Supplementary Information
Student intention of using Eco-cup rentals: A Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology analysis
Methods
Questionnaire
Table S1. UTAUT related questions
	Operational constructs
	Measurements Questions
	Reference

	Performance Expectancy (PE)
	PE1. I think using an eco-cup rental machine will solve my need for an eco-cup.
	[1]

	
	PE2. I think it is more convenient to use the eco-cup rental machine than to bring your own eco-cup.
	

	
	PE3. Overall, the use of the eco-cup rental machine has reached the expectation to assist my life.
	

	Effort 
Expectancy (EE)
	EE1. I think it is easy to use the eco-cup rental machine.
	

	
	EE2. I think it is easy to learn how to use the eco-cup rental machine.
	

	
	EE3. I do not think it takes a lot of time to learn how to use the eco-cup rental machine.
	

	Social 
Influence (SI)
	SI1. My relatives and friends will use the eco-cup rental machine when they need an eco-cup.
	

	
	SI2. My relatives and friends using the eco-cup rental machine will influence me to use the rental machine.
	

	
	SI3. There is a consensus in the community that the use of eco-cup rental machines is in line with the social trend.
	

	
	SI4. I think it is in line with the social trend to use the eco-cup rental machine.
	

	Facilitating Conditions (FC)
	FC1. There is a high intention of me using the eco-cup rental machine to obtain the eco-cup in the future.
	

	
	FC2. I am willing to use the eco-cup rental machine to get the eco-cup regularly.
	

	
	FC3. I would like to recommend others to use the eco-cup rental machine to get an eco-cup.
	



Most applications of UTAUT have focused on examining the influence of the main effects/predictors on consumer behaviour [2, 3]. We also focused our analysis on the main effects, viz., PE, EE, SI, and FC, and not the intervening variables like gender and age. 
Data analysis
Partial least square structural equation model
Based on our dataset, the observed variables are PE1, PE2, … These observed indicators contribute to latent variables PE, EE, SI, FC, and BI. The inner model in the PLS-SEM provides the relationships between the latent variables while the outer model describes the relationship between the latent variables and their respective indicators, i.e., PE ~ ("PE1", "PE2", "PE3"); EE ~ ("EE1", "EE2", "EE3"); SI ~ ("SI1", "SI2", "SI3"); FC ~ ("FC1", "FC2", "FC3"); BI ~ ("BI1", "BI2", "BI3").
In this study, the indicators were reflections of their respective latent construct. For example, PE1, PE2, and PE3 can be considered reflections of the latent construct PE. Hence, the relationship between the latent variables and their indicators was modelled in the reflective mode. 
The PLS-SEM model was subsequently run. PLS-SEM uses bootstrapping to provide robust estimates of the output. The bootstrapping can help ensure reliable results even with smaller samples. For our PLS-SEM model, a 1000 resample bootstrapping was chosen.  
Results
Questionnaire internal consistency
[bookmark: _Ref153791478]Table 2 Cronbach's Alpha analysis for the questionnaire
	
	Cronbach’s Alpha (95% confidence interval)
	Items

	Performance Expectancy
	0.84 (0.75,0.90)
	3

	Effort Expectancy
	0.82 (0.69, 0.89)
	3

	Social Influence
	0.93 (0.90, 0.95)
	4

	Facilitating Conditions
	0.72 (0.56, 0.82)
	3

	Behaviour Intentions
	0.85 (0.75, 0.91)
	3

	Combination of all factors
	0.89 (0.81, 0.92)
	16




Summary of participant background and responses
[bookmark: _Ref153789450]Table S3. Summary of participants' background information
	Parameter
	Category
	Sample Size
	Percentage

	Gender
	Male
	55
	54.5%

	
	Female
	46
	45.5%

	Grade
	Freshman
	10
	9.9%

	
	Junior
	16
	15.8%

	
	Sophomore
	32
	31.7%

	
	Senior
	25
	24.8%

	
	Others
	18
	17.8%

	Residential Location
	Dormitory
	23
	22.8%

	
	Off-campus rented accommodation (accommodations designated for university students)
	25
	24.8%

	
	Others (living with parents, commuting from the suburbs, nearby cities etc.)
	53
	52.5%





[bookmark: _Ref153790677]Table S4. Summary statistics for UTAUT model responses
	Parameter
	Item
	Median (2.5,97.5%ile)
	Mean (s.d.)

	PE
	PE1
	4 (1,5)
	3.75 (1.1)

	
	PE2
	4 (1,5)
	3.63 (1.2)

	
	PE3
	4 (1,5)
	3.69 (0.9)

	EE
	EE1
	4 (3,5)
	4.01 (0.7)

	
	EE2
	4 (3,5)
	4.15 (0.7)

	
	EE3
	4 (3,5)
	4.15 (0.7)

	SI
	SI1
	4 (1,5)
	3.42 (1.3)

	
	SI2
	4 (1,5)
	3.67 (1.1)

	
	SI3
	4 (1,5)
	3.85 (1.0)

	
	SI4
	4 (1,5)
	3.97 (0.9)

	FC
	FC1
	4 (1,5)
	3.89 (0.9)

	
	FC2
	4 (1,5)
	3.96 (0.9)

	
	FC3
	4 (3,5)
	4.06 (0.7)

	BI
	BI1
	4 (1,5)
	3.70 (1.2)

	
	BI2
	4 (1,5)
	3.77 (1.1)

	
	BI3
	4 (1,5)
	3.85 (1.0)












Linear regression model results
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Figure S1. Linear fits of PE, EE, SI, and FC with respect to BI. Each plot provides a linear fit with the assumption that the other parameters are held constant. The shaded portion provide 95% confidence interval for the linear fits, indicating greater confidence with the associations between PE and BI and SI and BI.
Partial least square structural equation model results
Based on our findings in Section 3.3, we did not include gender, residential location, and year in college into the PLS-SEM model since BI did not significantly differ across the different levels of these categorical variables. 
The blocks’ unidimensionality results from PLS-SEM provided Cronbach’s Alpha results for each construct’s block. These values for Cronbach’s alpha were consistent with the values from Section 3.1 – detailed results in Table S5 in SI. A summary of the outer model, with weights and correlations has been provided in Table S6. The weights are the contribution of each indicator to its respective construct and the correlations are between each indicator and its respective construct. All correlations were over 0.7, indicating strong relationships between the indicators and constructs.
The cross-loading correlations between all constructs and all indicators as well as the correlations between the latent variables have been provided in supplementary information, Table S7 and S8. Each indicator had the strongest correlations with its own construct, implying that each construct is distinct from the others and the indicators are appropriately measuring their intended latent variable. 
Table S5. Blocks internal consistency
	
	C.alpha
	DG.rho

	PE
	0.84
	0.90

	EE
	0.82
	0.89

	SI
	0.88
	0.93

	FC
	0.72
	0.84

	BI
	0.85
	0.91



Here, C.alpha is the Cronbach’s alpha and DG.rho is the Dillon-Goldstein’s rho. Both parameters, for all 5 constructs, are over 0.7, indicating good internal consistency of the survey instrument. 
Table S6. PLS-SEM Outer model summary
	Construct
	Indicators
	Weight
	Correlation (loading)

	PE
	PE1
	0.26
	0.80

	
	PE2
	0.45
	0.88

	
	PE3
	0.43
	0.92

	EE
	EE1
	0.35
	0.80

	
	EE2
	0.40
	0.91

	
	EE3
	0.41
	0.84

	SI
	SI1
	0.32
	0.86

	
	SI2
	0.39
	0.88

	
	SI3
	0.39
	0.96

	FC
	FC1
	0.42
	0.75

	
	FC2
	0.32
	0.82

	
	FC3
	0.51
	0.83

	BI
	BI1
	0.40
	0.85

	
	BI2
	0.35
	0.92

	
	BI3
	0.39
	0.87


[bookmark: _Hlk173503607]Table S7. PLS-SEM Cross-loadings
	Construct
	Indicators
	PE
	EE
	SI
	FC
	BI

	PE
	PE1
	0.80
	0.28
	0.34
	0.31
	0.29

	
	PE2
	0.88
	0.25
	0.46
	0.37
	0.50

	
	PE3
	0.92
	0.33
	0.51
	0.39
	0.48

	EE
	EE1
	0.25
	0.81
	0.13
	0.33
	0.28

	
	EE2
	0.27
	0.91
	0.09
	0.28
	0.32

	
	EE3
	0.31
	0.85
	0.10
	0.28
	0.32

	SI
	SI1
	0.41
	0.06
	0.86
	0.21
	0.38

	
	SI2
	0.49
	0.14
	0.88
	0.27
	0.46

	
	SI3
	0.49
	0.13
	0.96
	0.33
	0.46

	FC
	FC1
	0.24
	0.21
	0.24
	0.75
	0.34

	
	FC2
	0.27
	0.32
	0.20
	0.82
	0.26

	
	FC3
	0.45
	0.30
	0.27
	0.83
	0.41

	BI
	BI1
	0.49
	0.26
	0.54
	0.37
	0.85

	
	BI2
	0.40
	0.32
	0.33
	0.37
	0.92

	
	BI3
	0.44
	0.36
	0.38
	0.41
	0.87




Table S8. PLS-SEM correlations between latent variables 

	
	PE
	EE
	SI
	FC
	BI

	PE
	1
	0.33
	0.52
	0.41
	0.51

	EE
	0.33
	1
	0.13
	0.35
	0.35

	SI
	0.52
	0.13
	1
	0.30
	0.48

	FC
	0.41
	0.35
	0.30
	1
	0.44

	BI
	0.51
	0.35
	0.48
	0.44
	1


Cross-loadings of the indicators on the constructs that are not their own were all under 0.6, indicating constructs are not related. The same holds true for the correlations between the latent variables.
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