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Note. Item wording and theoretical dimensions or item-content categories are reproduced from the study measurement materials. Standardized loadings and residual variances were estimated using the final sample of 600 respondents. Residual variance was calculated as 1−λ2. All items were scored on five-point response scales, and reverse-keyed openness items were recoded before analysis.
Computation. The item-level loadings and residual variances reported in Table A1 were recomputed separately within each construct block using maximum-likelihood one-factor models as transparency and sensitivity diagnostics. These block-level loading estimates are distinct from the full five-construct CFA used to evaluate overall measurement-model fit in the main analysis. Cronbach’s alpha, model-based omega, composite reliability, AVE, and inter-item correlations were recomputed from the raw item data.

Table A1. Item-level measurement diagnostics
	Construct
	Dimension / facet
	Item code
	Measurement item wording
	Source
	Std. loading
	Residual variance

	TM
	Culture
	TM1
	To understand more knowledge of new places
	Zhang & Liu (2009), adapted from Kozak (2002)
	0.923
	0.148

	TM
	Culture
	TM2
	To meet local people
	Zhang & Liu (2009), adapted from Kozak (2002)
	0.915
	0.163

	TM
	Pleasure-seeking / fantasy
	TM3
	To have fun
	Zhang & Liu (2009), adapted from Kozak (2002)
	0.917
	0.159

	TM
	Pleasure-seeking / fantasy
	TM4
	To seek adventure
	Zhang & Liu (2009), adapted from Kozak (2002)
	0.920
	0.154

	TM
	Pleasure-seeking / fantasy
	TM5
	To get away from home
	Zhang & Liu (2009), adapted from Kozak (2002)
	0.914
	0.165

	TM
	Relaxation
	TM6
	To recharge mental energy
	Zhang & Liu (2009), adapted from Kozak (2002)
	0.911
	0.170

	TM
	Relaxation
	TM7
	To enjoy good weather
	Zhang & Liu (2009), adapted from Kozak (2002)
	0.913
	0.166

	TM
	Relaxation
	TM8
	To relax
	Zhang & Liu (2009), adapted from Kozak (2002)
	0.919
	0.155

	TM
	Relaxation
	TM9
	To spend quality time with family or friends
	Zhang & Liu (2009), adapted from Kozak (2002)
	0.900
	0.190

	TM
	Physical
	TM10
	To take part in physical activities
	Zhang & Liu (2009), adapted from Kozak (2002)
	0.906
	0.179

	TM
	Physical
	TM11
	To feel physically fit
	Zhang & Liu (2009), adapted from Kozak (2002)
	0.921
	0.152

	TDS
	Decision satisfaction
	TDS1
	I am satisfied with my decision to visit this destination.
	Adapted from Yoon & Uysal (2005)
	0.884
	0.219

	TDS
	Choice rationality
	TDS2
	My choice to visit this destination was a wise one.
	Adapted from Yoon & Uysal (2005)
	0.873
	0.238

	TDS
	Decision correctness
	TDS3
	I think I did the right thing when I decided to come here.
	Adapted from Yoon & Uysal (2005)
	0.881
	0.224

	TDS
	Travel enjoyment
	TDS4
	My experience at the destination has been enjoyable.
	Adapted from Yoon & Uysal (2005)
	0.892
	0.204

	TDS
	Overall satisfaction
	TDS5
	Overall, I am satisfied with this destination.
	Adapted from Yoon & Uysal (2005)
	0.893
	0.203

	TPV
	Functional value – quality
	TPV1
	The service offered by the destination is of high quality.
	Adapted from Sánchez et al. (2006)
	0.874
	0.236

	TPV
	Functional value – quality
	TPV2
	The tourist destination has high-quality attractions.
	Adapted from Sánchez et al. (2006)
	0.854
	0.271

	TPV
	Functional value – quality
	TPV3
	The infrastructure of the destination is good.
	Adapted from Sánchez et al. (2006)
	0.872
	0.240

	TPV
	Functional value – quality
	TPV4
	Overall, the tourist destination is of high quality.
	Adapted from Sánchez et al. (2006)
	0.861
	0.259

	TPV
	Functional value – price
	TPV5
	Considering the price paid, the trip is good value for money.
	Adapted from Sánchez et al. (2006)
	0.847
	0.283

	TPV
	Functional value – price
	TPV6
	The trip offers a good quality/price ratio.
	Adapted from Sánchez et al. (2006)
	0.871
	0.241

	TPV
	Functional value – price
	TPV7
	Given what I paid, the trip was very economical.
	Adapted from Sánchez et al. (2006)
	0.870
	0.243

	TPV
	Functional value – price
	TPV8
	The destination has a reasonable price.
	Adapted from Sánchez et al. (2006)
	0.871
	0.241

	TPV
	Emotional value
	TPV9
	The trip made me feel good.
	Adapted from Sánchez et al. (2006)
	0.860
	0.260

	TPV
	Emotional value
	TPV10
	The trip made me feel happy.
	Adapted from Sánchez et al. (2006)
	0.853
	0.272

	TPV
	Emotional value
	TPV11
	The trip was a pleasant experience.
	Adapted from Sánchez et al. (2006)
	0.854
	0.271

	TPV
	Emotional value
	TPV12
	During the trip, I felt relaxed.
	Adapted from Sánchez et al. (2006)
	0.863
	0.255

	TPV
	Social value
	TPV13
	Visiting this destination improved the way I am perceived by others.
	Adapted from Sánchez et al. (2006)
	0.861
	0.259

	TPV
	Social value
	TPV14
	Visiting this destination made me feel accepted by others.
	Adapted from Sánchez et al. (2006)
	0.870
	0.243

	TPV
	Social value
	TPV15
	Visiting this destination made me feel like I belonged to a group.
	Adapted from Sánchez et al. (2006)
	0.873
	0.238

	TPV
	Social value
	TPV16
	The destination is appropriate for people like me.
	Adapted from Sánchez et al. (2006)
	0.879
	0.227

	TPV
	Social value
	TPV17
	The trip allowed me to establish social relationships.
	Adapted from Sánchez et al. (2006)
	0.958
	0.082

	TPV
	Social value
	TPV18
	Visiting this destination made me feel socially connected.
	Adapted from Sánchez et al. (2006)
	0.741
	0.451

	TBI
	Revisit intention
	TBI1
	I will revisit this destination in the future.
	Adapted from Chen & Tsai (2007)
	0.875
	0.234

	TBI
	Willingness to pay more
	TBI2
	I am willing to pay more to visit this destination relative to other destinations.
	Adapted from Chen & Tsai (2007)
	0.850
	0.278

	TBI
	Positive word-of-mouth
	TBI3
	I will say positive things about this destination to other people.
	Adapted from Chen & Tsai (2007)
	0.887
	0.213

	TBI
	Recommendation intention
	TBI4
	I will recommend this destination to someone who seeks my advice.
	Adapted from Chen & Tsai (2007)
	0.860
	0.260

	TBI
	First-choice intention
	TBI5
	I will consider this destination as my first choice for vacation.
	Adapted from Chen & Tsai (2007)
	0.839
	0.296

	OE
	Intellectual curiosity
	OE1
	Is curious about many different things.
	Adapted openness items; questionnaire materials cite Soto & John (2017)
	0.921
	0.152

	OE
	Creative imagination
	OE2
	Has an active imagination.
	Adapted openness items; questionnaire materials cite Soto & John (2017)
	0.920
	0.154

	OE
	Aesthetic sensitivity
	OE3
	Values artistic, aesthetic experiences.
	Adapted openness items; questionnaire materials cite Soto & John (2017)
	0.912
	0.168

	OE
	Creative imagination
	OE4
	Is inventive, finds clever ways to do things.
	Adapted openness items; questionnaire materials cite Soto & John (2017)
	0.918
	0.157

	OE
	Intellectual curiosity
	OE5
	Likes to reflect, play with ideas.
	Adapted openness items; questionnaire materials cite Soto & John (2017)
	0.919
	0.155

	OE
	Aesthetic sensitivity
	OE6
	Is sophisticated in art, music, or literature.
	Adapted openness items; questionnaire materials cite Soto & John (2017)
	0.930
	0.135

	OE
	General openness / routine preference (R)
	OE7
	Prefers work that is routine. (Reverse)
	Adapted openness items; questionnaire materials cite Soto & John (2017)
	0.923
	0.148

	OE
	Aesthetic sensitivity (R)
	OE8
	Has few artistic interests. (Reverse)
	Adapted openness items; questionnaire materials cite Soto & John (2017)
	0.926
	0.143

	OE
	Intellectual curiosity (R)
	OE9
	Is not interested in abstract ideas. (Reverse)
	Adapted openness items; questionnaire materials cite Soto & John (2017)
	0.926
	0.143

	OE
	Intellectual curiosity (R)
	OE10
	Prefers not to discuss complex concepts. (Reverse)
	Adapted openness items; questionnaire materials cite Soto & John (2017)
	0.916
	0.161

	OE
	Intellectual curiosity (R)
	OE11
	Avoids philosophical discussions. (Reverse)
	Adapted openness items; questionnaire materials cite Soto & John (2017)
	0.925
	0.144

	OE
	Aesthetic sensitivity (R)
	OE12
	Rarely enjoys looking at paintings or sculpture. (Reverse)
	Adapted openness items; questionnaire materials cite Soto & John (2017)
	0.924
	0.146


Note. Item wording below reproduces the English-language wording documented in the study measurement file. All items were scored on a five-point Likert scale. Reverse-keyed openness items were reverse coded before analysis. Standardized loadings reported in Table A1 were estimated separately within each construct block using one-factor maximum-likelihood models based on the final N = 600 sample. These diagnostic loadings are distinct from those obtained from the full five-construct CFA. Residual variance was calculated as 1 − λ².

Table A2. Reliability and convergence diagnostics
	Construct
	Items
	Cronbach’s α
	McDonald’s ω
	CR
	AVE
	Average inter-item r
	Inter-item r range
	Loading range

	TM
	11
	0.982
	0.983
	0.983
	0.836
	0.836
	0.808–0.852
	0.900–0.923

	TDS
	5
	0.947
	0.947
	0.947
	0.782
	0.782
	0.764–0.803
	0.873–0.893

	TPV
	18
	0.981
	0.981
	0.981
	0.746
	0.744
	0.603–0.846
	0.741–0.958

	TBI
	5
	0.935
	0.935
	0.935
	0.744
	0.743
	0.709–0.769
	0.839–0.887

	OE
	12
	0.985
	0.985
	0.985
	0.850
	0.849
	0.829–0.868
	0.912–0.930


Note. The high internal-consistency estimates indicate substantial covariance among items within each construct. They should therefore be interpreted together with the dimensionality analyses because very high reliability can also be consistent with item redundancy or shared wording effects.

Table A3. Data-driven dimensionality sensitivity checks
	Construct
	Observed eigenvalue 1
	Observed eigenvalue 2
	95th-percentile random eigenvalue 1
	95th-percentile random eigenvalue 2
	Parallel-analysis factors retained
	BIC: 1 factor
	BIC: 2 factors

	TM
	9.361
	0.207
	1.284
	1.201
	1
	9337.7
	9388.0

	TPV
	13.662
	0.479
	1.366
	1.302
	1
	18140.7
	18171.9

	TBI
	3.972
	0.296
	1.165
	1.087
	1
	6126.2
	6148.2

	OE
	10.342
	0.187
	1.288
	1.220
	1
	9476.9
	9532.1


Note. These data-driven diagnostics indicate that a strong general factor dominates each item block in the present sample. However, because TM, TPV, and openness were originally conceptualized as multidimensional constructs, the one-factor sensitivity results should be interpreted as empirical score-structure diagnostics rather than evidence that the theoretical facet distinctions are invalid.

Table A4. Construct Correlations and Fornell–Larcker Criterion
	Construct
	TM
	TDS
	TPV
	TBI
	OE

	TM
	.914
	
	
	
	

	TDS
	.738
	.884
	
	
	

	TPV
	.522
	.710
	.864
	
	

	TBI
	.329
	.435
	.588
	.863
	

	OE
	−.035
	.005
	.019
	.037
	.922


Note. Diagonal elements in bold are the square roots of the average variance extracted (AVE); off-diagonal elements are Pearson correlations between construct composite scores. For each construct, the square root of AVE exceeds its correlations with all other constructs, supporting discriminant validity according to the Fornell–Larcker criterion.



Table A5. Comparison of Alternative Measurement Models
	Model
	χ²
	df
	χ²/df
	CFI
	TLI
	RMSEA
	SRMR
	AIC
	BIC

	Five-construct model
	1378.737
	1214
	1.136
	.996
	.996
	.015
	.020
	1602.737
	2095.193

	Four-construct: TDS + TPV combined
	3142.664
	1218
	2.580
	.952
	.949
	.051
	.066
	3358.664
	3833.532

	Four-construct: TM + TDS combined
	2951.946
	1218
	2.424
	.956
	.954
	.049
	.069
	3167.946
	3642.814

	One-factor model
	23225.291
	1224
	18.975
	.447
	.424
	.173
	.229
	23429.291
	23877.778


Note. Models were re-estimated by maximum likelihood from the final N = 600 item-level data using the same measurement indicators across specifications. The five-construct model specifies TM, TDS, TPV, TBI, and OE as distinct correlated factors. The TDS + TPV model constrains all satisfaction and perceived-value items to one common factor; the TM + TDS model analogously combines those item blocks. Lower AIC/BIC values indicate better comparative fit. Relative to the five-construct model, the TDS + TPV combined model showed a large loss of fit, Δχ²(4) = 1763.927, p < .001; the TM + TDS combined model also fit significantly worse, Δχ²(4) = 1573.209, p < .001. The one-factor model fit poorly.










Table A6. Facet-Level Sensitivity Analysis of Perceived Value
	Predictor
	B
	SE
	β
	95% CI
	p

	Travel motivation
	.0104
	.0368
	.0139
	[-.0619, .0827]
	.778

	Destination satisfaction
	.0229
	.0528
	.0258
	[-.0809, .1267]
	.665

	Functional value – quality
	.2121
	.0940
	.2262
	[.0275, .3966]
	.024

	Functional value – price
	.3267
	.0945
	.3487
	[.1411, .5122]
	< .001

	Emotional value
	.1480
	.1003
	.1555
	[-.0489, .3449]
	.140

	Social value
	−.1391
	.1044
	−.1472
	[−.3441, .0660]
	.183


Note. Outcome = post-trip behavioral intention (TBI). The four perceived-value dimensions were entered simultaneously together with travel motivation and destination satisfaction. Model R² = .358; adjusted R² = .352. The four value dimensions were highly intercorrelated (rs = .913–.930), resulting in severe multicollinearity in the simultaneous facet model (VIFs = 9.28–11.27). Accordingly, dimension-specific coefficients should be interpreted with considerable caution. In the simultaneous facet specification, functional quality and functional price showed positive coefficients, whereas emotional and social value did not retain statistically significant coefficients. Given the severe multicollinearity, these estimates should be treated as exploratory rather than as evidence of a stable ranking of value dimensions. The results therefore do not support the interpretation that the overall perceived-value association with behavioral intention was driven solely by the emotional-value dimension.
Supplementary one-dimension-at-a-time check. When each perceived-value dimension was entered separately together with travel motivation and destination satisfaction, all four dimensions were positively associated with TBI: functional quality (B = .4946, p < .001), functional price (B = .5054, p < .001), emotional value (B = .4991, p < .001), and social value (B = .4609, p < .001). This pattern suggests that the nonsignificant emotional- and social-value coefficients in the simultaneous specification are likely influenced by the substantial shared variance among the four value dimensions.

Additional response-quality sensitivity check. 
The response-consistency criteria were not prespecified exclusion rules and were not used to determine the primary analytic sample. They were applied only as a post hoc sensitivity analysis to assess whether the focal incremental results were disproportionately influenced by unusually response-consistent cases. Respondents were flagged if they had either a long-string index of at least 20 or within-person response variability in the lowest 5% of the observed sample. This procedure temporarily excluded 55 respondents, leaving N = 545 for the sensitivity analysis; all primary analyses retained the full 600 respondents who passed the original attention check. In the reduced sample, adding perceived value beyond travel motivation and destination satisfaction still increased explained variance substantially (ΔR² = .1587, F-change = 127.89, p < .001), whereas adding destination satisfaction beyond travel motivation and perceived value remained negligible (ΔR² = .0004, F-change = .301, p = .584). Thus, the primary incremental pattern was not driven by the most response-consistent cases.

Table A7. Covariate-Adjusted Incremental Explanatory Analyses
	Incremental test
	Reduced R²
	Full R²
	ΔR²
	F change
	p

	Add TPV beyond covariates + TM + TDS
	.2741
	.4084
	.1343
	120.54
	< .001

	Add TDS beyond covariates + TM + TPV
	.4081
	.4084
	.0003
	.272
	.602


Note. Covariates included gender, age, education, occupation, annual income, residence, destination type, and annual travel frequency. Categorical covariates were entered using dummy coding.

Table A8. Standardized Factor Loadings from the Full Five-Construct CFA
	Construct
	Item
	Full-CFA standardized loading

	TM
	TM1
	.923

	TM
	TM2
	.914

	TM
	TM3
	.917

	TM
	TM4
	.920

	TM
	TM5
	.915

	TM
	TM6
	.910

	TM
	TM7
	.914

	TM
	TM8
	.918

	TM
	TM9
	.900

	TM
	TM10
	.906

	TM
	TM11
	.921

	TDS
	TDS1
	.883

	TDS
	TDS2
	.872

	TDS
	TDS3
	.880

	TDS
	TDS4
	.894

	TDS
	TDS5
	.892

	TPV
	TPV1
	.873

	TPV
	TPV2
	.854

	TPV
	TPV3
	.873

	TPV
	TPV4
	.862

	TPV
	TPV5
	.847

	TPV
	TPV6
	.871

	TPV
	TPV7
	.869

	TPV
	TPV8
	.871

	TPV
	TPV9
	.860

	TPV
	TPV10
	.853

	TPV
	TPV11
	.854

	TPV
	TPV12
	.863

	TPV
	TPV13
	.861

	TPV
	TPV14
	.870

	TPV
	TPV15
	.872

	TPV
	TPV16
	.878

	TPV
	TPV17
	.957

	TPV
	TPV18
	.740

	TBI
	TBI1
	.874

	TBI
	TBI2
	.851

	TBI
	TBI3
	.886

	TBI
	TBI4
	.861

	TBI
	TBI5
	.838

	OE
	OE1
	.921

	OE
	OE2
	.920

	OE
	OE3
	.912

	OE
	OE4
	.918

	OE
	OE5
	.919

	OE
	OE6
	.930

	OE
	OE7
	.923

	OE
	OE8
	.926

	OE
	OE9
	.926

	OE
	OE10
	.916

	OE
	OE11
	.925

	OE
	OE12
	.924


Note. Standardized loadings were obtained from the full five-construct confirmatory factor analysis estimated by maximum likelihood using the final N = 600 sample. TM, TDS, TPV, TBI, and OE were specified as distinct correlated latent factors, with each item loading only on its intended construct. All standardized loadings exceeded .70 (range = .740–.957). The full measurement model showed very good fit, χ²(1214) = 1378.737, χ²/df = 1.136, CFI = .996, TLI = .996, RMSEA = .015, and SRMR = .020.

Table A9. Sensitivity Analysis Excluding the Willingness-to-Pay-More Item from Behavioral Intention
	Incremental test
	Reduced R²
	Full R²
	ΔR²
	F change
	p

	Add TPV beyond TM + TDS
	.1844
	.3363
	.1519
	136.38
	< .001

	Add TDS beyond TM + TPV
	.3361
	.3363
	.0002
	.152
	.697

	Add TPV beyond 8 covariates + TM + TDS
	.2703
	.3990
	.1287
	113.74
	< .001

	Add TDS beyond 8 covariates + TM + TPV
	.3986
	.3990
	.0004
	.340
	.560


Note. Behavioral intention was recomputed after removing TBI2 (“I am willing to pay more to visit this destination relative to other destinations”) to assess whether the focal incremental pattern was attributable to content overlap between willingness-to-pay intentions and the price/value dimension of perceived value. The remaining behavioral-intention composite consisted of revisit, positive word-of-mouth, recommendation, and first-choice intentions. The covariate-adjusted models included gender, age, education, occupation, annual income, residence, destination type, and annual travel frequency.


