc. of soc. impact frame 0.09 (0.07)  1.23  .220 0.08 (0.06)  1.23 .202 0.13 (0.07) 1.97 .050 0.10 (0.07) 1.46 .144 

Perc. of per. impact frame 0.04 (0.06)  0.74 .461  0.13 (0.06)  2.43 .016 0.22 (0.06) 3.68 .000* 0.45 (0.06) 7.79 .000* 

R2 0.10   0.11   0.17   0.34   

Adj. R2 0.09   0.09   0.15   0.32   

Note. * p < .0042. + Evidence of heteroscedasticity, consistent estimation used respectively
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Predictors Model 1: Child use for 
assistance+ 

Model 2: Child use for 
entertainment+ 

 Model 3: Child use for 
information 

Model 4: Child use for 
communication  

β (SE)  t  p  β (SE)  t p  β (SE)   t p β (SE)   t p 

Individual characteristics     

Trust in technology 0.267 (0.07)  3.57  .000*  0.16 (0.07)  2.19  .029  0.09 (0.07)  1.29 .197 0.02 (0.07) 0.24 .813 

Internet literacy -0.14 (0.06)  -2.12 .034  -0.09 (0.06)  -1.32  .187  -0.12 (0.07) -1.85 .066  -0.28 (0.06) -4.39 .000* 

Privacy concerns -0.01 (0.07)  -0.19  .848  -0.03 (0.07)  -0.44  .661  0.05 (0.06) 0.87 .385  -0.05 (0.06) -0.98 .329 

Contextual characteristics     

News media consumption -0.02 (0.05)  -0.40  .686  0.04 (0.04)  1.01  .315  -0.02 (0.04) -0.57 .572  -0.04 (0.04)  -0.84 .400 

Perc. of soc. impact frame 0.08 (0.08)  1.05 .296 0.15 (0.07)  2.08 .038 0.15 (0.07) 2.06 .040 0.06 (0.06) 1.01 .313 

Perc. of per. impact frame 0.20 (0.06)  3.23 .001* 0.21 (0.06)  3.54 .000* 0.33 (0.06) 5.28 .000* 0.48 (0.06) 8.07 .000* 

R2 0.15   0.14   0.24   0.44   

Adj. R2 0.14   0.13   0.22   0.43   

Note. * p < .0042. + Evidence of heteroscedasticity, consistent estimation used respectively
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Predictors Model 1: Co-use for 
assistance+ 

Model 2: Co-use for 
entertainment+ 

 Model 3: Co-use for 
information 

Model 4: Co-use for 
communication  

β (SE)  t  p  β (SE)  t p  β (SE)   t p β (SE)   t p 

Individual characteristics     

Trust in technology 0.19 (0.07)  2.57 .010 0.13 (0.07)  1.79  .075 0.11 (0.07)  1.50 .136 -0.01 (0.07) -0.08 .934 

Internet literacy -0.07 (0.06) -1.19 .237  -0.05 (0.06)  -0.91  .365  -0.12(0.06) -1.93 .054  -0.28 (0.06) -4.58 .000* 

Privacy concerns 0.06 (0.06) 0.96 .338  0.00 (0.07)  0.06  .952  0.05 (0.06) 0.86 .390  -0.04 (0.05) -0.72 .472 

Contextual characteristics     

News media consumption 0.03 (0.04) 0.71 .476  0.09 (0.04)  2.28  .023  -0.03 (0.04) -0.61 .541  -0.00 (0.04) -1.10 .917 

Perc. of soc. impact frame 0.04 (0.07) 0.57 .567 0.07 (0.07)  1.19 .236 0.14 (0.07) 2.04 .042 0.10 (0.07) 1.53 .128 

Perc. of per. impact frame 0.23 (0.06) 3.77 .000* 0.26 (0.05)  4.74 .000* 0.28 (0.06) 4.69 .000* 0.47 (0.06) 8.20 .000* 

R2 0.14   0.16   0.21   0.44   

Adj. R2 0.12   0.15   0.20   0.43   

Note. * p < .0042. + Evidence of heteroscedasticity, consistent estimation used respectively 


