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Supplementary Table S1. The 18 most frequent terms in the cleaned Huangshan review corpus.
	Word
	Freq.
	Word
	Freq.
	Word
	Freq.

	Huangshan
	10,843
	Cable Car
	1,572
	Jade Screen
	979

	Cableway
	3,640
	Landscape
	1,533
	Weather
	933

	Scenery
	2,051
	Welcoming Pine
	1,348
	Sunrise
	900

	Ascend Mountain
	1,772
	Grand Canyon
	1,322
	Guesthouse
	857

	West Sea
	1,611
	Scenic Area
	1,118
	Tourism
	845

	Bright Summit
	1,603
	Descend Mountain
	1,003
	Ticket
	825


Note: Terms were translated from Chinese into English for presentation. Frequency values were calculated from the cleaned Chinese-language corpus.


[bookmark: _Hlk235948578]Supplementary Table S2. Measurement items and sources.
	Construct
	Code
	Measurement item
	Sources

	Scenic Wonder Cues (SWC)
	SWC1
	Huangshan’s sea of clouds, sunrise, distinctive pines, or unusual rocks left a strong impression on me.
	Pearce et al. (2017); Lu et al. (2017); Sthapit et al. (2022)

	
	SWC2
	Huangshan’s natural scenery has a strong visual impact.
	

	
	SWC3
	Huangshan’s mountain landscape made me perceive its uniqueness and irreplaceability.
	

	Cultural Symbolism Cues (CSC)
	CSC1
	Huangshan’s Welcoming Pine, World Heritage status, and image as a renowned mountain carry distinctive symbolic meanings.
	Seyfi et al. (2020); Cheng et al. (2024); Su et al. (2020)

	
	CSC2
	Huangshan allowed me to experience the distinctive appeal of Chinese mountain culture.
	

	
	CSC3
	Huangshan is not only a natural scenic area but also carries important cultural and spiritual meanings.
	

	Accessibility and Convenience Cues (ACC)
	ACC1
	Huangshan’s cableways, transfer services, and route planning made my visit more convenient.
	Friman et al. (2020); Sánchez-Rivero et al. (2024); Balakrishnan et al. (2021)

	
	ACC2
	Huangshan’s transportation organization and route arrangements reduced the stress of my visit.
	

	
	ACC3
	Huangshan’s smart visitor guidance or service facilities helped me complete my trip smoothly.
	

	Ecological Interpretation Cues (EIC)
	EIC1
	Huangshan’s visitor guidance, notices, and interpretive information helped me understand its natural ecological environment.
	Rasoolimanesh et al. (2021); Liu et al. (2022)

	
	EIC2
	Information about ecological conservation at Huangshan increased my environmental awareness.
	

	
	EIC3
	Huangshan’s science-based interpretation encouraged me to pay greater attention to ecological conservation.
	

	Environmental Atmosphere Cues (EAC)
	EAC1
	Huangshan’s natural environment made me feel refreshed and peaceful.
	Buckley (2020); Sthapit et al. (2022)

	
	EAC2
	During my visit to Huangshan, I could clearly perceive its natural ecological atmosphere.
	

	
	EAC3
	Huangshan’s environmental atmosphere made it easier for me to relax physically and mentally.
	

	Cognitive Destination Image (CDI)
	CDI1
	I consider Huangshan a mountain tourism destination with high-quality natural scenery.
	Prayag et al. (2017); Afshardoost and Eshaghi (2020)

	
	CDI2
	I consider Huangshan to have a distinctive and easily recognizable destination image.
	

	
	CDI3
	I consider Huangshan to have a distinctive and representative natural heritage image.
	

	Environmental Understanding (EU)
	EU1
	I recognize that Huangshan’s ecological environment is fragile and requires protection by visitors.
	Luo et al. (2020); Liu et al. (2022)

	
	EU2
	Huangshan’s natural environment helped me better understand the importance of ecological conservation.
	

	
	EU3
	I believe that tourist behavior has a tangible impact on Huangshan’s natural environment.
	

	Awe Experience (AWE)
	AWE1
	Huangshan’s natural scenery evoked feelings of astonishment and awe.
	Keltner and Haidt (2003); Pearce et al. (2017); Wang and Lyu (2019); Xu and Hu (2024)

	
	AWE2
	During my visit, I experienced the magnitude and power of nature.
	

	
	AWE3
	Huangshan’s landscape gave me an experience that transcended everyday life.
	

	Environmental Affinity (EA)
	EA1
	I developed an emotional connection with Huangshan’s natural environment.
	Kals et al. (1999); Ito et al. (2020); Diallo et al. (2022)

	
	EA2
	Huangshan’s ecological atmosphere made me feel closer to nature.
	

	
	EA3
	Huangshan’s natural environment evoked a sense of emotional resonance.
	

	Environmentally Responsible Behavioral Intention (ERBI)
	ERBI1
	If I revisit Huangshan, I will actively comply with its ecological conservation regulations.
	Han et al. (2016); Liu et al. (2022)

	
	ERBI2
	I am willing to reduce behaviors that may adversely affect Huangshan’s natural environment.
	

	
	ERBI3
	I am willing to support ecological conservation and sustainable tourism development at Huangshan.
	


Note: Items are English translations of the Chinese questionnaire. Perception-cue items were informed by LDA interpretations and the cited literature. All items used a seven-point scale (1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree). 


Supplementary Table S3. Sample characteristics (N = 514).
	Variable
	Category
	Frequency
	Percentage (%)

	Gender
	Male
	279
	54.28

	
	Female
	235
	45.72

	Age
	18–25
	147
	28.60

	
	26–35
	187
	36.38

	
	36–45
	100
	19.46

	
	46–60
	64
	12.45

	
	Over 60
	16
	3.11

	Education
	High school or below
	97
	18.87

	
	Associate degree
	101
	19.65

	
	Bachelor’s degree
	226
	43.97

	
	Master’s degree or above
	90
	17.51

	Occupation
	Enterprise employee
	207
	40.27

	
	Self-employed
	94
	18.29

	
	Student
	88
	17.12

	
	Government/public institution employee
	69
	13.42

	
	Retired
	21
	4.09

	
	Other
	35
	6.81

	Monthly income (RMB)
	RMB 3,000 or below
	82
	15.95

	
	RMB 3,001–6,000
	144
	28.02

	
	RMB 6,001–10,000
	176
	34.24

	
	Above RMB 10,000
	112
	21.79

	Number of visits
	Once
	309
	60.12

	
	Two or three times
	150
	29.18

	
	Four times or more
	55
	10.70

	Primary visit arrangement
	Combined hiking and cableway use
	217
	42.22

	
	Independent travel
	93
	18.09

	
	Mainly by cableway
	86
	16.73

	
	Mainly hiking
	71
	13.81

	
	Organized group tour
	47
	9.14






Supplementary Table S4. Discriminant validity assessed using HTMT ratios.
	Construct
	ACC
	AWE
	CDI
	CSC
	EA
	EAC
	EIC
	ERBI
	EU
	SWC

	ACC
	—
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	AWE
	0.156
	—
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CDI
	0.191
	0.576
	—
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CSC
	0.145
	0.369
	0.404
	—
	
	
	
	
	
	

	EA
	0.167
	0.306
	0.116
	0.170
	—
	
	
	
	
	

	EAC
	0.232
	0.166
	0.091
	0.187
	0.254
	—
	
	
	
	

	EIC
	0.177
	0.123
	0.123
	0.248
	0.206
	0.354
	—
	
	
	

	ERBI
	0.184
	0.318
	0.223
	0.140
	0.407
	0.126
	0.158
	—
	
	

	EU
	0.274
	0.107
	0.072
	0.159
	0.431
	0.307
	0.398
	0.290
	—
	

	SWC
	0.142
	0.503
	0.420
	0.381
	0.213
	0.280
	0.225
	0.175
	0.135
	—


Note: HTMT, heterotrait–monotrait ratio. All values were below 0.85.

Supplementary Table S5. Discriminant validity assessed using the Fornell–Larcker criterion.
	Construct
	ACC
	AWE
	CDI
	CSC
	EA
	EAC
	EIC
	ERBI
	EU
	SWC

	ACC
	0.805
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	AWE
	0.130
	0.848
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CDI
	0.163
	0.464
	0.845
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CSC
	0.120
	0.291
	0.319
	0.827
	
	
	
	
	
	

	EA
	0.122
	0.250
	0.092
	0.138
	0.837
	
	
	
	
	

	EAC
	0.179
	0.142
	0.093
	0.144
	0.221
	0.806
	
	
	
	

	EIC
	0.136
	0.098
	0.099
	0.191
	0.161
	0.288
	0.827
	
	
	

	ERBI
	0.140
	0.259
	0.182
	0.112
	0.327
	0.116
	0.130
	0.847
	
	

	EU
	0.192
	0.082
	0.057
	0.122
	0.331
	0.243
	0.306
	0.227
	0.810
	

	SWC
	0.106
	0.406
	0.332
	0.300
	0.167
	0.229
	0.176
	0.142
	0.105
	0.843


Note: Diagonal values in bold are the square roots of AVE; off-diagonal values are inter-construct correlations.


Supplementary Table S6. PLSpredict results.
	Indicator
	Q²predict
	PLS RMSE
	LM RMSE
	PLS MAE
	LM MAE

	AWE1
	0.183
	1.592
	1.618
	1.299
	1.315

	AWE2
	0.120
	1.703
	1.709
	1.423
	1.433

	AWE3
	0.108
	1.691
	1.707
	1.424
	1.429

	CDI1
	0.124
	1.679
	1.698
	1.414
	1.429

	CDI2
	0.121
	1.647
	1.664
	1.373
	1.376

	CDI3
	0.100
	1.702
	1.715
	1.435
	1.452

	EA1
	0.044
	1.778
	1.789
	1.526
	1.516

	EA2
	0.031
	1.744
	1.758
	1.467
	1.483

	EA3
	0.061
	1.698
	1.694
	1.451
	1.429

	ERBI1
	0.032
	1.772
	1.789
	1.513
	1.521

	ERBI2
	0.026
	1.771
	1.779
	1.503
	1.500

	ERBI3
	0.019
	1.720
	1.736
	1.445
	1.444

	EU1
	0.077
	1.725
	1.739
	1.462
	1.470

	EU2
	0.056
	1.738
	1.731
	1.463
	1.441

	EU3
	0.042
	1.779
	1.794
	1.494
	1.499


Note: LM = linear-model benchmark; RMSE = root mean squared error; MAE = mean absolute error.

Supplementary Table S7. Cross-validated predictive ability test (CVPAT) results.
	Construct
	PLS-SEM loss
	IA benchmark loss
	Mean loss difference
	t-value
	p-value

	AWE
	2.765
	3.202
	−0.437
	5.008
	<0.001

	CDI
	2.810
	3.175
	−0.366
	4.606
	<0.001

	EA
	3.028
	3.171
	−0.143
	3.666
	<0.001

	ERBI
	3.077
	3.160
	−0.083
	2.468
	0.014

	EU
	3.054
	3.242
	−0.188
	3.262
	0.001

	Overall
	2.947
	3.190
	−0.243
	6.604
	<0.001


Note: IA, indicator-average benchmark. Mean loss difference was calculated as PLS-SEM loss minus IA benchmark loss. Negative and statistically significant values indicate that PLS-SEM has superior out-of-sample predictive performance relative to the benchmark.


