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Supplementary methods note
This file documents the reconstructed Environmental Stewardship Index (ESI), archival data-quality limitations, sensitivity analyses of alternative scoring specifications, and Supplementary Figs. S1-S13. The ESI is a theory-informed exploratory composite reconstructed from the archived questionnaire rather than a prospectively validated latent psychometric scale. Out-of-range source codes were treated as missing rather than corrected by assumption. In the primary specification, three-category No/Not sure/Yes responses were scored 0/50/100; sensitivity analyses treated Not sure responses as missing. Q24 and Q25 response categories are documented in the archived Data.xlsx codebook but are not printed beside those questions in the archived questionnaire; a Q26-only willingness specification is therefore reported. The archived physiographic classification lacks a preserved locality-to-class mapping, while the income variable lacks a preserved currency label and contains ambiguous upper-bound notation for the highest category. These analyses are interpreted cautiously.
Table S1. Environmental Stewardship Index item composition and scoring
	Dimension
	Item
	Questionnaire content
	ESI scoring

	Behavioural orientation
	Q7.1
	Eco-friendly building materials
	Likert 1-5 -> 0, 25, 50, 75, 100

	Behavioural orientation
	Q7.2
	Provides information regarding environmental friendliness
	Likert 1-5 -> 0, 25, 50, 75, 100

	Behavioural orientation
	Q7.3
	Has good recycling possibilities
	Likert 1-5 -> 0, 25, 50, 75, 100

	Behavioural orientation
	Q7.4
	Uses energy-efficient lights
	Likert 1-5 -> 0, 25, 50, 75, 100

	Behavioural orientation
	Q7.5
	Sheets and towels are changed daily
	Reverse Likert: 1-5 -> 100, 75, 50, 25, 0

	Behavioural orientation
	Q8.3
	Serves locally / locally produced food
	Likert 1-5 -> 0, 25, 50, 75, 100

	Behavioural orientation
	Q8.4
	Serves organic food
	Likert 1-5 -> 0, 25, 50, 75, 100

	Behavioural orientation
	Q11.2
	Not polluting nature
	Likert 1-5 -> 0, 25, 50, 75, 100

	Behavioural orientation
	Q11.3
	Shopping locally
	Likert 1-5 -> 0, 25, 50, 75, 100

	Behavioural orientation
	Q11.4
	Lowest-polluting option
	Likert 1-5 -> 0, 25, 50, 75, 100

	Attitude
	Q15
	Recreational value affected by environmental pollution
	No / Not sure / Yes -> 0 / 50 / 100

	Attitude
	Q20.1
	Concern about climate change
	Likert 1-5 -> 0, 25, 50, 75, 100

	Attitude
	Q20.2
	Concern about habitat extraction
	Likert 1-5 -> 0, 25, 50, 75, 100

	Attitude
	Q20.3
	Concern about ocean pollution
	Likert 1-5 -> 0, 25, 50, 75, 100

	Attitude
	Q20.4
	Concern about coral bleaching
	Likert 1-5 -> 0, 25, 50, 75, 100

	Attitude
	Q20.5
	Concern about being eco-friendly at home
	Likert 1-5 -> 0, 25, 50, 75, 100

	Attitude
	Q20.6
	Concern about being eco-friendly while traveling
	Likert 1-5 -> 0, 25, 50, 75, 100

	Attitude
	Q20.7
	Concern about unsustainable use of natural resources
	Likert 1-5 -> 0, 25, 50, 75, 100

	Attitude
	Q28.1
	Proper execution of laws and regulations
	Likert 1-5 -> 0, 25, 50, 75, 100

	Attitude
	Q28.2
	Well-established waste management
	Likert 1-5 -> 0, 25, 50, 75, 100

	Attitude
	Q28.3
	Restrict single-use plastics
	Likert 1-5 -> 0, 25, 50, 75, 100

	Attitude
	Q28.4
	Creating social awareness
	Likert 1-5 -> 0, 25, 50, 75, 100

	Attitude
	Q28.5
	Advanced technology
	Likert 1-5 -> 0, 25, 50, 75, 100

	Attitude
	Q28.6
	Limiting tourist arrivals
	Likert 1-5 -> 0, 25, 50, 75, 100

	Environmental awareness and understanding
	Q16
	Awareness of beach pollution (littering/plastic pollution)
	No / Not sure / Yes -> 0 / 50 / 100

	Environmental awareness and understanding
	Q17.1
	Plastic pollution effect on food chain
	Likert 1-5 -> 0, 25, 50, 75, 100

	Environmental awareness and understanding
	Q17.2
	Plastic pollution effect on marine biodiversity
	Likert 1-5 -> 0, 25, 50, 75, 100

	Environmental awareness and understanding
	Q17.3
	Plastic pollution effect on groundwater pollution
	Likert 1-5 -> 0, 25, 50, 75, 100

	Environmental awareness and understanding
	Q17.4
	Plastic pollution effect on land pollution
	Likert 1-5 -> 0, 25, 50, 75, 100

	Environmental awareness and understanding
	Q19.1
	Environmentally friendly tourism minimizes environmental impacts
	Likert 1-5 -> 0, 25, 50, 75, 100

	Environmental awareness and understanding
	Q19.2
	Environmentally friendly tourism encourages sustainable resource use
	Likert 1-5 -> 0, 25, 50, 75, 100

	Environmental awareness and understanding
	Q19.3
	Environmentally friendly tourism contributes to nature conservation
	Likert 1-5 -> 0, 25, 50, 75, 100

	Ethics
	Q21
	Marine environment has intrinsic value and deserves moral consideration
	Likert 1-5 -> 0, 25, 50, 75, 100

	Ethics
	Q22
	Environment deserves rights and requires protection
	Likert 1-5 -> 0, 25, 50, 75, 100

	Willingness
	Q24
	Willingness to work voluntarily for environmental protection
	Data.xlsx codebook: No / Not sure / Yes -> 0 / 50 / 100*

	Willingness
	Q25
	Willingness to donate to beach environmental improvement
	Data.xlsx codebook: No / Yes -> 0 / 100*

	Willingness
	Q26
	Willingness to pay where protected tourism requires payment
	No / Not sure / Yes -> 0 / 50 / 100


Note: Q24 and Q25 response categories are documented in the archived Data.xlsx codebook but are not printed beside those questions in the archived questionnaire. Table S4 includes a sensitivity specification that excludes Q24 and Q25 and bases willingness on Q26 only.


Table S2. Dimension composition, minimum-valid rules, and internal consistency
	Dimension
	Items
	Minimum valid
	Cronbach's α
	Interpretive note

	Behavioural orientation
	10
	8 of 10
	.722
	Environmentally relevant tourism-choice preferences

	Attitude
	14
	12 of 14
	.720
	Environmental concern and support for protection measures

	Environmental awareness and understanding
	8
	7 of 8
	.743
	Self-reported pollution awareness, perceived impacts, and sustainable-tourism understanding

	Ethics
	2
	2 of 2
	.628
	Two-item inter-item correlation r = .458

	Willingness
	3
	2 of 3
	.783
	Volunteering, donation, and willingness to pay; Q24/Q25 provenance sensitivity reported in Table S4


Note: Minimum-valid rules correspond to approximately 80% completion within each dimension, rounded to feasible item counts. Dimension scores are means of valid item scores on a 0-100 scale. The overall ESI is the equal-weighted mean of the five dimension scores. The five-dimensional structure is conceptually specified and is not presented as a validated latent-factor model.


Table S3. Source-data and archival provenance issues
	Variable/source
	Issue
	Reanalysis treatment

	Q2 monthly income
	One out-of-range code (9; valid 1-6); currency label absent; sixth-band upper notation ambiguous
	Out-of-range code treated as missing; valid income n = 169; categories interpreted ordinally only

	Q25 willingness to donate
	One out-of-range code (3; valid 1-2); response options not printed in archived questionnaire
	Invalid code treated as missing; primary scoring follows Data.xlsx codebook; Q26-only sensitivity reported

	Q24 willingness to volunteer
	One out-of-range code (5; valid 1-3); response options not printed in archived questionnaire
	Invalid code treated as missing; primary scoring follows Data.xlsx codebook; Q26-only sensitivity reported

	Q16 beach-pollution awareness
	One out-of-range code (5; valid 1-3)
	Treated as missing for awareness/understanding score

	Q20.7 unsustainable resource use
	One out-of-range code (6) and one missing source value
	Treated as missing at item level

	Q15 pollution and recreational value
	One out-of-range code (4; valid 1-3)
	Excluded from Q15 denominator and treated as missing for attitude score

	Q27 law adequacy
	One out-of-range code (4; valid 1-3)
	Excluded from Q27 descriptive denominator; Q27 is not in ESI

	Q13 positive tourism impact
	One out-of-range code (4; valid 1-3)
	Excluded from descriptive use; not in ESI

	Q14 tourism-benefit category
	Questionnaire order conflicts with Data.xlsx codebook for codes 3/4; one code 5 is out of range
	Excluded from revised manuscript and supplementary descriptive figures; not in ESI

	Physiographic classification
	Archived data contain three preclassified groups, but the original locality-to-class mapping was not preserved
	Retained only as a secondary exploratory analysis with explicit limitation

	Participant age/eligibility
	Age and an adult-only eligibility criterion are not preserved in archived materials
	Not inferred; disclosed in manuscript ethics/limitations

	Questionnaire name/signature fields
	Archived questionnaire template includes these fields; reanalysis dataset contains serial identifiers only
	No names/signatures are present in the analytical dataset; original paper-form completion cannot be verified




Table S4. Sensitivity analyses of alternative scoring specifications
	Scenario
	N (ESI)
	Overall mean
	Physiographic F (p)
	Income Welch F, df2 (p)
	Spearman ρ (p)

	Primary scoring
	170
	74.31
	0.352 (.704)
	4.391, 33.26 (.0035)
	.144 (.061)

	Not sure treated as missing
	162
	75.11
	0.163 (.850)
	4.499, 33.96 (.0030)
	.082 (.301)

	Willingness restricted to Q26 only
	170
	73.16
	1.227 (.296)
	4.214, 32.26 (.0046)
	.166 (.031)

	Combined: Not sure missing + Q26-only willingness
	145
	74.42
	2.202 (.114)
	5.677, 31.66 (.0008)
	.142 (.089)


Note: The secondary physiographic null result and overall income-group heterogeneity were stable across specifications. The monotonic income coefficient varied across uncertainty/willingness specifications (approximately ρ = .08-.17); accordingly, the manuscript does not emphasize a simple monotonic income gradient.
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Fig. S1. Hotel-selection preferences among respondents
Note: Q7; n = 170 for each item. Q7.5 was stored in reverse direction in the source workbook and is displayed in the original questionnaire response orientation.
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Fig. S2. Restaurant-selection preferences among respondents
Note: Q8; n = 170 for each item.
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Fig. S3. Local transport mode used most during coastal tourism activities
Note: Q9; N = 170. Categories were decoded using the archived Data.xlsx codebook.
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Fig. S4. Importance of transport-selection attributes
Note: Q10; n = 170 for each item.
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Fig. S5. Environmentally relevant product and service preferences while traveling
Note: Q11; n = 170 for each item.
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Fig. S6. Preferred recreational activities in Cox's Bazar
Note: Q12; n = 170 for each item. Q12 items were stored in reverse direction in the source workbook and are displayed in the original questionnaire response orientation.


[image: ]
Fig. S7. Perceived effect of environmental pollution on the recreational value of coastal tourism
Note: Q15; valid n = 169. One out-of-range source code was excluded.
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Fig. S8. Perceived adequacy of current laws to reduce beach pollution
Note: Q27; valid n = 169. One out-of-range source code was excluded. “No” indicates that current laws were not considered sufficient.
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Fig. S9. Agreement with COVID-19 responsibility-change items
Note: Q31; n = 170 for each item. Percentages summarize responses to retrospective items asking how COVID-19 changed environmental responsibility; they are not direct measures of behaviour frequency and do not establish causal pre/post change.
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Fig. S10. Awareness of beach-pollution issues
Note: Q16; valid n = 169. One out-of-range source code was excluded.
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Fig. S11. Perceived environmental impacts of plastic pollution
Note: Q17; n = 170 for each item.
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Fig. S12. Understanding of environmentally friendly tourism
Note: Q19; n = 170 for each item.


[image: ]
Fig. S13. Support for environmental management and beach-protection measures
Note: Q28; n = 170 for each item.
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