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Table A1. Measurement items and source
	Component
	Identifier
	Measurement
	Citation

	Function Value (FV)
	FV1
	Errand delivery provides high-quality service.
	Ghazali et al. (2017)

	
	FV2
	Errand delivery offers a valuable experience.
	

	
	FV3
	Errand delivery operates reliably.
	

	
	FV4
	Errand delivery has consistently maintained its efficiency in on-time delivery over the long term.
	

	Social Value (SV)
	SV1
	Using errand delivery gains me appreciation.
	Sweeney and Soutar (2001); Chakraborty et al. (2022)

	
	SV2
	Using errand delivery leaves a good impression on others.
	

	
	SV3
	Using errand delivery enhances others' perceptions of me.
	

	
	SV4
	Most people important to me expect or would expect me to use errand delivery.
	

	Emotional Value (EV)
	EV1
	I anticipate that using errand delivery will make me feel relieved from time pressure.
	Arvola et al. (2008); Chakraborty et al. (2022)

	
	EV2
	I expect to feel a sense of reassurance knowing that someone is handling my errand.
	

	
	EV3
	I anticipate that using errand delivery will reduce my daily stress.
	

	
	EV4
	I expect that using errand delivery will bring me a sense of enjoyment.
	

	Quality (QU)
	QU1
	Errand delivery provides consistently stable service quality.
	Petrick (2002); Sweeney and Soutar (2001)

	
	QU2
	Errand delivery is meticulous and considerate.
	

	
	QU3
	Errand delivery meets industry-accepted quality standards.
	

	
	QU4
	Errand delivery performance is consistently uniform.
	

	Socialization (SO)
	SO1
	Using errand delivery makes me feel accepted.
	Sweeney and Soutar (2001)

	
	SO2
	Having experience with errand delivery leaves a good impression on others.
	

	
	SO3
	Using errand delivery earns social recognition for the user.
	

	
	SO4
	Using errand delivery creates favorable perceptions of me among others.
	

	Emotion (EM)
	EM1
	Errand delivery is a service I would enjoy.
	Sánchez et al. (2006); Sweeney and Soutar (2001)

	
	EM2
	Errand delivery makes me want to use it more.
	

	
	EM3
	Errand delivery is a service that makes me feel relaxed when using it.
	

	
	EM4
	I would enjoy using errand delivery.
	

	Price (PR)
	PR1
	The errand delivery service I received was reasonably priced for the quality provided.
	Aslihan Nasir and Karakaya (2014)

	
	PR2
	The cost of the errand delivery was acceptable given the convenience it provided.
	

	
	PR3
	I feel that I received good value for the money I spent on errand delivery.
	

	
	PR4
	Overall, the pricing of the errand delivery service was fair.
	

	Autonomy (AU)
	AU1
	When using errand delivery, I feel that I can make decisions according to my own judgment.
	Chen et al. (2015)

	
	AU2
	When something unexpected happens with my delivery, I prefer to form my own explanation rather than simply accepting the platform's account.
	

	
	AU3
	During the delivery waiting period, I feel free to interpret service situations in my own way rather than relying solely on the app's notifications.
	

	
	AU4
	I feel that I can choose how to spend my time while waiting for the delivery, rather than being controlled by the delivery timeline.
	

	Competence (CO)
	CO1
	I feel capable of managing my errand delivery orders effectively.
	

	
	CO2
	I feel confident in my ability to make the most of the errand delivery service.
	

	
	CO3
	I am able to master the various functions of errand delivery.
	

	
	CO4
	I can use errand delivery flexibly to meet my specific needs and schedules.
	

	Relatedness (RE)
	RE1
	I feel a sense of connection with the rider who handles my errand delivery.
	

	
	RE2
	I appreciate the effort that the delivery rider puts into completing my order.
	

	
	RE3
	Using errand delivery makes me feel that I am part of a collaborative service process.
	

	
	RE4
	I feel that the errand delivery service involves a meaningful human interaction, not just an automated transaction.
	

	Optimism (OP)
	OP1
	I believe that the technology behind errand delivery generally works in my favor.
	Hao and Chon (2021)

	
	OP2
	I am confident that the errand delivery platform's system can handle most situations reliably.
	

	
	OP3
	When something goes wrong with my delivery, I trust that the platform's technology will resolve it.
	

	
	OP4
	I generally have a positive view of the technological systems used in errand delivery services.
	

	Innovativeness (IN)
	IN1
	In my circle of friends, I am usually the first to try errand delivery.
	

	
	IN2
	I am always eager to explore new features of errand delivery.
	

	
	IN3
	I can easily understand and use the newly launched errand delivery services.
	

	
	IN4
	I keep track of the latest developments and trends in the field of errand delivery.
	

	Pre-usage expectation baseline (PEB)
	PEB1
	I expect errand delivery to arrive within the time promised by the platform.
	Bhattacherjee (2001); Lee et al. (2019)

	
	PEB2
	I expect the items delivered through errand delivery to be in perfect condition.
	

	
	PEB3
	I expect the overall service quality of errand delivery to meet a high standard.
	

	
	PEB4
	My standards for errand delivery performance are quite high based on what platforms promise.
	

	Expectancy Disconfirmation (ED)
	ED1
	The overall performance of errand delivery was better than I had expected.
	Susanto et al. (2016)

	
	ED2
	The delivery speed was faster than I had anticipated.
	

	
	ED3
	The service quality of errand delivery exceeded what I had expected.
	

	
	ED4
	Overall, my experience with errand delivery was much better than I had initially expected.
	

	Satisfaction (SA)
	SA1
	Errand delivery has met my expectations for delivery services.
	Khayer and Bao (2019)

	
	SA2
	I am satisfied with my experience using errand delivery services.
	

	
	SA3
	I believe choosing to use errand delivery was a wise decision.
	

	
	SA4
	Overall, I am satisfied with using errand delivery.
	



Table A2: Distribution Description of Sample Characteristics
	Variable
	Option
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Sex
	Female
	594
	50.50%

	
	Male
	582
	49.50%

	Age Bracket
	<18
	184
	15.60%

	
	18-30
	321
	27.30%

	
	31-40
	331
	28.10%

	
	41-50
	221
	18.80%

	
	51-60
	83
	7.10%

	
	>61
	36
	3.10%

	Job Type
	Student
	184
	15.60%

	
	Public Sector Employee
	123
	10.50%

	
	Corporate Worker
	461
	39.20%

	
	Individual Business Owner
	268
	22.80%

	
	Homemaker
	12
	1.00%

	
	Other Occupations
	128
	10.90%

	Monthly Income (RMB)
	<3000
	203
	17.30%

	
	3000-5000
	184
	15.60%

	
	5001-10000
	534
	45.40%

	
	10001-15000
	189
	16.10%

	
	15001-20000
	42
	3.60%

	
	>20001
	24
	2.00%

	Educational Attainment
	Secondary Education and Lower
	260
	22.10%

	
	Technical Secondary School
	206
	17.50%

	
	Junior College
	298
	25.30%

	
	Undergraduate Degree
	290
	24.70%

	
	Graduate Degree
	86
	7.30%

	
	Doctoral Degree
	36
	3.10%

	Usage Frequency Monthly
	Once or less
	63
	5.40%

	
	2-3
	205
	17.40%

	
	4-5
	340
	28.90%

	
	6-7
	322
	27.40%

	
	8-9
	151
	12.80%

	
	≥10
	95
	8.10%



[bookmark: _Hlk226980663]Table A3. Measurement Model Assessment Results (N=1,176)
	Constructs and Items
	Loading
	Cronbach’s 
α
	CR
	AVE

	ACV
	
	
	
	

	Functional Value (FV1–FV4)
	0.759 – 0.819
	0.868
	0.868
	0.621

	Social Value (SV1–SV4)
	0.790 – 0.810
	0.878
	0.878
	0.643

	Emotional Value (EV1–EV4)
	0.782 – 0.799
	0.870
	0.870
	0.626

	REV
	
	
	
	

	Quality (QU1–QU4)
	0.769 – 0.792
	0.863
	0.863
	0.612

	Socialization (SO1–SO4)
	0.779 – 0.794
	0.867
	0.867
	0.620

	Emotion (EM1–EM4)
	0.776 – 0.811
	0.875
	0.875
	0.636

	Price (PR1–PR4)
	0.781 – 0.805
	0.872
	0.872
	0.630

	Intrinsic Motivation
	
	
	
	

	Autonomy (AU1–AU4)
	0.777 – 0.794
	0.868
	0.868
	0.621

	Competence (CO1–CO4)
	0.780 – 0.800
	0.871
	0.871
	0.627

	Relatedness (RE1–RE4)
	0.773 – 0.803
	0.866
	0.866
	0.618

	Optimism (OP1–OP4)
	0.800 – 0.828
	0.885
	0.886
	0.659

	Innovativeness (IN1–IN4)
	0.805 – 0.824
	0.889
	0.889
	0.668

	Key Structural Constructs
	
	
	
	

	Pre-usage Expectation Baseline (PEB1–PEB4)
	0.801 – 0.814
	0.882
	0.882
	0.651

	Expectancy Disconfirmation (ED1–ED4)
	0.793 – 0.826
	0.883
	0.883
	0.653

	Satisfaction (SA1–SA4)
	0.779 – 0.795
	0.869
	0.869
	0.623


Note: All factor loadings are significant at p < 0.001. 
Model fit indices: χ2/df=1.098, RMSEA=0.009, CFI=0.995, TLI=0.995, SRMR=0.019.

Table A4. PROCESS Robustness Check: The Role of Innovativeness (Model 3, Hayes, 2018)
	Predictor
	Coeff. (b)
	SE
	t-value
	p-value
	95% LLCI
	95% ULCI

	Constant
	−0.164
	0.026
	−6.420
	< .001
	−0.214
	−0.114

	ACV
	0.328
	0.026
	12.567
	< .001
	0.277
	0.380

	Intrinsic Motivation
	−0.229
	0.026
	−8.915
	< .001
	−0.279
	−0.178

	Innovativeness
	−0.004
	0.026
	−0.171
	.864
	−0.055
	0.046

	ACV × IM
	−0.217
	0.026
	−8.246
	< .001
	−0.269
	−0.166

	ACV × INN
	0.245
	0.026
	9.469
	< .001
	0.194
	0.296

	IM × INN
	0.072
	0.027
	2.699
	.007
	0.020
	0.124

	ACV × IM × INN
	−0.069
	0.027
	−2.554
	.011
	−0.123
	−0.016


Note: Dependent variable = REV. Factor scores from CFA measurement model used as inputs. Bootstrap 95% CIs based on 5,000 resamples.

Table A5. PROCESS Robustness Check: The Role of Optimism (Model 3, Hayes, 2018)
	Predictor
	Coeff. (b)
	SE
	t-value
	p-value
	95% LLCI
	95% ULCI

	Constant
	−0.228
	0.026
	−8.827
	< .001
	−0.279
	−0.178

	ACV
	0.260
	0.027
	9.757
	< .001
	0.208
	0.312

	Intrinsic Motivation
	−0.207
	0.027
	−7.829
	< .001
	−0.259
	−0.155

	Optimism
	−0.029
	0.025
	−1.131
	.259
	−0.078
	0.021

	ACV × IM
	−0.204
	0.028
	−7.352
	< .001
	−0.258
	−0.149

	ACV × OPT
	0.189
	0.026
	7.208
	< .001
	0.138
	0.241

	IM × OPT
	−0.078
	0.026
	−2.981
	.003
	−0.130
	−0.027

	ACV × IM × OPT
	−0.173
	0.027
	−6.453
	< .001
	−0.226
	−0.121


Note: Dependent variable = REV. Factor scores from CFA measurement model used as inputs. Bootstrap 95% CIs based on 5,000 resamples.

[bookmark: _Hlk226980797]Table A6. Cross-Method Convergence: LMS vs. PROCESS Estimates
	Effect
	LMS Estimate (b)
	LMS p
	PROCESS Estimate (b)
	PROCESS p
	LMS/PROCESS Ratio
	Convergent?

	Innovativeness Model
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ACV (main)
	0.392
	< .001
	0.328
	< .001
	1.20
	✓

	ACV × IM
	−0.264
	< .001
	−0.217
	< .001
	1.22
	✓

	ACV × INN
	0.296
	< .001
	0.245
	< .001
	1.21
	✓

	ACV × IM × INN
	−0.092
	.007
	−0.069
	.011
	1.33
	✓

	Optimism Model
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ACV (main)
	0.312
	< .001
	0.260
	< .001
	1.20
	✓

	ACV × IM
	−0.253
	< .001
	−0.204
	< .001
	1.24
	✓

	ACV × OPT
	0.234
	< .001
	0.189
	< .001
	1.24
	✓

	ACV × IM × OPT
	−0.238
	< .001
	−0.173
	< .001
	1.38
	✓


Note: LMS/PROCESS ratio reflects the measurement error attenuation correction. Ratios between 1.15 and 1.45 are consistent with the expected correction magnitude given construct reliabilities (CR = 0.86–0.89). Convergent = identical effect direction and identical significance decision across methods.

