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Table S1 - Scale items and descriptive statistics 
	Constructs, Items and Description
	Mean
	SD
	SKW
	KUR

	[bookmark: _Hlk143439275]Convenience motivation

	CM1
	I like consuming in the privacy of my place (Removed)
	5.829
	0.929
	-0.609
	-0.114

	CM2
	I don’t have to leave home
	5.698
	1.090
	-0.718
	0.038

	CM3
	I like saving the effort of commuting to stores
	5.706
	1.136
	-0.790
	0.075

	[bookmark: _Hlk143439292]Functional motivation
	
	
	
	

	FM1
	Working from home enables me to accomplish tasks more quickly in my daily activities.
	5.837
	1.011
	-0.938
	1.120

	FM2
	Working from home improves my productivity.
	5.608
	1.160
	-0.908
	0.858

	[bookmark: _Hlk143439218]Hedonic motivation

	HM1
	Staying at home is fun
	5.555
	1.053
	-0.454
	-0.373

	HM2
	I enjoy consuming services at home
	5.702
	0.948
	-0.449
	-0.166

	HM3
	My place offers an entertaining experience
	5.384
	1.079
	-0.496
	-0.037

	[bookmark: _Hlk143439205]Home quality

	HQ1
	My place offers spacious accommodation
	4.371
	1.621
	-0.297
	-0.815

	HQ2
	My place provides guests with good home amenities
	4.490
	1.639
	-0.463
	-0.610

	HQ3
	My place provides a “homely” feel in my life
	5.445
	1.338
	-1.238
	1.558

	HQ4
	My friends can feel home and relax at my place
	5.278
	1.459
	-1.027
	0.627

	[bookmark: _Hlk143439157]Boundary control

	BC1
	I control whether I am able to keep my work and personal life separate. 
	5.694
	1.187
	-1.357
	2.367

	BC2
	I control whether I have clear boundaries between my work and personal life.
	5.784
	1.115
	-1.208
	1.648

	BC3
	I control whether I combine my work and personal life activities throughout the day.
	5.763
	1.068
	-1.205
	2.444

	[bookmark: _Hlk143439176]Techno-invasion 

	TI1
	I have to be in touch with my work even during my vacation due to remote working
	2.808
	1.679
	0.636
	-0.761

	TI2
	I spend less time with my friends/ family due to remote working
	2.522
	1.511
	1.078
	0.421

	TI3
	I feel my personal life is being invaded by remote work communications
	2.506
	1.583
	1.155
	0.590

	[bookmark: _Hlk143439145]Work-induced loneliness

	WIL1
	I feel isolated from co-workers
	3.139
	1.741
	0.410
	-1.128

	WIL2
	I feel left out at work
	2.588
	1.530
	0.836
	-0.256

	WIL3
	I feel in tune with my co-workers (Removed)
	4.192
	1.437
	-0.274
	-0.343

	WIL4
	I lack work companionship
	3.339
	1.641
	0.483
	-0.674

	Attitudes toward in-home services 
	
	
	
	

	ATT1
	Consuming services/experiences at home is good
	5.755
	0.881
	-0.625
	-0.038

	ATT2
	Consuming services/experiences at home is sensible
	5.829
	0.964
	-1.255
	3.065

	ATT3
	Consuming services/experiences at home is rewarding
	5.461
	1.026
	-0.423
	-0.468

	ATT4
	Consuming services/experiences at home is wise
	5.535
	1.042
	-0.487
	-0.166

	Intentions to use in-home services
	
	
	
	

	INT1
	I am considering consuming more at home
	5.049
	1.234
	-0.793
	0.866

	INT2
	I will consume more such services in the future
	5.139
	1.279
	-0.653
	0.165

	INT3
	The chance of using more services at home is high
	5.506
	1.253
	-0.990
	1.035

	Notes: M=Mean; SD=Standard deviation; SKW=Skewness; KUR=Kurtosis; 


Source: authors own work
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Table S2
Evaluation of the constructs

	 Constructs
	α
	CR
	AVE
	ATT
	BC
	CM
	FM
	HM
	HQ
	INT
	TI
	WIL

	ATT
	0.881
	0.919
	0.739
	0.859
	0.175
	0.454
	0.752
	0.682
	0.265
	0.716
	0.086
	0.331

	BC
	0.910
	0.943
	0.847
	0.155
	0.920
	0.099
	0.217
	0.178
	0.294
	0.183
	0.581
	0.221

	CM
	0.733
	0.882
	0.789
	0.367
	0.067
	0.888
	0.485
	0.336
	0.151
	0.358
	0.111
	0.148

	FM
	0.863
	0.936
	0.880
	0.656
	0.193
	0.387
	0.938
	0.582
	0.251
	0.601
	0.130
	0.190

	HM
	0.704
	0.832
	0.624
	0.562
	0.140
	0.261
	0.474
	0.790
	0.476
	0.705
	0.131
	0.226

	HQ
	0.867
	0.909
	0.715
	0.235
	0.260
	0.121
	0.219
	0.348
	0.846
	0.175
	0.179
	0.270

	INT
	0.775
	0.869
	0.690
	0.595
	0.150
	0.271
	0.493
	0.553
	0.143
	0.831
	0.119
	0.193

	TI
	0.796
	0.857
	0.669
	0.011
	-0.458
	0.005
	-0.065
	0.059
	-0.125
	0.099
	0.818
	0.511

	WIL
	0.786
	0.875
	0.704
	-0.281
	-0.199
	-0.108
	-0.153
	-0.171
	-0.225
	-0.153
	0.370
	0.839

	Notes: α=Cronbach’s Alpha; CR= Composite Reliabilities; AVE=Average Variance Extracted.
The square root of the AVE is reported along the diagonal (in bold).  Correlations and HTMT values among the constructs are presented under and above the diagonal respectively. 
ATT= Attitude towards in-home services; INT=Intentions to use in-home services; BC=Boundary control; TI=Techno-invasion; WIL=Work-induced loneliness; HM= Hedonic orientation; CM=Convenience motivation; FM=Functional motivation; HQ=Home quality



Source: authors own work




Table S3
Contrarian case analysis results with Switching Intention 

	
	INT
	
	
	INT
	
	
	INT

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	WIL
(Cramer’s V=0.170, p=0.030)
	1
	9
	11
	4
	11
	16
	
	BC
(Cramer’s V=0.171, p=0.025)
	1
	21
	16
	7
	17
	6
	
	TI
(Cramer’s V=0.120, p=0.590)
	1
	14
	8
	6
	9
	14

	
	
	3.7%
	4.5%
	1.6%
	4.5%
	6.5%
	
	
	
	8.6%
	6.5%
	2.9%
	6.9%
	2.4%
	
	
	
	5.7%
	3.3%
	2.4%
	3.7%
	5.7%

	
	2
	12
	9
	4
	20
	8
	
	
	2
	7
	5
	5
	14
	4
	
	
	2
	9
	3
	3
	9
	5

	
	
	4.9%
	3.7%
	1.6%
	8.2%
	3.3%
	
	
	
	2.9%
	2.0%
	2.0%
	5.7%
	1.6%
	
	
	
	3.7%
	1.2%
	1.2%
	3.7%
	2.0%

	
	3
	9
	7
	6
	9
	8
	
	
	3
	17
	14
	8
	25
	8
	
	
	3
	19
	18
	9
	23
	9

	
	
	3.7%
	2.9%
	2.4%
	3.7%
	3.3%
	
	
	
	6.9%
	5.7%
	3.3%
	10.2%
	3.3%
	
	
	
	7.8%
	7.3%
	3.7%
	9.4%
	3.7%

	
	4
	22
	10
	7
	16
	3
	
	
	4
	3
	7
	3
	5
	2
	
	
	4
	8
	9
	5
	13
	3

	
	
	9.0%
	4.1%
	2.9%
	6.5%
	1.2%
	
	
	
	1.2%
	2.9%
	1.2%
	2.0%
	0.8%
	
	
	
	3.3%
	3.7%
	2.0%
	5.3%
	1.2%

	
	5
	8
	11
	7
	15
	3
	
	
	5
	12
	6
	5
	10
	18
	
	
	5
	10
	10
	5
	17
	7

	
	
	3.3%
	4.5%
	2.9%
	6.1%
	1.2%
	
	
	
	4.9%
	2.4%
	2.0%
	4.1%
	7.3%
	
	
	
	4.1%
	4.1%
	2.0%
	6.9%
	2.9%

	HQ
(Cramer’s V=0.158, p=0.083)
	1
	20
	4
	4
	19
	5
	
	HM
(Cramer’s V=0.268, p<0.001)
	1
	29
	8
	7
	8
	0
	
	CM
(Cramer’s V=0.241, p<0.001)
	1
	26
	9
	5
	13
	5

	
	
	8.2%
	1.6%
	1.6%
	7.8%
	2.0%
	
	
	
	11.8%
	3.3%
	2.9%
	3.3%
	0.0%
	
	
	
	10.6%
	3.7%
	2.0%
	5.3%
	2.0%

	
	2
	14
	12
	5
	11
	10
	
	
	2
	13
	13
	7
	17
	2
	
	
	2
	10
	8
	3
	5
	2

	
	
	5.7%
	4.9%
	2.0%
	4.5%
	4.1%
	
	
	
	5.3%
	5.3%
	2.9%
	6.9%
	0.8%
	
	
	
	4.1%
	3.3%
	1.2%
	2.0%
	0.8%

	
	3
	5
	10
	6
	16
	4
	
	
	3
	10
	10
	6
	8
	6
	
	
	3
	15
	20
	9
	24
	8

	
	
	2.0%
	4.1%
	2.4%
	6.5%
	1.6%
	
	
	
	4.1%
	4.1%
	2.4%
	3.3%
	2.4%
	
	
	
	6.1%
	8.2%
	3.7%
	9.8%
	3.3%

	
	4
	11
	8
	6
	9
	5
	
	
	4
	3
	7
	4
	15
	10
	
	
	4
	5
	2
	8
	14
	4

	
	
	4.5%
	3.3%
	2.4%
	3.7%
	2.0%
	
	
	
	1.2%
	2.9%
	1.6%
	6.1%
	4.1%
	
	
	
	2.0%
	0.8%
	3.3%
	5.7%
	1.6%

	
	5
	10
	14
	7
	16
	14
	
	
	5
	5
	10
	4
	23
	20
	
	
	5
	4
	9
	3
	15
	19

	
	
	4.1%
	5.7%
	2.9%
	6.5%
	5.7%
	Notes:
Cases in italics denote main effect.
Cases in bold denote main contrarian cases (i.e., cases not explained by the main effects)

INT=Intentions to use in-home services; WIL=Work-induced loneliness; BC=Boundary control; TI=Techno-invasion; HQ=Home quality; HM= Hedonic orientation; CM=Convenience Motivation; FM=Functional motivation.
Source: authors own work


	
	
	2.0%
	4.1%
	1.6%
	9.4%
	8.2%
	
	
	
	1.6%
	3.7%
	1.2%
	6.1%
	7.8%

	[bookmark: _Hlk143434563]FM
(Cramer’s V=0.293, p<0.001)
	1
	19
	5
	3
	7
	1
	

	
	
	7.8%
	2.0%
	1.2%
	2.9%
	0.4%
	

	
	2
	25
	14
	8
	13
	4
	

	
	
	10.2%
	5.7%
	3.3%
	5.3%
	1.6%
	

	
	3
	13
	16
	11
	25
	9
	

	
	
	5.3%
	6.5%
	4.5%
	10.2%
	3.7%
	

	
	4
	1
	10
	5
	8
	4
	

	
	
	0.4%
	4.1%
	2.0%
	3.3%
	1.6%
	

	
	5
	2
	3
	1
	18
	20
	

	
	
	0.8%
	1.2%
	0.4%
	7.3%
	8.2%
	



Table S4
Contrarian case analysis results with Attitude towards IHSC

	
	ATT
	
	
	ATT
	
	
	ATT

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	WIL
(Cramer’s V=0.181, p=0.010)
	1
	3
	7
	5
	20
	16
	
	BC
(Cramer’s V=0.175, p=0.019)
	1
	13
	20
	8
	20
	6
	
	TI
(Cramer’s V=0.099, p=0.885)
	1
	8
	12
	3
	16
	12

	
	
	1.2%
	2.9%
	2.0%
	8.2%
	6.5%
	
	
	
	5.3%
	8.2%
	3.3%
	8.2%
	2.4%
	
	
	
	3.3%
	4.9%
	1.2%
	6.5%
	4.9%

	
	2
	8
	17
	3
	15
	10
	
	
	2
	6
	12
	2
	10
	5
	
	
	2
	6
	7
	3
	10
	3

	
	
	3.3%
	6.9%
	1.2%
	6.1%
	4.1%
	
	
	
	2.4%
	4.9%
	0.8%
	4.1%
	2.0%
	
	
	
	2.4%
	2.9%
	1.2%
	4.1%
	1.2%

	
	3
	8
	11
	2
	11
	7
	
	
	3
	15
	18
	3
	30
	6
	
	
	3
	17
	19
	4
	27
	11

	
	
	3.3%
	4.5%
	0.8%
	4.5%
	2.9%
	
	
	
	6.1%
	7.3%
	1.2%
	12.2%
	2.4%
	
	
	
	6.9%
	7.8%
	1.6%
	11.0%
	4.5%

	
	4
	13
	19
	5
	16
	5
	
	
	4
	3
	2
	1
	9
	5
	
	
	4
	5
	12
	3
	15
	3

	
	
	5.3%
	7.8%
	2.0%
	6.5%
	2.0%
	
	
	
	1.2%
	0.8%
	0.4%
	3.7%
	2.0%
	
	
	
	2.0%
	4.9%
	1.2%
	6.1%
	1.2%

	
	5
	13
	8
	2
	19
	2
	
	
	5
	8
	10
	3
	12
	18
	
	
	5
	9
	12
	4
	13
	11

	
	
	5.3%
	3.3%
	0.8%
	7.8%
	0.8%
	
	
	
	3.3%
	4.1%
	1.2%
	4.9%
	7.3%
	
	
	
	3.7%
	4.9%
	1.6%
	5.3%
	4.5%

	HQ
(Cramer’s V=0.185, p=0.006)
	1
	12
	14
	6
	15
	5
	
	HM
(Cramer’s V=0.288, p<0.001)
	1
	19
	19
	4
	10
	0
	
	CM
(Cramer’s V=0.277, p<0.001)
	1
	21
	18
	2
	14
	3

	
	
	4.9%
	5.7%
	2.4%
	6.1%
	2.0%
	
	
	
	7.8%
	7.8%
	1.6%
	4.1%
	0.0%
	
	
	
	8.6%
	7.3%
	0.8%
	5.7%
	1.2%

	
	2
	12
	16
	2
	18
	4
	
	
	2
	12
	15
	6
	18
	1
	
	
	2
	7
	10
	2
	5
	4

	
	
	4.9%
	6.5%
	0.8%
	7.3%
	1.6%
	
	
	
	4.9%
	6.1%
	2.4%
	7.3%
	0.4%
	
	
	
	2.9%
	4.1%
	0.8%
	2.0%
	1.6%

	
	3
	5
	9
	5
	17
	5
	
	
	3
	7
	10
	3
	15
	5
	
	
	3
	11
	19
	4
	37
	5

	
	
	2.0%
	3.7%
	2.0%
	6.9%
	2.0%
	
	
	
	2.9%
	4.1%
	1.2%
	6.1%
	2.0%
	
	
	
	4.5%
	7.8%
	1.6%
	15.1%
	2.0%

	
	4
	7
	15
	2
	10
	5
	
	
	4
	1
	11
	0
	20
	7
	
	
	4
	3
	9
	2
	14
	5

	
	
	2.9%
	6.1%
	0.8%
	4.1%
	2.0%
	
	
	
	0.4%
	4.5%
	0.0%
	8.2%
	2.9%
	
	
	
	1.2%
	3.7%
	0.8%
	5.7%
	2.0%

	
	5
	9
	8
	2
	21
	21
	
	
	5
	6
	7
	4
	18
	27
	
	
	5
	3
	6
	7
	11
	23

	
	
	3.7%
	3.3%
	0.8%
	8.6%
	8.6%
	Notes:
Cases in italics denote main effect.
Cases in bold denote main contrarian cases (i.e., cases not explained by the main effects)

ATT= Attitude toward IHSC; WIL=Work-induced loneliness; BC=Boundary control; TI=Techno-invasion; HQ=Home quality; HM= Hedonic orientation; CM=Conveniencemotivation; FM=Functional motivation.
Source: authors own work


	
	
	2.4%
	2.9%
	1.6%
	7.3%
	11.0%
	
	
	
	1.2%
	2.4%
	2.9%
	4.5%
	9.4%

	FM
(Cramer’s V=0.440, p<0.001)
	1
	21
	9
	2
	2
	1
	

	
	
	8.6%
	3.7%
	0.8%
	0.8%
	0.4%
	

	
	2
	17
	31
	2
	11
	3
	

	
	
	6.9%
	12.7%
	0.8%
	4.5%
	1.2%
	

	
	3
	6
	17
	10
	39
	2
	

	
	
	2.4%
	6.9%
	4.1%
	15.9%
	0.8%
	

	
	4
	1
	4
	0
	17
	6
	

	
	
	0.4%
	1.6%
	0.0%
	6.9%
	2.4%
	

	
	5
	0
	1
	3
	12
	28
	

	
	
	0.0%
	0.4%
	1.2%
	4.9%
	11.4%
	




Table S5
fsQCA sorted truth table for ATT outcome variable after removing combinations with low frequency and consistency.

	HQ
	BC
	HM
	CM
	FM
	TI
	WIL
	Num
	ATT
	Raw Cons
	PRI Cons
	SYM Cons

	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0.97217
	0.89335
	0.90162

	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	8
	1
	0.96388
	0.88944
	0.89008

	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	1
	0.95426
	0.78091
	0.78091

	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	2
	1
	0.95884
	0.77907
	0.78297

	0
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	2
	1
	0.96723
	0.74279
	0.74279

	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	2
	1
	0.95087
	0.72920
	0.72920

	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0.94825
	0.69000
	0.70697

	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	1
	0.93530
	0.67374
	0.67374

	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	3
	1
	0.92831
	0.56057
	0.56058

	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0.90573
	0.44856
	0.44856

	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	2
	1
	0.89760
	0.35214
	0.35283

	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	3
	1
	0.83098
	0.13658
	0.13658

	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	11
	0
	0.72511
	0.11920
	0.11937

	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3
	1
	0.82767
	0.10573
	0.10876

	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3
	1
	0.82730
	0.10405
	0.10526

	Notes: HQ=Home quality; BC=Boundary control; HM=Hedonic orientation; CM=Convenience motivation; F=Functional motivation; TI=Techno-invasion; WIL=Work-induced loneliness; Num= the number of observations for each possible combination; ATT= Attitude towardin-home services; Raw Cons = Raw consistency; PRI Cons = Proportional Reduction in Inconsistency; SYM Cons = Symmetric Consistency.



Source: authors own work



Table S6
fsQCA sorted truth table for SI outcome variable after removing combinations with low frequency and consistency.

	HQ
	BC
	HM
	CM
	FM
	TI
	WIL
	Num
	INT
	Raw
Cons
	PRI
Cons
	SYM
Cons

	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	8
	1
	0.95059
	0.84458
	0.85207

	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0.95213
	0.79382
	0.81481

	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0.95493
	0.75138
	0.75138

	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	1
	0.94152
	0.69402
	0.69402

	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	2
	1
	0.94089
	0.69094
	0.69094

	0
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	2
	1
	0.94181
	0.67851
	0.69618

	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	2
	1
	0.93489
	0.66918
	0.67732

	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	1
	0.92689
	0.61889
	0.61889

	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	2
	1
	0.89883
	0.46330
	0.46330

	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	3
	1
	0.91122
	0.43737
	0.43737

	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0.90890
	0.42826
	0.43991

	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	3
	1
	0.84358
	0.23574
	0.23680

	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	11
	0
	0.77478
	0.18730
	0.19193

	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3
	0
	0.78134
	0.17019
	0.17019

	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3
	0
	0.79910
	0.14251
	0.14251

	Notes: HQ=Home quality; BC=Boundary control; HM=Hedonic orientation; CM=Convenience motivation; F=Functional motivation; TI=Techno-invasion; WIL=Work-induced loneliness; Num= the number of observations for each possible combination; INT=Intentions to use in-home services; Raw Cons = Raw consistency; PRI Cons = Proportional Reduction in Inconsistency; SYM Cons = Symmetric Consistency. 



Source: authors own work









