Multimedia Appendix 1. Prior research on the adoption of smart glasses.

	Reference
	Context 
	Methods and sample
	Findings 

	[1]
	Researchers with different areas of expertise
	Qualitative focus groups (n = 7) quantitative, user study (n = 38)
	Social context (interpersonal communication) influences usage norms (more critical), public use is controversial (freedom of choice in own use vs. privacy protection third parties), privacy violation by data glasses, knowledge about usage/performed actions by others, and expectations about recording. 

	[2]
	Randomly invited German respondents
	Quantitative, survey, (n = 146)
	Open and emotionally stable consumers are more aware of Google Glass. Perceived functional benefits and social conformity of smart glasses are more likely to adopt.

	[3]
	Physicians
	Interviews (n = 8), expert focus group (n = 7), experimental study (n = 75). 
	Compatibility, ease of reminding, speech recognition, ease of use influence usefulness positively.  Ease of learning, ease of medical education, external influence and privacy affect ease of use positively. 

	[4]
	Individuals from the United States
	Survey, n = 1200
	Head-mounted displays were perceived more acceptable if used to support a person with a disability. 

	[5]
	Individuals in Germany
	 Multiple-year case study, n = 118
	No significant change toward a positive attitude between 2014 and 2016. Utility and usability are more valued for long-term adoption compared to social acceptability. Unobtrusive design could improve social image. 

	[6]
	Cultural heritage tourists
	Proposed model
	External variables such as information quality, technology readiness, visual appeal, and facilitating conditions influence beliefs, attitude, and usage intention.

	[7]
	Students
	Quantitative, Online survey, n = 228
	Life efficiency, enjoyment, reality enhancement, socializing, self-expression drive ARSG usage intention.

	[8]
	Students, North America
	Online survey, n = 285
	Expected utilitarian, hedonic, and symbolic benefits drive consumers’ reactions. Other people’s privacy can strongly influence users’ decision-making. 

	[9]
	British female tourists
	Focus groups, n = 44
	Dimensions found were information quality, system quality, costs of use, recommendations, personal innovativeness, risks, and facilitating conditions. 

	[10]
	N/A
	Proposed model
	Integration of TAM, DOI, and Rauschnabel.

	[11]
	Tourism
	Qualitative, Interviews, Thematic analysis, n = 28
	Personal innovativeness seemed not dominant, personal differences influence ease of use, obtrusiveness. Perceived usefulness and perceived enjoyment were perceived as benefits. Privacy, risk of use, and cost were obstacles to adoption. Social aspects are a disturbance to people, and limited social interaction with others.  

	[12]
	
	Observations
	Participants wearing CareLenses felt uncomfortable interacting with patients: feeling strange, and ridiculous. Could be overcome by wearing all HMDs together (equality), or by letting others also see what the user sees (transparency). 

	[13]
	YouTube commenters
	Qualitative, content analysis, n = 124
	Positive attitude was found for gaming, coolness, and perceived need. Negative attitudes were expressed by judgments, emotions, and comparisons to other products. 

	[14]
	Human resources, industry
	Qualitative, Focus groups, n = 63
	TAM2 constructs were confirmed, and Data protection, strategic value, and systematic communication were perceived as influential aspects. 

	[15]
	Retailing
	Quantitative, SEM, n = 126
	Perceived enjoyment functions as a direct predictor of attitude.

	[16]
	Healthcare professionals
	Quantitative, PLS-SEM, n = 119
	Documentation affects intention. Integrations with IS affect perceived usefulness. Technological compatibility, external factors, and hands-free feature explain perceived ease of use. Other factors hinder people to adopt. 

	[17]
	Agricultural domain
	User test, n = 7
	Comfort issues like harm and disturbance of the visual field. Voice mode left poorer objective and subjective evaluations compared with buttons. 

	[18]
	Neuro-
interventionalists
	User test, n = 5



	Comfortable to wear, except with prescription glasses. No complex installation and thus accessible. Remote controlling the camera can be difficult due to its fixed view. 

	[19]
	Healthcare
	Qualitative, content analysis, n = 26
	Themes related to anticipated adoption are foreknowledge, innovativeness, use cases, ethical issues, and attitude. Themes related to social influences were from the anticipated use perspective: attention shift feels natural in work settings, uncomfortable in social situations.  The reactions to the anticipated use by others were voiced by the need for a clear purpose and etiquette, social isolation, design, context of use, camera use, lack of control, and negative emotions. 

	This study
	
	
	Proposing a multi-perspective adoption and mediation model for smart glasses 
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