Supporting Information
A. Indicator of model
[bookmark: _GoBack]Table A1. Indicator of model
	Variable
	Items
	Description of Items

	Dependent variable: Behavioral Intention (BI)
	BI1
	1. I intend to separate my food waste at home on a regular basis if there are food waste collection measures

	
	BI2
	2. I plan to participate in food waste separation at home if I am satisfied with the food waste collection measures by the local authorities

	
	BI3
	3. I will try my best to separate my food waste at home if am convinced with the benefits of food waste separation at home

	
	BI4
	4. I will make an effort to separate my food waste at home if the local authority enforces public participation in food waste separation at homes

	
	BI5
	5. How much of your HFW do you plan to separate in the next 12 months? (none, all)

	
	BI6
	6. I am determined to separate HFW in the next 12 months (does not describe me, completely describes me)

	Independent variable: Attitude (AT)
	AT1
	1. I think food waste separation should be further promoted in Vietnam

	
	AT2
	2. I think separating my food waste at home is needed

	
	AT3
	3. I think food waste separation is good for environment

	Independent variable: Awareness of Benefits (AB)
	AB1
	1. I believe that waste separation helps reduce disposal of waste in landfills

	
	AB2
	2. I think that my waste separation behavior will have an important educational effect on my children

	Independent variable: Information Publicity (IP)
	LP1
	1. I think the information publicized through social network about waste separation is important

	
	LP2
	2. I think the information publicized through television about waste separation is important

	
	LP3
	3. I think the information publicized through community meeting about waste separation is important

	Independent variable: Situational Factor (SF)
	SF1
	1. I think not having enough time to properly separate my food waste would be difficult for me to separate my food waste at home

	
	SF2
	2. I think not having proper knowledge on how to separate my food waste would make it difficult for me to separate my food waste at home

	Independent variable: Facility Availability (FA)
	FA1
	1.  I think separating collection of food waste will encourage my participation

	
	FA2
	2. I think provision of food waste bins will encourage my participation

	
	FA3
	3. I think food waste collection centers being set up in neighborhood will encourage my participation

	
	FA4
	4. I think provision of a composter unit to compost our own food waste will encourage my participation

	Independent variable: Trust (TRU)
	TRU1
	1. I trust local authority has ability to treat sorted waste

	
	TRU2
	2. I trust local authority strictly implement punishment methods for non-participants

	
	TRU3
	3. I trust that the government, with effective legal instruments, has been making efforts in waste management

	
	TRU4
	4. I trust that other members in my community will comply with the regulation of waste separation at source

	Independent variable: Perceived Behavioural Control (PBC)
 
	PBC1
	1. I think decision to separate my food waste is completely up to me

	
	PBC2
	2. I think separating food waste at home would be an easy task

	
	PBC3
	3. I think I have complete control in deciding whether or not to separate my food waste at home

	
	PBC4
	4. I have the feeling that I can do something about the food that I waste

	
	PBC5
	5. I think I have ability to separate food waste

	Independent variable: Subjective Norm (SN)
	SN1
	1. My family would think I should separate my food waste at home

	
	SN2
	2. My neighbors would think I should participate in food waste separation at home

	
	SN3
	3. The community in the area I live think I should separate my food waste at home














B. Outer model analysis
Table B1. Outer loading of indicator
	
	Central Vietnam
	Danang (Level I)
	Hue (Level II)
	Hoi An (Level III)
	
	Central Vietnam
	Danang (Level I)
	Hue (Level II)
	Hoi An (Level III)

	AB1 <- Awareness of Benefit
	0.894
	0.879
	0.895
	0.923
	LP2 <- Information publicity 
	0.952
	0.898
	0.886
	0.863

	AB2 <- Awareness of Benefit
	0.858
	0.866
	0.908
	0.773
	LP3 <- Information publicity 
	0.946
	0.868
	0.854
	0.871

	AT1 <- Attitude
	0.907
	0.939
	0.93
	0.806
	PBC1 <- Perceived Behaviour Control
	0.801
	0.76
	0.859
	0.805

	AT2 <- Attitude
	0.928
	0.933
	0.949
	0.883
	PBC2 <- Perceived Behaviour Control
	0.785
	0.76
	0.84
	0.745

	AT3 <- Attitude
	0.873
	0.91
	0.821
	0.88
	PBC3 <- Perceived Behaviour Control
	0.809
	0.769
	0.838
	0.818

	BI1 <- Behaviour Intention
	0.794
	0.825
	0.751
	0.769
	PBC4 <- Perceived Behaviour Control
	0.885
	0.878
	0.934
	0.83

	BI2 <- Behaviour Intention
	0.82
	0.823
	0.777
	0.838
	PBC5 <- Perceived Behaviour Control
	0.844
	0.852
	0.905
	0.723

	BI3 <- Behaviour Intention
	0.782
	0.722
	0.746
	0.874
	SF1 <- Situational Factor
	0.894
	0.918
	0.912
	0.996

	BI4 <- Behaviour Intention
	0.78
	0.741
	0.735
	0.871
	SF2 <- Situational Factor
	0.938
	0.916
	0.889
	0.638

	BI5 <- Behaviour Intention
	0.792
	0.788
	0.812
	0.789
	SN1 <- Subjective Norm
	0.938
	0.861
	0.881
	0.878

	BI6 <- Behaviour Intention
	0.805
	0.809
	0.784
	0.816
	SN2 <- Subjective Norm
	0.954
	0.919
	0.916
	0.826

	FA1 <- Facility Availability
	0.851
	0.873
	0.81
	0.865
	SN3 <- Subjective Norm
	0.934
	0.835
	0.854
	0.897

	FA2 <- Facility Availability
	0.751
	0.778
	0.731
	0.706
	TRU1 <- Trust
	0.792
	0.827
	0.777
	0.744

	FA3 <- Facility Availability
	0.776
	0.82
	0.772
	0.701
	TRU2 <- Trust
	0.766
	0.763
	0.784
	0.74

	FA4 <- Facility Availability
	0.862
	0.895
	0.799
	0.849
	TRU3 <- Trust
	0.814
	0.797
	0.818
	0.841

	LP1 <- Information publicity 
	0.904
	0.82
	0.737
	0.815
	TRU4 <- Trust
	0.806
	0.814
	0.809
	0.797





Table B2. Construct reliability and validity check (Central Vietnam)
	Central Vietnam
	Cronbach's alpha
	Composite reliability (rho_c)
	Average variance extracted (AVE)

	Attitude
	0.886
	0.93
	0.815

	Awareness of Benefit
	0.698
	0.868
	0.767

	Behaviour Intention
	0.884
	0.912
	0.633

	Information publicity
	0.931
	0.954
	0.873

	Facility Availability
	0.829
	0.885
	0.658

	Perceived Behaviour Control
	0.883
	0.914
	0.682

	Situational Factor
	0.811
	0.913
	0.839

	Subjective Norm
	0.937
	0.96
	0.888

	Trust
	0.805
	0.873
	0.631




Table B3. Construct reliability and validity check (Danang city)
	Danang (Leve I)
	Cronbach's alpha
	Composite reliability (rho_c)
	Average variance extracted (AVE)

	Attitude
	0.918
	0.948
	0.860

	Awareness of Benefit
	0.686
	0.864
	0.761

	Behaviour Intention
	0.875
	0.906
	0.617

	Information publicity
	0.836
	0.897
	0.744

	Facility Availability
	0.865
	0.907
	0.710

	Perceived Behaviour Control
	0.864
	0.902
	0.649

	Situational Factor
	0.811
	0.914
	0.841

	Subjective Norm
	0.844
	0.905
	0.761

	Trust
	0.813
	0.877
	0.641







Table B4. Construct reliability and validity check (Hue city)
	Hue (Leve II)
	Cronbach's alpha
	Composite reliability (rho_c)
	Average variance extracted (AVE)

	Attitude
	0.884
	0.929
	0.813

	Awareness of Benefit
	0.77
	0.897
	0.813

	Behaviour Intention
	0.862
	0.896
	0.590

	Information publicity
	0.776
	0.867
	0.686

	Facility Availability
	0.789
	0.860
	0.606

	Perceived Behaviour Control
	0.924
	0.943
	0.768

	Situational Factor
	0.769
	0.896
	0.812

	Subjective Norm
	0.862
	0.915
	0.781

	Trust
	0.811
	0.875
	0.636



Table B5. Construct reliability and validity check (Hoi An city)
	Hoi An (Level III)
	Cronbach's alpha
	Composite reliability (rho_c)
	Average variance extracted (AVE)

	Attitude
	0.818
	0.892
	0.734

	Awareness of Benefit
	0.638
	0.839
	0.724

	Behaviour Intention
	0.907
	0.928
	0.684

	Information publicity
	0.811
	0.886
	0.723

	Facility Availability
	0.795
	0.863
	0.615

	Perceived Behaviour Control
	0.844
	0.889
	0.617

	Situational Factor
	0.828
	0.816
	0.699

	Subjective Norm
	0.840
	0.901
	0.753

	Trust
	0.787
	0.862
	0.611








Table B6. Discriminant validity check: Heterotrait-monotrait ratio of correlation (HTMT)
	
	Central Vietnam
	Danang (Level I)
	Hue (Leve II)
	Hoi An (Level III)

	Awareness of Benefit <-> Attitude
	0.820
	0.854
	0.856
	0.672

	Behaviour Intention <-> Attitude
	0.593
	0.753
	0.626
	0.406

	Behaviour Intention <-> Awareness of Benefit
	0.633
	0.785
	0.637
	0.479

	Facility Availability <-> Attitude
	0.530
	0.537
	0.557
	0.625

	Facility Availability <-> Awareness of Benefit
	0.572
	0.656
	0.528
	0.542

	Facility Availability <-> Behaviour Intention
	0.556
	0.602
	0.562
	0.496

	Information publicity <-> Attitude
	0.103
	0.518
	0.455
	0.606

	Information publicity <-> Awareness of Benefit
	0.109
	0.544
	0.504
	0.62

	Information publicity <-> Behaviour Intention
	0.137
	0.471
	0.448
	0.383

	Information publicity <-> Facility Availability
	0.166
	0.681
	0.621
	0.815

	Perceived Behaviour Control <-> Attitude
	0.59
	0.588
	0.502
	0.728

	Perceived Behaviour Control <-> Awareness of Benefit
	0.643
	0.773
	0.518
	0.568

	Perceived Behaviour Control <-> Behaviour Intention
	0.591
	0.757
	0.490
	0.562

	Perceived Behaviour Control <-> Facility Availability
	0.512
	0.556
	0.506
	0.566

	Perceived Behaviour Control <-> Information publicity
	0.036
	0.585
	0.415
	0.485

	Situational Factor <-> Attitude
	0.210
	0.208
	0.404
	0.135

	Situational Factor <-> Awareness of Benefit
	0.162
	0.172
	0.328
	0.092

	Situational Factor <-> Behaviour Intention
	0.167
	0.243
	0.363
	0.117

	Situational Factor <-> Facility Availability
	0.087
	0.107
	0.145
	0.100

	Situational Factor <-> Information publicity
	0.115
	0.099
	0.145
	0.069

	Situational Factor <-> Perceived Behaviour Control
	0.233
	0.236
	0.356
	0.272

	Subjective Norm <-> Attitude
	0.144
	0.592
	0.539
	0.584

	Subjective Norm <-> Awareness of Benefit
	0.164
	0.567
	0.623
	0.451

	Subjective Norm <-> Behaviour Intention
	0.232
	0.617
	0.598
	0.204

	Subjective Norm <-> Facility Availability
	0.101
	0.414
	0.363
	0.548

	Subjective Norm <-> Information publicity
	0.830
	0.527
	0.423
	0.538

	Subjective Norm <-> Perceived Behaviour Control
	0.070
	0.611
	0.539
	0.442

	Subjective Norm <-> Situational Factor
	0.159
	0.053
	0.270
	0.072

	Trust <-> Attitude
	0.563
	0.641
	0.410
	0.555

	Trust <-> Awareness of Benefit
	0.596
	0.650
	0.488
	0.595

	Trust <-> Behaviour Intention
	0.566
	0.716
	0.550
	0.425

	Trust <-> Facility Availability
	0.668
	0.743
	0.500
	0.742

	Trust <-> Information publicity
	0.123
	0.785
	0.658
	0.813

	Trust <-> Perceived Behaviour Control
	0.507
	0.586
	0.335
	0.531

	Trust <-> Situational Factor
	0.059
	0.065
	0.173
	0.083

	Trust <-> Subjective Norm
	0.095
	0.626
	0.494
	0.618








Table B7. Result of Discriminant validity check: Confidence intervals bias corrected (Central Vietnam)
	 
	Original sample (O)
	Sample mean (M)
	Bias
	2.50%
	97.50%

	Awareness of Benefit <-> Attitude
	0.820
	0.819
	-0.001
	0.737
	0.888

	Behaviour Intention <-> Attitude
	0.593
	0.590
	-0.003
	0.492
	0.684

	Behaviour Intention <-> Awareness of Benefit
	0.633
	0.632
	-0.001
	0.53
	0.721

	Facility Availability <-> Attitude
	0.530
	0.527
	-0.002
	0.423
	0.626

	Facility Availability <-> Awareness of Benefit
	0.572
	0.572
	0.000
	0.455
	0.682

	Facility Availability <-> Behaviour Intention
	0.556
	0.555
	-0.002
	0.462
	0.646

	Information publicity <-> Attitude
	0.103
	0.103
	0.000
	0.045
	0.164

	Information publicity <-> Awareness of Benefit
	0.109
	0.109
	0.000
	0.041
	0.182

	Information publicity <-> Behaviour Intention
	0.137
	0.137
	0.001
	0.075
	0.206

	Information publicity <-> Facility Availability
	0.166
	0.167
	0.001
	0.092
	0.234

	Perceived Behaviour Control <-> Attitude
	0.590
	0.589
	-0.001
	0.503
	0.669

	Perceived Behaviour Control <-> Awareness of Benefit
	0.643
	0.644
	0.001
	0.54
	0.728

	Perceived Behaviour Control <-> Behaviour Intention
	0.591
	0.590
	0.000
	0.503
	0.67

	Perceived Behaviour Control <-> Facility Availability
	0.512
	0.510
	-0.002
	0.41
	0.61

	Perceived Behaviour Control <-> Information publicity
	0.036
	0.051
	0.014
	0.016
	0.046

	Situational Factor <-> Attitude
	0.210
	0.211
	0.001
	0.126
	0.29

	Situational Factor <-> Awareness of Benefit
	0.162
	0.164
	0.001
	0.081
	0.253

	Situational Factor <-> Behaviour Intention
	0.167
	0.171
	0.003
	0.103
	0.238

	Situational Factor <-> Facility Availability
	0.087
	0.094
	0.007
	0.05
	0.117

	Situational Factor <-> Information publicity
	0.115
	0.115
	0.000
	0.043
	0.196

	Situational Factor <-> Perceived Behaviour Control
	0.233
	0.233
	0.000
	0.153
	0.31

	Subjective Norm <-> Attitude
	0.144
	0.143
	-0.001
	0.073
	0.21

	Subjective Norm <-> Awareness of Benefit
	0.164
	0.163
	-0.001
	0.093
	0.232

	Subjective Norm <-> Behaviour Intention
	0.232
	0.231
	-0.001
	0.16
	0.299

	Subjective Norm <-> Facility Availability
	0.101
	0.103
	0.002
	0.043
	0.17

	Subjective Norm <-> Information publicity
	0.830
	0.830
	0.000
	0.794
	0.861

	Subjective Norm <-> Perceived Behaviour Control
	0.070
	0.077
	0.008
	0.039
	0.097

	Subjective Norm <-> Situational Factor
	0.159
	0.159
	0.000
	0.084
	0.238

	Trust <-> Attitude
	0.563
	0.561
	-0.002
	0.462
	0.65

	Trust <-> Awareness of Benefit
	0.596
	0.595
	-0.001
	0.485
	0.696

	Trust <-> Behaviour Intention
	0.566
	0.564
	-0.002
	0.471
	0.654

	Trust <-> Facility Availability
	0.668
	0.668
	-0.001
	0.581
	0.743

	Trust <-> Information publicity
	0.123
	0.127
	0.004
	0.063
	0.192

	Trust <-> Perceived Behaviour Control
	0.507
	0.506
	-0.001
	0.413
	0.591

	Trust <-> Situational Factor
	0.059
	0.076
	0.017
	0.025
	0.085

	Trust <-> Subjective Norm
	0.095
	0.099
	0.004
	0.053
	0.155




















Table B8. Result of Discriminant validity check: Confidence intervals bias corrected (Danang City – Level I))
	 Danang City (Level I)
	Original sample (O)
	Sample mean (M)
	Bias
	2.50%
	97.50%

	Awareness of Benefit <-> Attitude
	0.854
	0.853
	0.000
	0.740
	0.939

	Behaviour Intention <-> Attitude
	0.753
	0.746
	-0.006
	0.630
	0.839

	Behaviour Intention <-> Awareness of Benefit
	0.785
	0.782
	-0.003
	0.657
	0.876

	Facility Availability <-> Attitude
	0.537
	0.532
	-0.005
	0.373
	0.677

	Facility Availability <-> Awareness of Benefit
	0.656
	0.656
	0.001
	0.468
	0.801

	Facility Availability <-> Behaviour Intention
	0.602
	0.600
	-0.002
	0.450
	0.730

	Information publicity <-> Attitude
	0.518
	0.514
	-0.004
	0.375
	0.639

	Information publicity <-> Awareness of Benefit
	0.544
	0.543
	-0.001
	0.364
	0.693

	Information publicity <-> Behaviour Intention
	0.471
	0.469
	-0.002
	0.317
	0.600

	Information publicity <-> Facility Availability
	0.681
	0.680
	-0.001
	0.557
	0.772

	Perceived Behaviour Control <-> Attitude
	0.588
	0.583
	-0.005
	0.449
	0.694

	Perceived Behaviour Control <-> Awareness of Benefit
	0.773
	0.770
	-0.004
	0.649
	0.869

	Perceived Behaviour Control <-> Behaviour Intention
	0.757
	0.756
	-0.001
	0.652
	0.839

	Perceived Behaviour Control <-> Facility Availability
	0.556
	0.555
	-0.002
	0.388
	0.690

	Perceived Behaviour Control <-> Information publicity
	0.585
	0.583
	-0.002
	0.445
	0.706

	Situational Factor <-> Attitude
	0.208
	0.210
	0.002
	0.078
	0.341

	Situational Factor <-> Awareness of Benefit
	0.172
	0.181
	0.008
	0.063
	0.316

	Situational Factor <-> Behaviour Intention
	0.243
	0.255
	0.012
	0.134
	0.351

	Situational Factor <-> Facility Availability
	0.107
	0.124
	0.018
	0.053
	0.145

	Situational Factor <-> Information publicity
	0.099
	0.117
	0.019
	0.032
	0.199

	Situational Factor <-> Perceived Behaviour Control
	0.236
	0.237
	0.002
	0.106
	0.362

	Subjective Norm <-> Attitude
	0.592
	0.586
	-0.006
	0.450
	0.699

	Subjective Norm <-> Awareness of Benefit
	0.567
	0.565
	-0.002
	0.420
	0.687

	Subjective Norm <-> Behaviour Intention
	0.617
	0.615
	-0.003
	0.499
	0.717

	Subjective Norm <-> Facility Availability
	0.414
	0.412
	-0.001
	0.247
	0.559

	Subjective Norm <-> Information publicity
	0.527
	0.527
	-0.001
	0.389
	0.648

	Subjective Norm <-> Perceived Behaviour Control
	0.611
	0.61
	-0.001
	0.500
	0.703

	Subjective Norm <-> Situational Factor
	0.053
	0.081
	0.028
	0.015
	0.078

	Trust <-> Attitude
	0.641
	0.635
	-0.005
	0.486
	0.755

	Trust <-> Awareness of Benefit
	0.650
	0.650
	-0.001
	0.461
	0.796

	Trust <-> Behaviour Intention
	0.716
	0.714
	-0.002
	0.569
	0.815

	Trust <-> Facility Availability
	0.743
	0.740
	-0.003
	0.628
	0.834

	Trust <-> Information publicity
	0.785
	0.783
	-0.002
	0.691
	0.863

	Trust <-> Perceived Behaviour Control
	0.586
	0.583
	-0.003
	0.433
	0.708

	Trust <-> Situational Factor
	0.065
	0.093
	0.028
	0.024
	0.110

	Trust <-> Subjective Norm
	0.626
	0.625
	-0.001
	0.492
	0.736






























Table B9. Result of Discriminant validity check: Confidence intervals bias corrected (Hue City – Level II)
	 Hue City (Level II)
	Original sample (O)
	Sample mean (M)
	Bias
	2.50%
	97.50%

	Awareness of Benefit <-> Attitude
	0.856
	0.857
	0.001
	0.721
	0.953

	Behaviour Intention <-> Attitude
	0.626
	0.616
	-0.010
	0.432
	0.764

	Behaviour Intention <-> Awareness of Benefit
	0.637
	0.627
	-0.009
	0.421
	0.782

	Facility Availability <-> Attitude
	0.557
	0.554
	-0.003
	0.365
	0.701

	Facility Availability <-> Awareness of Benefit
	0.528
	0.531
	0.004
	0.345
	0.686

	Facility Availability <-> Behaviour Intention
	0.562
	0.567
	0.005
	0.378
	0.699

	Information publicity <-> Attitude
	0.455
	0.454
	-0.002
	0.284
	0.599

	Information publicity <-> Awareness of Benefit
	0.504
	0.506
	0.002
	0.310
	0.657

	Information publicity <-> Behaviour Intention
	0.448
	0.449
	0.001
	0.271
	0.601

	Information publicity <-> Facility Availability
	0.621
	0.618
	-0.003
	0.468
	0.750

	Perceived Behaviour Control <-> Attitude
	0.502
	0.503
	0.000
	0.339
	0.646

	Perceived Behaviour Control <-> Awareness of Benefit
	0.518
	0.524
	0.006
	0.342
	0.672

	Perceived Behaviour Control <-> Behaviour Intention
	0.490
	0.495
	0.005
	0.338
	0.615

	Perceived Behaviour Control <-> Facility Availability
	0.506
	0.505
	-0.001
	0.341
	0.653

	Perceived Behaviour Control <-> Information publicity
	0.415
	0.417
	0.002
	0.244
	0.574

	Situational Factor <-> Attitude
	0.404
	0.402
	-0.002
	0.244
	0.55

	Situational Factor <-> Awareness of Benefit
	0.328
	0.329
	0.002
	0.151
	0.486

	Situational Factor <-> Behaviour Intention
	0.363
	0.363
	0.000
	0.213
	0.508

	Situational Factor <-> Facility Availability
	0.145
	0.172
	0.026
	0.054
	0.284

	Situational Factor <-> Information publicity
	0.145
	0.173
	0.027
	0.059
	0.239

	Situational Factor <-> Perceived Behaviour Control
	0.356
	0.363
	0.007
	0.225
	0.485

	Subjective Norm <-> Attitude
	0.539
	0.534
	-0.005
	0.360
	0.678

	Subjective Norm <-> Awareness of Benefit
	0.623
	0.624
	0.001
	0.454
	0.75

	Subjective Norm <-> Behaviour Intention
	0.598
	0.598
	0.000
	0.426
	0.72

	Subjective Norm <-> Facility Availability
	0.363
	0.365
	0.003
	0.173
	0.531

	Subjective Norm <-> Information publicity
	0.423
	0.427
	0.004
	0.260
	0.565

	Subjective Norm <-> Perceived Behaviour Control
	0.539
	0.540
	0.001
	0.426
	0.645

	Subjective Norm <-> Situational Factor
	0.270
	0.272
	0.002
	0.109
	0.442

	Trust <-> Attitude
	0.410
	0.406
	-0.004
	0.209
	0.586

	Trust <-> Awareness of Benefit
	0.488
	0.488
	0.000
	0.260
	0.673

	Trust <-> Behaviour Intention
	0.550
	0.549
	-0.001
	0.360
	0.702

	Trust <-> Facility Availability
	0.500
	0.499
	-0.002
	0.321
	0.653

	Trust <-> Information publicity
	0.658
	0.658
	0.000
	0.503
	0.78

	Trust <-> Perceived Behaviour Control
	0.335
	0.336
	0.002
	0.174
	0.502

	Trust <-> Situational Factor
	0.173
	0.202
	0.029
	0.077
	0.259

	Trust <-> Subjective Norm
	0.494
	0.496
	0.002
	0.303
	0.642





























Table B10. Result of Discriminant validity check: Confidence intervals bias corrected (Hoi An City – Level III)
	 Hoi An City (Level III)
	Original sample (O)
	Sample mean (M)
	Bias
	2.50%
	97.50%

	Awareness of Benefit <-> Attitude
	0.672
	0.675
	0.003
	0.436
	0.866

	Behaviour Intention <-> Attitude
	0.406
	0.404
	-0.002
	0.230
	0.585

	Behaviour Intention <-> Awareness of Benefit
	0.479
	0.486
	0.006
	0.306
	0.654

	Facility Availability <-> Attitude
	0.625
	0.619
	-0.006
	0.436
	0.778

	Facility Availability <-> Awareness of Benefit
	0.542
	0.544
	0.002
	0.327
	0.749

	Facility Availability <-> Behaviour Intention
	0.496
	0.494
	-0.002
	0.336
	0.644

	Information publicity <-> Attitude
	0.606
	0.600
	-0.005
	0.424
	0.749

	Information publicity <-> Awareness of Benefit
	0.620
	0.620
	0.000
	0.433
	0.770

	Information publicity <-> Behaviour Intention
	0.383
	0.381
	-0.001
	0.228
	0.542

	Information publicity <-> Facility Availability
	0.815
	0.814
	-0.001
	0.671
	0.918

	Perceived Behaviour Control <-> Attitude
	0.728
	0.721
	-0.006
	0.566
	0.850

	Perceived Behaviour Control <-> Awareness of Benefit
	0.568
	0.575
	0.007
	0.334
	0.776

	Perceived Behaviour Control <-> Behaviour Intention
	0.562
	0.561
	-0.001
	0.418
	0.702

	Perceived Behaviour Control <-> Facility Availability
	0.566
	0.556
	-0.010
	0.363
	0.731

	Perceived Behaviour Control <-> Information publicity
	0.485
	0.476
	-0.009
	0.289
	0.651

	Situational Factor <-> Attitude
	0.135
	0.143
	0.008
	0.045
	0.266

	Situational Factor <-> Awareness of Benefit
	0.092
	0.113
	0.021
	0.026
	0.167

	Situational Factor <-> Behaviour Intention
	0.117
	0.132
	0.015
	0.066
	0.166

	Situational Factor <-> Facility Availability
	0.100
	0.127
	0.027
	0.031
	0.137

	Situational Factor <-> Information publicity
	0.069
	0.105
	0.036
	0.019
	0.104

	Situational Factor <-> Perceived Behaviour Control
	0.272
	0.275
	0.003
	0.152
	0.385

	Subjective Norm <-> Attitude
	0.584
	0.579
	-0.005
	0.431
	0.716

	Subjective Norm <-> Awareness of Benefit
	0.451
	0.454
	0.003
	0.278
	0.608

	Subjective Norm <-> Behaviour Intention
	0.204
	0.218
	0.014
	0.098
	0.371

	Subjective Norm <-> Facility Availability
	0.548
	0.548
	0.000
	0.362
	0.716

	Subjective Norm <-> Information publicity
	0.538
	0.538
	-0.001
	0.374
	0.684

	Subjective Norm <-> Perceived Behaviour Control
	0.442
	0.435
	-0.007
	0.261
	0.612

	Subjective Norm <-> Situational Factor
	0.072
	0.106
	0.034
	0.021
	0.093

	Trust <-> Attitude
	0.555
	0.551
	-0.004
	0.383
	0.695

	Trust <-> Awareness of Benefit
	0.595
	0.597
	0.002
	0.432
	0.746

	Trust <-> Behaviour Intention
	0.425
	0.425
	0.000
	0.274
	0.568

	Trust <-> Facility Availability
	0.742
	0.742
	0.000
	0.572
	0.861

	Trust <-> Information publicity
	0.813
	0.813
	0.001
	0.708
	0.889

	Trust <-> Perceived Behaviour Control
	0.531
	0.526
	-0.005
	0.370
	0.663

	Trust <-> Situational Factor
	0.083
	0.114
	0.031
	0.027
	0.116

	Trust <-> Subjective Norm
	0.618
	0.617
	-0.001
	0.478
	0.736
































Table B11. Discriminant validity check: Cross loading of observed variables (Central Vietnam)
	Item
	Attitude
	Awareness of Benefit
	Behaviour Intention
	Facility Availability
	Information publicity
	Perceived Behaviour Control
	Situational Factor
	Subjective Norm
	Trust

	AB1
	0.541
	0.894
	0.47
	0.369
	-0.089
	0.399
	-0.143
	0.136
	0.372

	AB2
	0.589
	0.858
	0.41
	0.413
	-0.067
	0.486
	-0.073
	0.096
	0.409

	AT1
	0.907
	0.613
	0.476
	0.41
	-0.083
	0.482
	-0.166
	0.119
	0.438

	AT2
	0.928
	0.592
	0.483
	0.405
	-0.081
	0.504
	-0.163
	0.109
	0.451

	AT3
	0.873
	0.534
	0.472
	0.445
	-0.106
	0.428
	-0.155
	0.125
	0.397

	BI1
	0.479
	0.48
	0.794
	0.443
	-0.103
	0.456
	-0.18
	0.173
	0.399

	BI2
	0.48
	0.458
	0.82
	0.464
	-0.114
	0.407
	-0.176
	0.158
	0.417

	BI3
	0.422
	0.388
	0.782
	0.371
	-0.117
	0.403
	-0.013
	0.136
	0.379

	BI4
	0.396
	0.378
	0.78
	0.31
	-0.098
	0.359
	-0.077
	0.148
	0.357

	BI5
	0.34
	0.309
	0.792
	0.359
	-0.126
	0.409
	-0.083
	0.225
	0.346

	BI6
	0.388
	0.372
	0.805
	0.406
	-0.077
	0.463
	-0.142
	0.188
	0.393

	FA1
	0.416
	0.417
	0.506
	0.851
	-0.146
	0.402
	-0.101
	0.093
	0.501

	FA2
	0.284
	0.301
	0.307
	0.751
	-0.127
	0.302
	0.021
	0.079
	0.38

	FA3
	0.326
	0.287
	0.332
	0.776
	-0.079
	0.33
	0.059
	0.03
	0.397

	FA4
	0.451
	0.406
	0.422
	0.862
	-0.118
	0.396
	-0.054
	0.08
	0.501

	LP1
	-0.053
	-0.072
	-0.074
	-0.141
	0.904
	0.005
	0.069
	-0.681
	-0.057

	LP2
	-0.112
	-0.095
	-0.124
	-0.146
	0.952
	-0.012
	0.097
	-0.721
	-0.103

	LP3
	-0.098
	-0.082
	-0.149
	-0.13
	0.946
	-0.009
	0.114
	-0.774
	-0.135

	PBC1
	0.448
	0.446
	0.448
	0.394
	-0.043
	0.801
	-0.138
	0.098
	0.382

	PBC2
	0.405
	0.386
	0.397
	0.319
	0.013
	0.785
	-0.169
	0.012
	0.338

	PBC3
	0.407
	0.421
	0.425
	0.365
	-0.023
	0.809
	-0.138
	0.079
	0.339

	PBC4
	0.449
	0.409
	0.435
	0.378
	0.037
	0.885
	-0.182
	-0.015
	0.349

	PBC5
	0.446
	0.405
	0.459
	0.381
	-0.012
	0.844
	-0.18
	0.024
	0.367

	SF1
	-0.158
	-0.106
	-0.116
	-0.023
	0.099
	-0.192
	0.894
	-0.149
	0.003

	SF2
	-0.169
	-0.123
	-0.149
	-0.043
	0.093
	-0.17
	0.938
	-0.108
	0.048

	SN1
	0.1
	0.106
	0.216
	0.101
	-0.763
	0.024
	-0.14
	0.938
	0.042

	SN2
	0.14
	0.141
	0.221
	0.09
	-0.705
	0.078
	-0.134
	0.954
	0.103

	SN3
	0.131
	0.132
	0.16
	0.055
	-0.75
	0.03
	-0.109
	0.934
	0.069

	TRU1
	0.39
	0.4
	0.374
	0.48
	-0.125
	0.308
	0.045
	0.068
	0.792

	TRU2
	0.368
	0.375
	0.379
	0.451
	-0.071
	0.301
	0.011
	0.042
	0.766

	TRU3
	0.399
	0.34
	0.356
	0.393
	-0.063
	0.335
	0.069
	0.002
	0.814

	TRU4
	0.357
	0.301
	0.417
	0.441
	-0.102
	0.415
	-0.021
	0.119
	0.806


Note: Food waste separation intention (BI), Attitude (AT), Awareness of Benefit (AB), Information Publicity (IP), Situational Factor (SF), Facility Availability (FA), Trust (Tru), Perceived Behaviour Control (PBC), and Subjective Norm (SN)


























Table B12. Discriminant validity check: Cross loading of observed variables (Danang City – Level I)
	Item
	Attitude
	Awareness of Benefit
	Behaviour Intention
	Facility Availability
	Information publicity
	Perceived Behaviour Control
	Situational Factor
	Subjective Norm
	Trust

	AB1
	0.556
	0.879
	0.545
	0.423
	-0.305
	0.48
	-0.157
	0.356
	0.412

	AB2
	0.627
	0.866
	0.519
	0.467
	-0.418
	0.554
	-0.068
	0.4
	0.439

	AT1
	0.939
	0.644
	0.648
	0.472
	-0.456
	0.494
	-0.169
	0.497
	0.528

	AT2
	0.933
	0.631
	0.61
	0.423
	-0.439
	0.507
	-0.145
	0.476
	0.513

	AT3
	0.91
	0.608
	0.617
	0.462
	-0.419
	0.456
	-0.186
	0.478
	0.504

	BI1
	0.573
	0.552
	0.825
	0.462
	-0.349
	0.578
	-0.215
	0.463
	0.513

	BI2
	0.586
	0.519
	0.823
	0.458
	-0.327
	0.499
	-0.229
	0.37
	0.489

	BI3
	0.546
	0.472
	0.722
	0.391
	-0.411
	0.477
	0.008
	0.365
	0.463

	BI4
	0.553
	0.441
	0.741
	0.352
	-0.313
	0.456
	-0.126
	0.349
	0.453

	BI5
	0.45
	0.43
	0.788
	0.433
	-0.321
	0.531
	-0.165
	0.469
	0.468

	BI6
	0.474
	0.455
	0.809
	0.438
	-0.304
	0.56
	-0.222
	0.519
	0.469

	FA1
	0.434
	0.452
	0.542
	0.873
	-0.504
	0.462
	-0.088
	0.288
	0.563

	FA2
	0.325
	0.384
	0.339
	0.778
	-0.408
	0.353
	0.085
	0.281
	0.431

	FA3
	0.36
	0.392
	0.388
	0.82
	-0.509
	0.378
	0.123
	0.316
	0.531

	FA4
	0.496
	0.474
	0.502
	0.895
	-0.549
	0.433
	-0.001
	0.328
	0.589

	LP1
	-0.296
	-0.325
	-0.231
	-0.474
	0.82
	-0.424
	-0.117
	-0.285
	-0.472

	LP2
	-0.451
	-0.411
	-0.361
	-0.527
	0.898
	-0.45
	-0.073
	-0.36
	-0.579

	LP3
	-0.436
	-0.333
	-0.45
	-0.516
	0.868
	-0.424
	-0.022
	-0.5
	-0.631

	PBC1
	0.393
	0.522
	0.489
	0.374
	-0.384
	0.76
	-0.141
	0.431
	0.427

	PBC2
	0.433
	0.435
	0.511
	0.338
	-0.341
	0.76
	-0.178
	0.395
	0.38

	PBC3
	0.368
	0.502
	0.516
	0.398
	-0.383
	0.769
	-0.132
	0.381
	0.374

	PBC4
	0.451
	0.458
	0.568
	0.416
	-0.437
	0.878
	-0.187
	0.432
	0.389

	PBC5
	0.46
	0.474
	0.567
	0.435
	-0.457
	0.852
	-0.155
	0.476
	0.416

	SF1
	-0.163
	-0.13
	-0.191
	0.032
	-0.081
	-0.166
	0.918
	-0.013
	0.03

	SF2
	-0.166
	-0.107
	-0.189
	0.002
	-0.047
	-0.197
	0.916
	0.037
	0.049

	SN1
	0.47
	0.417
	0.524
	0.354
	-0.384
	0.494
	-0.027
	0.861
	0.417

	SN2
	0.447
	0.348
	0.483
	0.321
	-0.406
	0.455
	0.024
	0.919
	0.491

	SN3
	0.448
	0.364
	0.386
	0.247
	-0.439
	0.417
	0.048
	0.835
	0.453

	TRU1
	0.503
	0.451
	0.511
	0.629
	-0.578
	0.404
	0.035
	0.399
	0.827

	TRU2
	0.413
	0.403
	0.481
	0.502
	-0.431
	0.352
	0.052
	0.332
	0.763

	TRU3
	0.417
	0.332
	0.432
	0.428
	-0.6
	0.34
	0.07
	0.417
	0.797

	TRU4
	0.441
	0.367
	0.509
	0.458
	-0.529
	0.47
	-0.013
	0.508
	0.814


Note: Food waste separation intention (BI), Attitude (AT), Awareness of Benefit (AB), Information Publicity (IP), Situational Factor (SF), Facility Availability (FA), Trust (Tru), Perceived Behaviour Control (PBC), and Subjective Norm (SN)





























Table B13. Discriminant validity check: Cross loading of observed variables (Hue City – Level II)
	Item
	Attitude
	Awareness of Benefit
	Behaviour Intention
	Facility Availability
	Information publicity
	Perceived Behaviour Control
	Situational Factor
	Subjective Norm
	Trust

	AB1
	0.661
	0.895
	0.46
	0.283
	-0.338
	0.347
	-0.282
	0.447
	0.309

	AB2
	0.617
	0.908
	0.491
	0.477
	-0.379
	0.444
	-0.173
	0.468
	0.378

	AT1
	0.93
	0.677
	0.505
	0.397
	-0.348
	0.481
	-0.349
	0.47
	0.294

	AT2
	0.949
	0.684
	0.551
	0.433
	-0.391
	0.454
	-0.357
	0.476
	0.376

	AT3
	0.821
	0.546
	0.446
	0.415
	-0.302
	0.304
	-0.195
	0.331
	0.264

	BI1
	0.514
	0.528
	0.751
	0.472
	-0.251
	0.351
	-0.263
	0.389
	0.328

	BI2
	0.512
	0.5
	0.777
	0.512
	-0.292
	0.337
	-0.282
	0.368
	0.378

	BI3
	0.325
	0.361
	0.746
	0.335
	-0.304
	0.297
	-0.092
	0.348
	0.326

	BI4
	0.375
	0.337
	0.735
	0.225
	-0.254
	0.251
	-0.29
	0.34
	0.324

	BI5
	0.38
	0.308
	0.812
	0.348
	-0.306
	0.361
	-0.216
	0.51
	0.395

	BI6
	0.418
	0.36
	0.784
	0.354
	-0.354
	0.439
	-0.222
	0.492
	0.426

	FA1
	0.339
	0.381
	0.513
	0.81
	-0.346
	0.321
	-0.169
	0.247
	0.399

	FA2
	0.286
	0.292
	0.332
	0.731
	-0.407
	0.288
	-0.042
	0.145
	0.367

	FA3
	0.412
	0.28
	0.32
	0.772
	-0.357
	0.363
	-0.047
	0.27
	0.177

	FA4
	0.415
	0.345
	0.327
	0.799
	-0.361
	0.398
	-0.099
	0.298
	0.335

	LP1
	-0.25
	-0.269
	-0.213
	-0.455
	0.737
	-0.217
	-0.022
	-0.164
	-0.32

	LP2
	-0.348
	-0.347
	-0.328
	-0.416
	0.886
	-0.308
	0.116
	-0.267
	-0.44

	LP3
	-0.346
	-0.36
	-0.375
	-0.334
	0.854
	-0.361
	0.148
	-0.425
	-0.513

	PBC1
	0.421
	0.375
	0.398
	0.399
	-0.323
	0.859
	-0.179
	0.428
	0.298

	PBC2
	0.347
	0.395
	0.351
	0.305
	-0.332
	0.84
	-0.264
	0.35
	0.193

	PBC3
	0.339
	0.339
	0.326
	0.323
	-0.232
	0.838
	-0.174
	0.465
	0.259

	PBC4
	0.438
	0.392
	0.418
	0.409
	-0.35
	0.934
	-0.348
	0.438
	0.251

	PBC5
	0.46
	0.421
	0.448
	0.445
	-0.36
	0.905
	-0.378
	0.431
	0.303

	SF1
	-0.321
	-0.225
	-0.286
	-0.123
	0.142
	-0.388
	0.912
	-0.253
	-0.205

	SF2
	-0.288
	-0.226
	-0.256
	-0.104
	0.062
	-0.166
	0.889
	-0.147
	0.005

	SN1
	0.432
	0.436
	0.563
	0.321
	-0.291
	0.432
	-0.209
	0.881
	0.387

	SN2
	0.362
	0.434
	0.415
	0.23
	-0.353
	0.389
	-0.18
	0.916
	0.394

	SN3
	0.465
	0.48
	0.404
	0.246
	-0.341
	0.452
	-0.204
	0.854
	0.339

	TRU1
	0.262
	0.323
	0.31
	0.338
	-0.483
	0.208
	-0.065
	0.277
	0.777

	TRU2
	0.288
	0.35
	0.389
	0.341
	-0.361
	0.179
	-0.141
	0.245
	0.784

	TRU3
	0.303
	0.314
	0.325
	0.254
	-0.524
	0.218
	-0.078
	0.355
	0.818

	TRU4
	0.262
	0.248
	0.456
	0.39
	-0.356
	0.326
	-0.084
	0.449
	0.809


Note: Food waste separation intention (BI), Attitude (AT), Awareness of Benefit (AB), Information Publicity (IP), Situational Factor (SF), Facility Availability (FA), Trust (Tru), Perceived Behaviour Control (PBC), and Subjective Norm (SN)




























Table B14. Discriminant validity check: Cross loading of observed variables (Hoi An City – Level III)
	Item
	Attitude
	Awareness of Benefit
	Behaviour Intention
	Facility Availability
	Information publicity
	Perceived Behaviour Control
	Situational Factor
	Subjective Norm
	Trust

	AB1
	0.384
	0.923
	0.393
	0.365
	0.354
	0.345
	0.035
	-0.278
	0.374

	AB2
	0.445
	0.773
	0.239
	0.339
	0.417
	0.38
	-0.02
	-0.3
	0.352

	AT1
	0.806
	0.459
	0.284
	0.429
	0.432
	0.446
	-0.041
	-0.413
	0.429

	AT2
	0.883
	0.36
	0.301
	0.449
	0.462
	0.569
	-0.054
	-0.448
	0.385

	AT3
	0.88
	0.395
	0.321
	0.471
	0.394
	0.565
	-0.072
	-0.41
	0.339

	BI1
	0.338
	0.355
	0.769
	0.387
	0.302
	0.431
	0.037
	-0.243
	0.31

	BI2
	0.358
	0.388
	0.838
	0.44
	0.359
	0.432
	0.079
	-0.257
	0.405

	BI3
	0.358
	0.322
	0.874
	0.374
	0.279
	0.461
	0.101
	-0.151
	0.333

	BI4
	0.216
	0.353
	0.871
	0.331
	0.214
	0.393
	0.179
	-0.069
	0.276

	BI5
	0.194
	0.188
	0.789
	0.274
	0.173
	0.361
	0.159
	-0.031
	0.181

	BI6
	0.273
	0.292
	0.816
	0.392
	0.334
	0.39
	0.098
	-0.168
	0.285

	FA1
	0.505
	0.416
	0.459
	0.865
	0.56
	0.467
	-0.007
	-0.393
	0.543

	FA2
	0.306
	0.224
	0.237
	0.706
	0.509
	0.318
	0.095
	-0.321
	0.392

	FA3
	0.313
	0.193
	0.264
	0.701
	0.471
	0.278
	-0.012
	-0.391
	0.389

	FA4
	0.464
	0.382
	0.37
	0.849
	0.528
	0.406
	-0.069
	-0.325
	0.52

	LP1
	0.356
	0.301
	0.235
	0.516
	0.815
	0.304
	0.016
	-0.358
	0.506

	LP2
	0.42
	0.425
	0.273
	0.556
	0.863
	0.356
	-0.007
	-0.439
	0.591

	LP3
	0.48
	0.379
	0.335
	0.592
	0.871
	0.378
	0.013
	-0.327
	0.565

	PBC1
	0.585
	0.393
	0.448
	0.458
	0.423
	0.805
	-0.074
	-0.291
	0.38

	PBC2
	0.389
	0.267
	0.327
	0.355
	0.323
	0.745
	-0.174
	-0.32
	0.364

	PBC3
	0.572
	0.359
	0.42
	0.396
	0.349
	0.818
	-0.153
	-0.283
	0.327

	PBC4
	0.449
	0.338
	0.35
	0.377
	0.289
	0.83
	-0.088
	-0.3
	0.327

	PBC5
	0.387
	0.246
	0.388
	0.294
	0.208
	0.723
	-0.081
	-0.32
	0.304

	SF1
	-0.076
	0.005
	0.118
	-0.014
	0.018
	-0.162
	0.996
	-0.029
	0.071

	SF2
	-0.13
	-0.086
	-0.014
	-0.05
	0.077
	-0.257
	0.638
	-0.029
	0.024

	SN1
	-0.471
	-0.332
	-0.18
	-0.421
	-0.382
	-0.338
	0.016
	0.878
	-0.435

	SN2
	-0.35
	-0.233
	-0.108
	-0.342
	-0.4
	-0.246
	-0.116
	0.826
	-0.461

	SN3
	-0.441
	-0.28
	-0.183
	-0.4
	-0.369
	-0.385
	-0.01
	0.897
	-0.421

	TRU1
	0.277
	0.372
	0.287
	0.405
	0.461
	0.231
	0.113
	-0.268
	0.744

	TRU2
	0.341
	0.331
	0.256
	0.468
	0.506
	0.319
	0.028
	-0.348
	0.74

	TRU3
	0.446
	0.362
	0.32
	0.503
	0.586
	0.391
	0.107
	-0.468
	0.841

	TRU4
	0.319
	0.248
	0.272
	0.5
	0.482
	0.415
	-0.028
	-0.468
	0.797


Note: Food waste separation intention (BI), Attitude (AT), Awareness of Benefit (AB), Information Publicity (IP), Situational Factor (SF), Facility Availability (FA), Trust (Tru), Perceived Behaviour Control (PBC), and Subjective Norm (SN)


























C. Inner model analysis
Table C1. Result of Multicollinearity check (VIF)
	
	Central Vietnam
	Danang City (Level I)
	Hue City (Level II)
	Hoi An City (Level III)

	Attitude -> Behaviour Intention
	2.028
	2.351
	2.338
	2.086

	Awareness of Benefit -> Behaviour Intention
	1.898
	2.237
	2.245
	1.44

	Facility Availability -> Behaviour Intention
	1.674
	2.016
	1.593
	2.137

	Information Publicity -> Behaviour Intention
	2.677
	2.114
	1.619
	2.26

	Perceived Behaviour Control -> Behaviour Intention
	1.637
	2.051
	1.619
	1.815

	Situational Factor -> Behaviour Intention
	1.099
	1.15
	1.184
	1.049

	Subjective Norm -> Behaviour Intention
	2.659
	1.729
	1.653
	1.54

	Trust -> Behaviour Intention
	1.682
	2.452
	1.587
	2.138
























Table C2. Result from Bootstrapping analysis for structure model (Central Vietnam)
	Central Vietnam
	Original sample (O)
	Sample mean (M)
	Standard deviation (STDEV)
	T statistics (|O/STDEV|)
	P values

	Attitude -> Behaviour Intention
	0.151
	0.147
	0.050
	3.015
	0.003

	Awareness of Benefit -> Behaviour Intention
	0.121
	0.122
	0.050
	2.433
	0.015

	Facility Availability -> Behaviour Intention
	0.186
	0.187
	0.037
	4.969
	0.000

	Information publicity -> Behaviour Intention
	0.129
	0.129
	0.043
	3.039
	0.002

	Perceived Behaviour Control -> Behaviour Intention
	0.217
	0.218
	0.039
	5.505
	0.000

	Situational Factor -> Behaviour Intention
	-0.041
	-0.041
	0.023
	1.770
	0.077

	Subjective Norm -> Behaviour Intention
	0.236
	0.236
	0.046
	5.085
	0.000

	Trust -> Behaviour Intention
	0.158
	0.158
	0.037
	4.290
	0.000

















Table C3. Result from Bootstrapping analysis for structure model (Danang City – Level I)
	Danang (Level I)
	Original sample (O)
	Sample mean (M)
	Standard deviation (STDEV)
	T statistics (|O/STDEV|)
	P values

	Attitude -> Behaviour Intention
	0.272
	0.263
	0.07
	3.894
	0

	Awareness of Benefit -> Behaviour Intention
	0.073
	0.073
	0.062
	1.172
	0.241

	Facility Availability -> Behaviour Intention
	0.126
	0.131
	0.056
	2.235
	0.025

	Information publicity -> Behaviour Intention
	0.165
	0.162
	0.052
	3.138
	0.002

	Perceived Behaviour Control -> Behaviour Intention
	0.292
	0.292
	0.056
	5.19
	0

	Situational Factor -> Behaviour Intention
	-0.094
	-0.096
	0.032
	2.911
	0.004

	Subjective Norm -> Behaviour Intention
	0.117
	0.118
	0.042
	2.744
	0.006

	Trust -> Behaviour Intention
	0.249
	0.249
	0.057
	4.33
	0


















Table C4. Result from Bootstrapping analysis for structure model (Hue City – Level II)
	Hue – Level II
	Original sample (O)
	Sample mean (M)
	Standard deviation (STDEV)
	T statistics (|O/STDEV|)
	P values

	Attitude -> Behaviour Intention
	0.176
	0.168
	0.087
	2.028
	0.043

	Awareness of Benefit -> Behaviour Intention
	0.094
	0.081
	0.108
	0.866
	0.387

	Facility Availability -> Behaviour Intention
	0.214
	0.227
	0.070
	3.059
	0.002

	Information publicity -> Behaviour Intention
	0.031
	0.039
	0.069
	0.455
	0.649

	Perceived Behaviour Control -> Behaviour Intention
	0.047
	0.057
	0.073
	0.640
	0.522

	Situational Factor -> Behaviour Intention
	-0.108
	-0.105
	0.054
	2.004
	0.045

	Subjective Norm -> Behaviour Intention
	0.225
	0.226
	0.073
	3.071
	0.002

	Trust -> Behaviour Intention
	0.182
	0.188
	0.058
	3.125
	0.002


















Table C5. Result from Bootstrapping analysis for structure model (Hoi An City – Level III)
	Hoi An (Level III)
	Original sample (O)
	Sample mean (M)
	Standard deviation (STDEV)
	T statistics (|O/STDEV|)
	P values

	Attitude -> Behaviour Intention
	-0.031
	-0.037
	0.073
	0.433
	0.665

	Awareness of Benefit -> Behaviour Intention
	0.165
	0.173
	0.083
	1.990
	0.047

	Facility Availability -> Behaviour Intention
	0.248
	0.246
	0.077
	3.224
	0.001

	Information publicity -> Behaviour Intention
	-0.025
	-0.025
	0.091
	0.281
	0.779

	Perceived Behaviour Control -> Behaviour Intention
	0.393
	0.386
	0.074
	5.339
	0.000

	Situational Factor -> Behaviour Intention
	0.184
	0.156
	0.081
	2.259
	0.024

	Subjective Norm -> Behaviour Intention
	0.139
	0.135
	0.058
	2.378
	0.017

	Trust -> Behaviour Intention
	0.063
	0.065
	0.069
	0.910
	0.363

















D. Procedure of Measurement invariance of composite models (MICOM)
Table D1. MICOM Step 3: Equal mean and equal variance (Danang city – Level I and Hoi An city – Level III)
	Danang (Level I) vs Hoi An (Level III)

	              
	Original difference
	Permutation mean difference
	0.50%
	99.50%
	Permutation p value
	Equal Mean Value?
	Original difference
	Permutation mean difference
	0.50%
	99.50%
	Permutation p value
	Equal Variances?
	Full measurement Invariance?

	Attitude
	-0.018
	-0.001
	-0.197
	0.196
	0.802
	Yes
	0.53
	0.009
	-0.671
	0.738
	0.053
	Yes
	Yes

	Awareness of Benefit
	-0.034
	-0.001
	-0.193
	0.191
	0.642
	Yes
	0.298
	0.008
	-0.596
	0.614
	0.212
	Yes
	Yes

	Behaviour Intention
	0.006
	-0.001
	-0.198
	0.189
	0.942
	Yes
	-0.155
	0.005
	-0.501
	0.546
	0.447
	Yes
	Yes

	Facility Availability
	-0.036
	0
	-0.188
	0.189
	0.652
	Yes
	0.304
	0.005
	-0.559
	0.569
	0.167
	Yes
	Yes

	Information Publicity
	-1.689
	0
	-0.196
	0.189
	0
	No
	0.458
	0
	-0.13
	0.133
	0
	No
	No

	Perceived Behaviour Control
	-0.394
	-0.001
	-0.197
	0.195
	0
	No
	0.483
	0.007
	-0.484
	0.525
	0.013
	No
	No

	Situational Factor
	-0.187
	0.001
	-0.199
	0.182
	0.01
	No
	0.043
	0.001
	-0.165
	0.176
	0.514
	Yes
	No

	Subjective Norm
	1.636
	0.002
	-0.189
	0.2
	0
	No
	0.351
	0.002
	-0.138
	0.149
	0
	No
	No

	Trust
	-0.148
	-0.001
	-0.195
	0.192
	0.047
	No
	0.393
	0.003
	-0.428
	0.423
	0.017
	No
	No



Table D2. MICOM Step 3: Equal mean and equal variance (Danang city – Level I and Hue city – Level II)
	Danang (Level I) vs Hue (Level II)

	              
	Original difference
	Permutation mean difference
	0.50%
	99.50%
	Permutation p value
	Equal Mean Value?
	Original difference
	Permutation mean difference
	0.50%
	99.50%
	Permutation p value
	Equal Variances?
	Full measurement Invariance?

	Attitude
	0.284
	-0.001
	-0.198
	0.216
	0
	No
	0.029
	0.01
	-0.607
	0.66
	0.911
	Yes
	No

	Awareness of Benefit
	0.176
	-0.001
	-0.196
	0.203
	0.023
	No
	-0.05
	0.013
	-0.617
	0.657
	0.839
	Yes
	No

	Behaviour Intention
	-0.134
	-0.002
	-0.198
	0.205
	0.084
	Yes
	0.248
	0.012
	-0.554
	0.591
	0.271
	Yes
	Yes

	Facility Availability
	-0.203
	0
	-0.21
	0.199
	0.011
	No
	0.714
	0.007
	-0.583
	0.619
	0.002
	No
	No

	Information publicity
	-0.273
	0
	-0.195
	0.197
	0
	No
	-0.117
	0.005
	-0.363
	0.398
	0.423
	Yes
	No

	Perceived Behaviour Control
	0.074
	-0.001
	-0.209
	0.2
	0.347
	Yes
	-0.187
	0.009
	-0.427
	0.461
	0.276
	Yes
	Yes

	Situational Factor
	0.229
	0.002
	-0.197
	0.2
	0.003
	No
	0.226
	0.004
	-0.195
	0.215
	0.005
	No
	No

	Subjective Norm
	0.145
	-0.001
	-0.203
	0.206
	0.061
	Yes
	-0.1
	0.005
	-0.368
	0.406
	0.51
	Yes
	Yes

	Trust
	0.193
	0
	-0.208
	0.204
	0.015
	No
	0.149
	0.003
	-0.423
	0.45
	0.383
	Yes
	No


































Table D3. MICOM Step 3: Equal mean and equal variance (Hue city – Level II and Hoi An city – Level III)
	Hue (Level II) vs Hoi An (Level III)

	
	Original difference
	Permutation mean difference
	0.50%
	99.50%
	Permutation p value
	Equal Mean Value?
	Original difference
	Permutation mean difference
	0.50%
	99.50%
	Permutation p value
	Equal Variances?
	Full measurement Invariance?

	Attitude
	-0.338
	0.001
	-0.213
	0.225
	0
	No
	0.489
	-0.005
	-0.657
	0.611
	0.052
	Yes
	No

	Awareness of Benefit
	-0.212
	0.001
	-0.217
	0.218
	0.014
	No
	0.335
	-0.004
	-0.667
	0.625
	0.196
	Yes
	No

	Behaviour Intention
	0.14
	0.002
	-0.218
	0.206
	0.1
	Yes
	-0.405
	-0.008
	-0.595
	0.565
	0.078
	Yes
	Yes

	Facility Availability
	0.182
	0.001
	-0.219
	0.21
	0.034
	No
	-0.389
	-0.004
	-0.575
	0.572
	0.087
	Yes
	No

	Information publicity
	-1.618
	0
	-0.227
	0.236
	0
	No
	0.564
	0
	-0.176
	0.169
	0
	No
	No

	Perceived Behaviour Control
	-0.449
	0.001
	-0.215
	0.216
	0
	No
	0.661
	-0.004
	-0.556
	0.54
	0.002
	No
	No

	Situational Factor
	-0.41
	0.001
	-0.208
	0.215
	0
	No
	-0.174
	-0.001
	-0.216
	0.195
	0.025
	No
	No

	Subjective Norm
	1.592
	0
	-0.221
	0.227
	0
	No
	0.47
	-0.001
	-0.175
	0.179
	0
	No
	No

	Trust
	-0.365
	0
	-0.211
	0.214
	0
	No
	0.255
	0
	-0.421
	0.402
	0.124
	Yes
	No
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