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Abstract

This study develops and validates the Cultural Heritage Awareness Scale (CHAS), a multi-
dimensional measurement instrument designed to assess individuals’ awareness of cultural
heritage within the context of sustainable heritage management. The study addresses the
need to move beyond cognitively oriented awareness models by conceptualising cultural
heritage awareness as an integrated construct encompassing ethical responsibility, func-
tional engagement, and governance-oriented conservation. The scale was developed using
a quantitative scale development design, informed by expert-generated items and psy-
chometric validation procedures applied to university student samples. Factor analyses
confirmed a stable three-dimensional structure with satisfactory model fit and strong
internal consistency, indicating that the proposed model reliably captures distinct yet inter-
related dimensions of heritage awareness. The findings demonstrate that cultural heritage
awareness extends beyond recognition and appreciation to include ethical accountability,
engagement with use, and participation in governance-related processes. By integrat-
ing ethical, functional, and governance dimensions within a single validated instrument,
the CHAS offers an original contribution to heritage awareness measurement. The scale
provides a practical tool for assessing heritage awareness in educational, planning, and
policy-related contexts, particularly in relation to participatory and sustainability-oriented
heritage governance. While the scale shows robust performance within a university-based
sample, further research is recommended to examine its applicability across more diverse
socio-cultural contexts.

Keywords: cultural heritage awareness; sustainable management; ethical responsibility;
participatory governance; scale development; construct validity

1. Introduction

Cultural heritage constitutes a multidimensional phenomenon that shapes historical
identity, collective memory, and societal value systems. Rapid transformations in contempo-
rary urban environments affect not only the physical fabric of heritage but also its symbolic,
social, and ethical meanings. While such transformations may generate new opportuni-
ties for conservation and adaptive reuse, they also pose significant risks to authenticity,
integrity, and social continuity [1,2]. In response to these challenges, the UNESCO Historic
Urban Landscape (HUL) Recommendation promotes an integrated approach to heritage
management that considers the social, economic, cultural, and environmental dimensions
simultaneously in pursuit of sustainability [2].
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Within this integrative perspective, recent scholarship increasingly emphasises that
sustainable heritage management extends beyond technical conservation practices to in-
clude community well-being, participatory governance, and social responsibility [3,4]. As
individuals’ perceptions, values, and behaviours directly influence conservation outcomes,
awareness has emerged as a critical determinant of heritage sustainability. Consequently,
cultural heritage awareness can no longer be conceptualised solely as informational knowl-
edge but must also encompass ethical orientations and governance-related engagement [5].

The preservation of cultural heritage is closely linked to socio-cultural sustainability
and identity formation. The marginalisation of local memory weakens collective belonging,
whereas heritage conservation is increasingly recognised as a human rights-based respon-
sibility grounded in ethical commitment and civic participation [1,6]. Empirical studies
demonstrate that a sense of responsibility and belonging strengthens individuals’ relation-
ships with heritage and fosters long-term engagement [7]. From this perspective, awareness
is best understood as a multidimensional construct integrating cognitive understanding,
ethical responsibility, and participatory citizenship.

Sustainable cultural heritage policies require cross-sectoral approaches that reconcile
economic utilization with social benefit and environmental responsibility. While heritage-
related activities such as cultural tourism and creative industries contribute to local devel-
opment, the literature consistently warns of the risks associated with over-economisation
and commodification [8]. Balancing individual property rights with the public interest, as
well as ensuring accountability and participatory governance mechanisms, remains central
to sustainable heritage management [6,8,9]. Furthermore, tourism should be considered
not only as an economic driver but also as a sociocultural phenomenon through which au-
thenticity, heritage narratives, and institutional branding processes reshape local meanings,
identity constructions, and power relations. Research demonstrates that heritage-based
tourism practices can be strategically mobilised for regional development, yet they also gen-
erate structural tensions related to authenticity, representation, and cultural authority [10].
Despite this recognition, much of the literature continues to examine cultural heritage
awareness primarily from cognitive or behavioural perspectives, providing limited insight
into its ethical and governance dimensions [3,11]. This gap underscores the need for a
conceptual shift that frames awareness as a value-driven, policy-relevant construct rather
than a narrowly defined knowledge-based attribute. Recent measurement efforts have
begun to operationalise heritage-related dispositions through psychometric instruments.
For instance, Veggi et al., [12] developed a Rasch-based scale to assess caring for cultural
heritage, focusing on graded behavioural engagement among young adults. Although
this approach offers valuable insights into the behavioural hierarchies of heritage-related
actions, it primarily conceptualises caring as an individual behavioural tendency and does
not explicitly address the ethical and governance-oriented dimensions of awareness that
are central to sustainable heritage management. This limitation demonstrates the need
for measurement models that extend beyond behaviour-only frameworks to incorporate
value-based and policy-relevant components of awareness.

To address this gap, the present study introduces a multidimensional measurement
model that situates cultural heritage awareness within the broader context of sustainable
heritage governance. The model conceptualises awareness through three analytically
distinct yet interrelated dimensions: usage awareness, reflecting individuals’ cognitive
and evaluative understanding of heritage; conservation awareness, capturing governance-
oriented participation and stewardship practices; and responsibility awareness, empha-
sising ethical commitment, rights, and obligations. This distinction clarifies a persistent
conceptual ambiguity in the literature between individual use-related practices and col-
lective governance processes. Unlike existing caring- or behaviour-oriented measures, the
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CHAS framework conceptualises awareness as a governance- and ethics-sensitive con-
struct, explicitly integrating rights, responsibilities, and stewardship orientations alongside
cognitive evaluations of heritage use. Accordingly, the main objective of this research is to
develop and validate a psychometrically robust scale to comprehensively assess individu-
als’ perceptions, attitudes, and behaviours regarding cultural heritage. The study addresses
the following research questions:

(1) What are the fundamental dimensions of cultural heritage awareness?

(2) Is the proposed scale a valid and reliable instrument for measuring cultural
heritage awareness?

(3) How do ethical, functional, and governance-oriented dimensions interact within
sustainable heritage management?

To operationalise this framework, the study employs a quantitative scale develop-
ment design based on established psychometric procedures, including theory-driven item
generation, expert evaluation, and exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses. The re-
sulting Cultural Heritage Awareness Scale (CHAS) is intended to provide a systematic and
transferable tool for future research and policy-oriented assessments of awareness-based
heritage governance.

Conceptual Framework for Sustainable Cultural Heritage Awareness

This study is grounded in an integrated theoretical framework that links cultural
heritage awareness to the principles of sustainable heritage management. The proposed
model conceptualises heritage as a socio-cultural, economic, governance, and ethical system
in which these dimensions are interconnected and mutually reinforcing. In this regard,
Marzano and Castellini [4] frame cultural heritage as a measurable governance instrument
aligned with the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), while Ripp et al., [11] define her-
itage as a dynamic and adaptive system supporting learning, transformation, and resilience
in contexts such as disaster risk reduction, climate adaptation, and urban regeneration.
Collectively, these perspectives emphasise that heritage extends beyond physical preser-
vation and should be understood as a participatory and value-driven process embedded
within broader governance structures. Within this framework, awareness emerges as a
foundational element of sustainable heritage governance [3,4].

Sustainable heritage management is inherently multi-layered, encompassing social
well-being, economic value creation, transparency in governance, and ethical responsibil-
ity. Although heritage-related economic activities—such as cultural tourism and creative
industries—contribute to local development, the literature consistently highlights the
need to balance economic utilisation with social benefit and environmental sustainabil-
ity [6,8,9,13]. This tension between economic valorisation and socio-cultural responsibility
has been widely discussed in planning and urban heritage studies, which demonstrate that
culture-led development and creative industry strategies may generate economic benefits
while simultaneously intensifying risks of commodification, social exclusion, and the instru-
mentalisation of heritage when they are not guided by ethical, public-interest-oriented, and
governance-based planning frameworks [14,15]. The reconciliation of individual property
rights with the public interest, alongside accountability and participatory governance mech-
anisms, therefore constitutes a central challenge for sustainable heritage policies [6,8,9,13].

This integrative perspective is institutionalised by the UNESCO Historic Urban Land-
scape (HUL) Recommendation (2011), which explicitly extends heritage conservation
beyond physical fabric to include stakeholder participation, knowledge exchange, and the
co-creation of shared values [2]. Complementing this framework, the Faro Convention
defines access to and participation in cultural heritage as fundamental human rights [16].
While these international frameworks provide a comprehensive and progressive normative
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foundation for participatory and rights-based heritage governance, they have also been the
subject of sustained critical debate within both critical heritage studies and international
legal scholarship. Within this body of critique, heritage is increasingly understood not as an
inherently neutral phenomenon, but as a discursive field ideologically constructed through
identity, belonging, and power relations. The concept of the “authorized heritage discourse”
has been central in illustrating how international normative systems reproduce particular
values, pasts, and actors by defining what is recognised as legitimate heritage [17,18]. In
parallel, UNESCQO's conservation approach, grounded in claims of “universal value,” has
been criticised for largely reflecting a Eurocentric, modern Western understanding of her-
itage that cannot be considered independent of colonial legacies [19,20]. These critiques are
not merely theoretical but carry direct implications for measurement practices. If heritage is
shaped by power relations, rights claims, and contested meanings, awareness instruments
must capture not only individual knowledge or participation, but also orientations toward
governance legitimacy, ethical responsibility, and collective accountability. Moreover, the
state-centred structure of this normative regime constitutes a significant area of concern,
as it tends to treat states as homogeneous representatives of society, marginalises alter-
native heritage narratives and local or community-based perspectives, and often limits
participation to a symbolic level [17,21].

Rather than being reducible to the sovereign domain of states alone, cultural her-
itage represents a multidimensional field encompassing the multiple cultural rights of
individuals and communities, which must be addressed through the interaction of different
legal regimes, including human rights law, minority rights, and cultural rights frame-
works [22]. In this context, rights-based instruments such as the Faro Convention provide
important normative definitions of access to and participation in heritage; however, their
implementation continues to exhibit structural weaknesses, as it remains largely depen-
dent on national regimes’ discretion. Furthermore, the frequent conflation of binding and
non-binding instruments in international heritage law, the limited scope of enforcement
mechanisms, and the growing influence of states’ political-economic interests contribute
to the instrumentalisation of this normative framework in practice, thereby weakening its
overall effectiveness [5,23,24].

Against this background, awareness emerges as a critical mediating element between
normative frameworks and their practical realisation. Blake (2011) further argues that
the effective exercise of heritage-related rights depends on the development of awareness,
which may be understood as a measurable indicator of participatory capacity [6]. Accord-
ingly, awareness constitutes a core pillar of sustainable heritage governance rather than a
secondary or supportive attribute.

From an economic perspective, defining heritage as a usable resource introduces
significant ethical and political challenges. Ashworth [8] cautions that excessive emphasis
on economic valuation risks commodifying heritage and detaching it from its cultural
meaning, while Brousseau-Gauthier and Brousseau [13] emphasise that ethical principles,
social welfare, and environmental responsibility should govern heritage value. Maintaining
a balance between individual benefit and collective good is therefore essential, reinforcing
the need to conceptualise cultural heritage awareness as a multidimensional construct
rather than a purely cognitive one.

Empirical studies further demonstrate that limited public awareness and insufficient
participation remain significant barriers to sustainable heritage practices. Community-
based and experiential approaches have been shown to enhance understanding and long-
term engagement with heritage [25,26]. Moreover, awareness becomes a sustained form of
civic consciousness only when reinforced through behavioural participation and ethical
responsibility [27,28]. Recent scale validation studies further indicate that heritage-related
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behaviours tend to cluster according to difficulty levels, with low-threshold engagement
differing from responsibility-intensive or governance-oriented actions. Veggi et al. (2025)
demonstrate this hierarchical structure using a Rasch framework, reinforcing the need to
analytically distinguish between usage-, governance-, and responsibility-related orienta-
tions within awareness research [12]. To synthesise these empirical and theoretical insights,
Figure 1 presents the conceptual model underlying the proposed multidimensional struc-
ture of cultural heritage awareness [2,6,8,16].

CULTURAL HERITAGE
AWARENESS

(Multidimensional Model)

COGNITIVE BEHAVIORAL ETHICAL
AWARENESS AWARENESS AWARENESS
L * Responsibility
* Knowledge level * Participation
*Values
comprehension * Interaction
* Human rights,
* Evaluation * Experiential learning ethical governance

SOCIAL PARTICIPATION AND INTERACTION
(sense of belonging, sharing, identity construction)

SUSTAINABLE HERITAGE | | |ETHICAL GOVERNANCE anD

MANAGEMENT CULTURAL CONTINUITY

Figure 1. Conceptual model of the multidimensional structure of cultural heritage awareness (devel-
oped by the authors).

Building on this holistic understanding, the proposed model conceptualises cultural
heritage awareness through three analytically distinct yet interrelated dimensions, each
capturing a different level of individual engagement with heritage and its governance. While
these dimensions are conceptually separable, they are understood as mutually reinforcing
components of a broader awareness structure that supports sustainable heritage governance.

The first dimension, usage awareness (cognitive dimension), refers to individuals’
knowledge, perceptions, and evaluative understanding of cultural heritage, including
its meanings, functions, and potential uses [1,8]. This dimension reflects how heritage
is recognised, interpreted, and valued at an individual level, particularly in relation to
everyday use, cultural consumption, and symbolic appreciation. Usage awareness, there-
fore, constitutes the foundational layer of heritage engagement, operating primarily at a
low-threshold level of interaction [1,4].

The second dimension, conservation awareness (governance-oriented behavioural
dimension), captures individuals’ orientations toward heritage protection through par-
ticipation in collective decision-making processes, support for conservation policies, and
engagement with institutional and community-based governance mechanisms [2,6,9]. Un-
like usage awareness, which focuses on interpretation and use, conservation awareness
reflects a shift toward active involvement in the governance structures that regulate, legit-
imise, and sustain heritage conservation practices.

The third dimension, responsibility awareness (ethical dimension), frames cultural
heritage as a domain of shared rights and obligations, encompassing ethical responsi-
bility, intergenerational accountability, and normative commitment to collective heritage
values. This dimension reflects a higher-order form of awareness in which heritage is
no longer approached merely as a resource or governance object, but as a moral and so-
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cial responsibility embedded within broader principles of social justice, cultural rights,
and sustainability [1,7,29,30].

Together, these dimensions define cultural heritage awareness as both a cognitive
process and a moral-communal orientation, extending beyond individual knowledge or
behavioural participation alone. The proposed model thus provides a conceptual basis
for understanding how awareness mediates between international normative frameworks,
governance structures, and everyday heritage practices, positioning awareness as a core
pillar of sustainable cultural heritage governance [2,6,23,31].

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Theoretical Foundations of the Scale, Dimensions, and Item Pool

The Cultural Heritage Awareness Scale (CHAS) was developed based on international
conservation frameworks, contemporary theoretical models, and empirical findings from
recent scholarly research. In this context, cultural heritage awareness is defined as a
multidimensional construct that includes usage awareness, conservation awareness, and
responsibility awareness. Collectively, these dimensions encompass individuals’ cognitive
evaluations of heritage use, their participation in governance and stewardship, and their
ethical and civic orientations toward cultural heritage.

Specifically, usage awareness refers to individuals’ evaluative understanding of the social,
cultural, and functional uses of heritage. Conservation awareness pertains to engagement
with governance and stewardship in heritage protection and management. Responsibility
awareness encompasses ethical commitment, civic responsibility, and value-based orientations
toward heritage preservation. This conceptual framework provides a clear analytical distinc-
tion between functional use, governance participation, and ethical responsibility, addressing
conceptual ambiguities present in previous heritage awareness research.

The scale development process employed a theory-driven quantitative design, adher-
ing to principles of conceptual consistency, theoretical saturation, and content validity. Item
generation was based on established academic literature and normative policy frameworks
to ensure alignment between theoretical constructs and empirical measures. To enhance
content validity and conceptual clarity, the initial item pool underwent expert evaluation,
and revisions were implemented according to expert feedback before psychometric test-
ing. This approach ensured that items accurately represented each dimension and were
theoretically grounded, linguistically precise, and analytically distinct.

Usage Awareness Dimension

The conceptual foundation of the Usage Awareness dimension is based on Forero’s
(2015) framework of socio-cultural sustainability, which asserts that disregarding local
identity and collective memory during modernization threatens cultural continuity [1].
This perspective forms the theoretical basis for scale items addressing participation in
cultural activities, spatial experience, and the continuity of cultural identity.

In line with this perspective, Ashworth (2014) and Brousseau-Gauthier and Brousseau
(2013) contend that the economic value of cultural heritage should be balanced with social
welfare and environmental sustainability [8,13]. Heritage use should therefore be assessed
not only through market or tourism perspectives, but also by its ability to sustain cultural
meaning, social cohesion, and community well-being. These considerations inform key
item themes in this dimension, such as ethical use, benefit-sharing, adaptive reuse, and
balancing economic utilization with cultural values (Table 1).

Table 1 lists the items and theoretical sources that underpin the Functional and Socio-
Cultural Usage Awareness dimension, demonstrating how each item operationalizes core
principles of holistic and sustainable heritage use as identified in the literature.
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Table 1. Functional and Socio-Cultural Usage Awareness Dimension: Items and Resources.

Article No Statement Source(s) Theoretical Rationale
Any kind of cultural heritage site can be It measures the ?pproach that con§1ders
01 . [6,16] the use of heritage for the benefit of
used for the benefit of people. . .
society as a fundamental human right.
It questions the economic
Cultural heritage can be harmed if this benefit-conservation dilemma and the
02 g1 . , [8,13] . .
will give financial benefit to people. ethical boundaries of the
heritage economy.
All cultural heritage sites can be used Itassesses the re.ﬂectlon of the bal.a nee
03 . [8] between tourism and heritage in
for tourism. N .
individual perceptions.
Cultural heritage should not be damaged It measures cognitive awareness regarding
04 . . . S [1,8] .
while being used for economic activities. the balance between use and conservation.
Physical changes can be made on . It eva.luates the limits of physical
05 . . 1 . . . [9,32,33] intervention and the trend towards reuse
historical buildings to have financial gain. . . .
in heritage planning.
Physical changes can be made on
historical urban sites (historical It measures the economic rationale for
06 . [9,32,33] .
neighbourhood, protected area) to have adaptive reuse.
financial gain.
Cultural heritage areas can be It measures the social acceptance of
07 organized according to the needs of [8,34] tourism-oriented use and the perception
tourism industry. of economic benefit.
Historical buildings can be transformed It meastires the assessment of
08 . o7, el [33,34] adaptive reuse as a sustainable
into hospitality facilities. .
conservation strategy.
Vernacular architectural buildings can be Mea§ ures attltl.lc.les towards the .
09 . . s [33,34] preservation of traditional structures with
converted into accommodation facilities. .
new functions.
Every intervention in historic cities and Measures the relationship between quality
10 areas should improve the quality of life of [2] of life and cultural sustainability in line
local residents. with the HUL approach.
Major changes in historic areas should . Empha.51ses. ﬂr}e relatlonghlp between
11 . [8,9] intervention limits and social and cultural
be avoided. s
sustainability.
Historic cities and their surroundings Measures awareness of holistic
12 : [31,32,35] . . .
should be considered as a whole. conservation and urban context integrity.
Changes in historic cities may be regarded
13 as acceptable when they are managed [2,16] Questions about the individual perception

without undermining the integrity of
cultural values.

of the concept of manageable change.

The items in this dimension collectively capture how individuals perceive the socio-
cultural and functional value of cultural heritage with respect to use, ethics, and sustainabil-
ity. Usage awareness thus reflects a primarily cognitive and evaluative orientation toward
heritage, emphasizing how heritage is understood, valued, and justified in daily social and
economic contexts.

Building on this cognitive foundation, the subsequent dimension, Conservation Aware-
ness, addresses the behavioral and governance-related aspects of cultural heritage aware-
ness. This dimension shifts the analytical focus from evaluative understanding to individual
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engagement with stewardship, participation, and conservation-oriented decision-making,
thereby linking knowledge-based awareness with experiential and participatory practices.

Conservation Awareness

The theoretical foundation of the Conservation Awareness dimension is primarily
grounded in the UNESCO Historic Urban Landscape (HUL) Recommendation (2011),
which advocates an integrated approach to managing change in historic cities by simul-
taneously considering social, cultural, economic, and environmental layers [2]. The HUL
framework emphasises the achievement of a sustainable balance between conservation and
development, guiding transformation processes without compromising the authenticity
and integrity of cultural heritage. Within this context, the principle of manageable change
provides the core conceptual basis for items addressing governance-oriented regulatory

responsibility, authenticity, and integrity (Table 2).

Table 2. Rights-Based Conservation Awareness Dimension: Items and Resources.

Article No Statement Source(s) Theoretical Rationale
14 Everyone has the right to benefit from [6,16] Measures awareness of the right to benefit
cultural heritage. ! under Article 4 of the Faro Convention.
15 Everyone has the right to contribute to the [6,16,36] Measures the relationship between the
development of cultural heritage. T right to participate and social action.
Everyone has the right to participate in Measures awareness of the democratic
16 the processes of protecting and managing [6,16,36] and governance dimensions of
cultural heritage. participation.
Restrictions can be 1mp9sed on th.e use of Questions the balance between public
17 cultural heritage buildings and sites for [8,9] . .
. interest and private property.
public interest.
Private property owners of cultural Measures awareness of incentive and
18 heritage buildings should be financially [9,32] support mechanisms
supported to protect such buildings. PP '
Restrictions can be imposed on private Measures perceptions regarding the
19 property owners who own cultural [8,9] o L
. o legitimacy of legal restrictions.
heritage buildings.
I will comply with the legal restrictions
imposed on a historical building which I Measures individual responsibility and
20 . [1,16,36] . .
or my family owns to protect legal compliance behaviour.
cultural heritage.
I'spend money on my her1tagg property Measures personal responsibility and
21 even if it does not provide [1,16,36] . .
. . voluntary investment behaviour.
economic benefit.
N . . Measures the relationship between
I consider it normal to limit economic . s .
22 . . . [1,16,36] collective responsibility and individual
activity in a historical area.
acceptance.
23 If restoration provides me with economic [8,9,37] Measures the impact of personal interest
benefit, I do not care about the method. Y on ethical sensitivity.
All kinds of changes can be made in Measures the impact of economic reasons
24 L . . [8,28] . o
historical sites to create jobs. on conservation principles.
Damage to historical sites and buildings . .
25 can be acceptable if this results in better [1,6] Measures the social welfare—protection

living conditions for people.

ethical dilemma.

https://doi.org/10.3390/su18031451


https://doi.org/10.3390/su18031451

Sustainability 2026, 18, 1451

90f23

Beyond the HUL framework, the ethical sustainability principles articulated by Forero
(2015) and Ashworth (2014) further reinforce this dimension by underscoring the need to
balance heritage conservation with functional use [1,8]. These perspectives collectively
frame conservation not as a purely technical activity, but as a governance process shaped
by ethical judgement, social participation, and long-term stewardship. Accordingly, the
Conservation Awareness dimension focuses on individuals” orientations toward regulatory
frameworks, collective decision-making processes, and the legitimacy of restrictions and
incentive mechanisms in heritage management (Table 2).

Importantly, this dimension differs from Usage Awareness by shifting the analytical
focus from individuals’ evaluative perceptions of heritage use to their engagement with
governance mechanisms that regulate, guide, and legitimise conservation practices. Find-
ings associated with Conservation Awareness indicate that effective heritage management
requires not only technical expertise, but also an internalised understanding of governance
principles, legal constraints, and ethical limits.

Building on this governance-oriented perspective, the subsequent dimension—
Responsibility Awareness—extends the analytical focus from institutional compliance to
moral and civic engagement. While Conservation Awareness emphasises support for and
adherence to collective conservation frameworks, Responsibility Awareness conceptualises
awareness as an ethical commitment grounded in social values, highlighting individuals’
sense of duty, advocacy, and accountability in sustaining cultural heritage.

Responsibility Awareness Dimension

The Responsibility Awareness dimension is theoretically grounded in rights-based
and participatory approaches to cultural heritage governance. Blake (2011) conceptualises
cultural heritage preservation as a fundamental human right and emphasises the central
role of community-based participation in democratising heritage governance [6]. This
normative perspective provides the conceptual foundation for scale items addressing
participation, ownership, advocacy, and ethical responsibility within this dimension.

From a behavioural perspective, the Extended Theory of Planned Behaviour (ETPB) [33]
offers an explanatory framework for individuals’ intentions to engage in heritage-related
actions through attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived behavioural control. This
framework informs items related to participation intention, volunteering, civic initiative,
and cooperation with other stakeholders in heritage protection processes. Empirical ev-
idence further supports this dimension. Shankar and Swamy’s (2013) study conducted
in Mysore demonstrates that participatory practices—such as heritage walks, exhibitions,
and volunteering—play a significant role in enhancing community heritage awareness and
fostering long-term engagement [26]. Similarly, Srivastava (2015) highlights that ethical re-
sponsibility and active intervention are critical components in sustaining heritage through
everyday civic behaviour [27].

Table 3 presents the items developed for the Collective and Individual Responsibility
Awareness dimension, primarily grounded in the normative principles of the Faro Conven-
tion [16], which frames cultural heritage as a shared societal responsibility encompassing
both rights and obligations.

The items operationalise ethical sensitivity, active participation, advocacy, and collec-
tive action, reflecting the progression of heritage awareness from cognitive understanding
to behavioural commitment and moral engagement. Together, these items capture indi-
viduals” willingness to assume responsibility, support collective conservation efforts, and
intervene when cultural heritage values are threatened.

Overall, the Responsibility Awareness dimension conceptualises cultural heritage
awareness as an ethical and civic commitment rooted in social values. Unlike Usage
Awareness, which focuses on evaluative perceptions of heritage use, and Conservation
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Awareness, which emphasises governance-oriented compliance and stewardship, Respon-
sibility Awareness foregrounds moral agency, advocacy, and collective responsibility. This
distinction reinforces the multidimensional structure of the Cultural Heritage Awareness
Scale (CHAS) and strengthens its conceptual coherence across cognitive, governance, and
ethical domains.

Table 3. Collective and Individual Responsibility Awareness Dimension: Items and Resources.

Article No Statement Source(s) Theoretical Rationale
Do not damage any historical Measures the principle of non-harm and
26 [16,27] o -
artefact/property. awareness of individual responsibility.
o7 I warn people who cause damage to [16,27] Measures individual action and ethical

historical assets.

intervention tendencies.

Support events related with cultural
28 heritage such as museum visits, visits to [16,26,38]
archaeological sites, exhibitions

Measures participation behaviour and
awareness of heritage education.

Take responsibility for conserving
29 historical neighbourhoods of the city [16]

Measures ownership behaviour at the

I live in community level.

Be a member of NGOS working in the

Measures awareness of participation and

. . . 1 L
30 field of cultural heritage and conservation [16] organisation.
31 Provide financial support to NGOS [16] Measures awareness of civil society
working for heritage conservation support and voluntary contribution.
Oppose to situations when authenticity
32 and integrity .Of cultural heritage is [16,35] Measures active advocacy behaviour.
compromised due to urban
transformation or similar urban projects
Work together with other stakeholders Measures awareness of collective
33 [13,16,26] . . .
to protect protection and ethical cooperation.

2.2. Content Validity of the Scale

The content validity of the Cultural Heritage Awareness Scale (CHAS) was assessed
using the Davis technique [39], which is widely employed in scale development studies
to evaluate the relevance and clarity of scale items. An expert panel consisting of six
academics specialising in cultural heritage conservation and two experts holding doctoral
degrees in measurement and evaluation was consulted.

According to the Davis technique, each item is evaluated on a four-point scale as
(a) definitely appropriate, (b) appropriate, (c) needs revision, or (d) inappropriate. The
Content Validity Index (CVI) for each item was calculated using the formula:

CVI=Ne/N

where Ne represents the number of experts rating the item as either “definitely appropriate”
or “appropriate,” and N denotes the total number of experts.

In line with Davis’s methodological recommendations, items with a CVI value of 0.80
or higher were considered to demonstrate acceptable content validity. In the present study,
CVlIvalues ranged between 0.50 and 1.00, with an overall mean CVI of 0.82. Items rated
as appropriate or definitely appropriate were retained without modification, while items
identified as requiring revision were refined based on expert feedback. Items failing to
meet the minimum CVI threshold were either substantially revised or removed prior to the
factor analysis stage.
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This procedure ensured that the retained items were conceptually coherent, theo-
retically grounded, and adequately representative of the three dimensions of cultural
heritage awareness.

2.3. Methods of Analysis

Methodological best practices in scale development recommend conducting ex-
ploratory and confirmatory factor analyses on independent samples to enhance model
robustness, validity, and replicability [40]. Accordingly, the present study employed Ex-
ploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) on the first sample (N = 451) to identify the underlying
latent factor structure, followed by Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) on a second, inde-
pendent sample (N = 296) to test and validate the proposed measurement model.

To address potential concerns regarding disciplinary bias in cultural heritage aware-
ness and related attitudes, careful attention was given to the composition of both samples.
Participants were drawn from a broad spectrum of academic fields, including architecture
and planning, design, social sciences, education, engineering-related programs, health sci-
ences, and practice-oriented programs offered by vocational schools (see Tables A1 and A2).
Most importantly, the samples were not confined to students enrolled in tourism, cultural
studies, architecture and planning or art history programs, which are often associated with
higher baseline familiarity with cultural heritage concepts.

This heterogeneous sample composition reduces the likelihood that the observed factor
structure merely reflects discipline-specific knowledge or attitudes. Instead, it supports the
interpretation that the proposed scale captures generalisable dimensions of cultural heritage
awareness across diverse academic backgrounds. Moreover, the use of two independent
and academically diverse samples strengthens the evaluation of the scale’s structural
validity and enhances its applicability within broader higher education contexts.

2.4. Sample Selection and Study Groups

Data collection was conducted via face-to-face questionnaire administration among stu-
dents at Amasya University during two periods (April-June 2022 and September—November
2023). Ethical approval was granted by the Social Sciences Ethics Committee of Amasya
University (Decision No: E-30640013-108.01-69926; Date: 10 May 2022). To ensure disciplinary
diversity, participants were recruited from multiple faculties and vocational schools.

Independent-samples EFA and CFA were employed, in line with established recom-
mendations for factor-analytic research [40,41]. Considering Comrey and Lee’s (2013)
criteria and the commonly accepted minimum item-to-sample ratio of 10:1, both samples
were deemed sufficient for robust factor analysis [42]. Although the sample was drawn
from a single university, the inclusion of students from multiple faculties and vocational
schools allowed the scale to be examined across diverse academic subcontexts, thereby
supporting its preliminary generalisability.

The EFA sample comprised 451 undergraduate students drawn from six faculties,
whereas the CFA sample included 296 undergraduate students from three vocational
schools. The use of two distinct study groups contributed to the construct validity and
replicability of the measurement model.

2.5. Data Analysis Process

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was conducted using Principal Axis Factoring with
Promax rotation. Factor retention decisions were based on eigenvalues greater than 1,
inspection of the scree plot, and the proportion of explained variance. Items with factor
loadings below 0.40 or substantial cross-loadings were removed, resulting in a final scale
comprising 18 items.
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Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was performed using Jamovi (v.2.3.28) with Maxi-
mum Likelihood Estimation. Model fit was evaluated using multiple goodness-of-fit indices,
including x2/df, CFL TLI, RMSEA, and SRMR. Established cutoff criteria were applied to
assess model adequacy (CFI > 0.90; TLI > 0.90; RMSEA < 0.08; SRMR < 0.08) [43—45].

Internal consistency reliability was assessed using Cronbach’s & and McDonald’s w
coefficients. Given the non-normal distribution of the data, relationships among subscales
were examined using Spearman’s rank-order correlation. The consistent performance of
the scale across independent samples provides evidence for its measurement stability and
generalisability within academic contexts.

3. Results

As part of the construct validation process of the Cultural Heritage Awareness Scale
(CHAS), the suitability of the data for factor analysis was first assessed using the Kaiser—
Meyer—Olkin (KMO) measure and Bartlett’s test of sphericity. The KMO value (0.891)
indicated adequate sampling adequacy, while Bartlett’s test (x> = 8624.174, p < 0.001)
confirmed that the correlation matrix was appropriate for factor extraction [46].

Initial exploratory factor analysis (EFA) yielded 7 factors with eigenvalues greater than 1,
accounting for 59.92% of the total variance. However, inspection of the scree plot revealed a
precise inflexion after the third factor, indicating that the remaining factors contributed limited
explanatory power (Figure 2). Accordingly, a three-factor solution was retained as the most
parsimonious and theoretically meaningful representation of cultural heritage awareness,
consistent with accepted thresholds for multifactorial measurement models [41,47].
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Figure 2. Cultural Heritage Awareness Scale EFA Scree Plot.

The retained three-factor structure aligned with the conceptual framework outlined in
Section 2, which conceptualises cultural heritage awareness as a multidimensional construct
encompassing ethical, functional, and governance-oriented dimensions. These dimensions
were operationalised as responsibility awareness, usage awareness, and conservation
awareness, reflecting individuals” ethical orientation, cognitive evaluation of heritage use,
and participatory engagement in heritage governance.

Factor extraction was conducted using the Maximum Likelihood (ML) method with
Oblimin rotation to account for correlations among latent dimensions [40,46]. Items with
factor loadings below 0.40 were excluded. Accordingly, items 10, 13, 01, 21, 23, 16, 14, 11, 09,
04, 15, 26, 12, and 22 were removed, while item 03 was excluded due to a high uniqueness
value (0.816), indicating limited contribution to the latent construct (see Tables A3 and A4).
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Most excluded items were either conceptually redundant or weakly aligned with the
theoretical dimensions of the scale.

The final three-factor solution explained 47.5% of the total variance, with the first,
second, and third factors accounting for 20.20%, 17.42%, and 9.92%, respectively. Factor
loadings ranged from 0.464 to 0.815, and communalities ranged between 0.38 and 0.71,
indicating satisfactory item representation across factors.

The first factor, responsibility awareness (F1), reflects the ethical and participatory
dimension of cultural heritage awareness and includes items related to individual and col-
lective responsibility, stakeholder cooperation, and civic engagement in heritage protection.

The second factor, usage awareness (F2), represents the functional and cognitive
dimension of the construct, encompassing attitudes toward the adaptive and economic
use of heritage assets, including tourism-related use and functional transformation under
ethical and sustainability constraints.

The third factor, conservation awareness (F3), corresponds to the governance-oriented
dimension and includes items emphasising legal responsibility, regulatory legitimacy, and
public support mechanisms for heritage protection.

Together, these three interrelated dimensions—responsibility, usage, and conservation
awareness—capture the ethical, cognitive, behavioural, and governance components of sus-
tainable cultural heritage awareness, confirming the multidimensional structure of the CHAS.

To validate the factor structure identified through EFA, Confirmatory Factor Analysis
(CFA) was conducted using Jamovi (v.2.3.28). Before estimation, standardised residu-
als were examined, and items with residual correlations exceeding 0.10 were excluded,
following established model refinement guidelines [48].

During model refinement, both statistical adequacy and conceptual coherence were
considered. Items 24, 25, 27, 31, 28, and 07 exhibited high residual correlations and semantic
overlap across dimensions, reducing conceptual distinction between ethical, functional, and
governance components. These items were therefore removed to enhance theoretical clarity
and internal consistency [43,49,50]. The resulting 12-item, three-factor model preserved
the construct’s theoretical integrity while achieving parsimony and satisfactory model fit
(Table 4; Figure 3).

Table 4. Goodness-of-Fit Statistics for the Three-Factor Structure of the CHAS [43,44,49,51].

Fit Index Acceptable Threshold Obtained Value = Model Evaluation
x2/df <3.00 (excellent)/ <5.00 (acceptable) 2.09 Excellent
RMSEA <0.05 (excellent)/<0.08 (acceptable) 0.0607 Acceptable
CFI >0.95 (excellent)/>0.90 (acceptable) 0.956 Excellent
TLI >0.95 (excellent)/>0.90 (acceptable) 0.943 Acceptable
NFI >0.95 (excellent)/>0.90 (acceptable) 0.988 Excellent
GFI >0.95 (excellent)/>0.90 (acceptable) 0.993 Excellent
AGFI >0.90 (acceptable) 0.982 Excellent
IFI >0.95 (excellent)/>0.90 (acceptable) 0.995 Excellent
SRMR <0.08 0.039 Acceptable

The CFA results demonstrated an overall satisfactory model fit (x?/df = 2.09,
RMSEA =0.0607, CFI = 0.956, TLI = 0.943, NFI = 0.988, GFI = 0.993, AGFI = 0.982,
IFI =0.995, and SRMR = 0.0391). Model evaluation followed fit criteria commonly
adopted in recent confirmatory factor analysis and structural equation modelling stud-
ies [43,44,49,51]. Elevated GFI and NFI values were attributed to the relatively large sample
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size and the parsimonious model structure. Overall, the findings confirmed strong construct
validity and data—-model consistency for the three-factor CHAS.

Covariance analysis indicated the strongest association between responsibility aware-
ness (F1) and conservation awareness (F3) (r = 0.76), whereas the weakest relationship was
observed between usage awareness (F2) and responsibility awareness (F1) (r = 0.36). The
covariance between usage awareness (F2) and conservation awareness (F3) was 0.40. These
findings suggest a close conceptual linkage between ethical responsibility and conservation-
oriented attitudes, reflecting the normative basis of the theoretical framework [52]. This
weaker association suggests that recognising and supporting the functional or economic
use of cultural heritage does not necessarily translate into a sense of ethical responsibility
or civic obligation. In line with the proposed conceptual framework, usage awareness
operates at a lower threshold of engagement, whereas responsibility awareness reflects
a higher-order normative orientation grounded in ethical accountability and intergener-
ational commitment. The observed pattern therefore empirically supports the analytical
distinction between functional engagement and ethical responsibility embedded in the
CHAS model (Table A4).

Figure 3. Path Diagram of the Dimensions of the Cultural Heritage Awareness Scale.

Internal consistency was assessed using McDonald’s Omega (w), given its robustness
for multidimensional constructs [53,54]. Omega coefficients were 0.846 (F1), 0.742 (F2), and
0.786 (F3), with a total composite reliability of 0.856 for the 12-item scale, indicating strong
internal consistency (Table A5). Cronbach’s alpha values showed a comparable pattern
(x=0.842,0.737, and 0.782).

Correlation heat map analysis (Figure 4) demonstrated consistently positive inter-item
relationships. Moreover, associations between the total scale score and each subdimension,
examined using Spearman’s rho correlations, were positive and statistically significant
(p < 0.001). Together, these results confirm the convergent validity of the CHAS and support
the cohesive functioning of its three dimensions in measuring sustainable cultural heritage
awareness (Table 5).
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Figure 4. Correlation Heat Map of the Cultural Heritage Awareness Scale.

Table 5. Spearman’s rho correlation results between the total scale score and its subdimensions.

F1 F2 F3
Responsibility Awareness (F1) Spearman’s rho — — —
df — — —
p-value — — —
Usage Awareness (F2) Spearman’s rho 0.232 — —
df 269 — —
p-value <0.001 — —
Conservation Awareness (F3) Spearman’s rho 0.572 0.279 —
df 271 277 —
p-value <0.001 <0.001 —
Total Score of the Scale Spearman’s rho 0.796 0.536 0.840
df 263 263 263
p-value <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

4. Discussion

The analyses conducted in this study yielded several key empirical findings on the
structure and measurement properties of the Cultural Heritage Awareness Scale (CHAS).
Exploratory factor analysis showed that cultural heritage awareness includes three inter-
related dimensions: responsibility, usage, and conservation awareness. This multidimen-
sional structure indicates that heritage awareness involves not only cognitive evaluations
but also ethical responsibility, functional engagement, and conservation perspectives ori-
ented toward governance. These results align with the study’s theoretical framework and
support the validity of the CHAS as a holistic measurement model.

Importantly, the components of cultural heritage awareness are internalised unequally
by individuals. Ethical responsibility and usage dimensions appear more salient than
governance and institutional conservation. This suggests that awareness related to gover-
nance and institutional protection is more strongly shaped by structural, legal, and policy
contexts, rendering these aspects comparatively less visible at the individual level.

The relative explanatory power of these dimensions was not uniform. Responsibility
awareness (F1) emerged as the strongest component, accounting for 20.20% of the total
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variance, with the highest eigenvalue (3.64) and consistently strong factor loadings ranging
from 0.605 to 0.815. Usage awareness (F2) explained 17.42% of the variance and showed
high loadings on items related to adaptive and functional uses of heritage, reaching 0.894.
Conservation awareness (F3), although accounting for a smaller proportion of variance
(9.92%), represents a conceptually distinct dimension focused on governance, institutional
responsibility, and regulatory frameworks for heritage protection.

Confirmatory factor analysis further provided strong support for the three-factor
structure. The model demonstrated excellent fit indices (x2/df = 2.09; RMSEA = 0.0607;
CFI = 0.956; GFI = 0.993), indicating that the final 12-item structure is both parsimonious
and psychometrically robust. Reliability analyses confirmed moderate to strong internal
consistency across all dimensions (w = 0.846-0.786), with an overall composite reliability of
w = 0.856, suggesting that the CHAS produces stable and reliable measurements.

Inter-factor covariance analysis revealed the strongest association between respon-
sibility awareness (F1) and conservation awareness (F3) (r = 0.76), while the relationship
between usage awareness (F2) and responsibility awareness (F1) was weaker (r = 0.36). The
association between usage and conservation awareness was moderate (r = 0.40). These
findings indicate that ethical responsibility and governance-oriented conservation tend to
reinforce one another, whereas economic and functional uses of heritage may remain only
partially aligned with ethical accountability.

The strong covariance between responsibility awareness and conservation awareness
further underscores the close linkage between ethical responsibility and collective protec-
tion obligations. This finding supports theoretical arguments concerning the principle of
proportionality between heritage protection and property rights [9] and reinforces governance-
oriented perspectives suggesting that sustainable heritage protection emerges when individual
ethical commitments are translated into collective governance practices [24].

By contrast, the weaker association between usage awareness and responsibility aware-
ness reveals a persistent tension between economic and functional uses of heritage and ethical
accountability. This pattern aligns with critiques of the economisation of heritage [8] and
concerns regarding commodification through tourism [55]. Although adaptive reuse is widely
recognised as a key sustainability tool [56], the findings indicate that individual awareness
alone is insufficient without supportive legal, institutional, and participatory frameworks.
Recent applied studies further demonstrate that economic utilisation of heritage assets may
undermine social legitimacy and long-term sustainability if not accompanied by shared
responsibility and participatory governance mechanisms [12,57].

Overall, the results reveal a dynamic sustainability configuration in which ethical respon-
sibility and governance participation mutually reinforce one another, while economic use
may generate tension if inadequately regulated. This interpretation is consistent with recent
applied studies emphasising the role of cultural heritage as a resilience-building resource
through education, public engagement, and participatory governance frameworks [58]. From
a governance perspective, these findings highlight the importance of aligning individual-level
awareness with institutional capacity and collaborative decision-making structures in order to
achieve socially legitimate and resilient heritage management outcomes [57].

5. Conclusions

Taken together, the findings firmly establish cultural heritage awareness as a multidi-
mensional construct comprising interrelated ethical, functional, and governance-oriented
dimensions. By moving beyond cognitively weighted definitions of awareness, the CHAS
provides a robust, participatory, and values-driven measurement framework that captures
responsibility, participation, and governance as integral components of heritage awareness.
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Importantly, the scale is theoretically grounded in the heritage communities approach
of the Faro Convention [16] and UNESCO’s Historic Urban Landscape (HUL) frame-
work [2]. In this respect, the CHAS aligns with contemporary sustainability-oriented
heritage governance models that emphasise social participation, ethical responsibility, and
shared governance.

By operationalising these normative frameworks at the individual level, the CHAS
functions as a transformative bridge linking abstract heritage governance principles with
applied measurement practice. Rather than treating awareness as knowledge or aesthetic
appreciation alone, the scale reframes heritage awareness as a rights-based and value-
oriented form of consciousness, enabling stakeholders to assess and strengthen the ethical,
social, and participatory foundations required for inclusive, community-centred, and
resilient cultural heritage management [12,24,57].

The findings of this study offer several concrete implications for cultural heritage pol-
icy, education, and governance practices. First, the strong association between responsibility
awareness and conservation awareness highlights the importance of policy frameworks
that explicitly link individual ethical responsibility with institutional governance mecha-
nisms. Heritage policies that remain solely regulatory, without fostering civic responsibility
and participation, may fail to achieve long-term social legitimacy [5].

Second, the identified tension between usage awareness and ethical responsibility
suggests that adaptive reuse and economic valorisation strategies should be accompanied
by participatory governance models and ethical accountability mechanisms. Policymakers
and heritage managers should therefore integrate CHAS-like assessment tools into par-
ticipatory planning processes to evaluate social readiness and ethical awareness prior to
implementing reuse or tourism-driven interventions.

From an educational perspective, the CHAS demonstrates strong potential as a ped-
agogical instrument for fostering governance literacy and ethical awareness in higher
education. Integrating the scale into curricula for planning, architecture, heritage man-
agement, and public administration could support early-stage professional socialisation
aligned with rights-based and participatory heritage governance principles.

Finally, for heritage governance practice, the scale provides a practical diagnostic
tool to assess the alignment between individual-level awareness and institutional capacity.
Such alignment is critical for developing resilient, socially inclusive, and democratically
accountable heritage management strategies.

6. Methodological Limitations and Future Research

Although the study demonstrates robust psychometric properties, several methodologi-
cal limitations require consideration. First, the sample consisted exclusively of students from a
single university, which restricts the generalisability of the findings beyond this specific institu-
tional and spatial context. University students generally share similar age ranges, educational
backgrounds, and levels of cognitive capital; consequently, cultural heritage awareness and
related attitudes may be concentrated within a narrower experiential framework.

However, this limitation should be interpreted with caution. Student samples are
widely considered methodologically appropriate in scale development and validation stud-
ies, particularly during initial instrument testing phases. Moreover, the sample included
students from a broad range of faculties and academic disciplines, indicating that cultural
heritage awareness extends beyond tourism- or art-related fields to include engineering,
health sciences, education, and social sciences.

Second, given the socially sensitive and normatively charged nature of cultural her-
itage issues, participants’ responses may have been influenced by social desirability bias.
To mitigate this risk, anonymous and voluntary participation procedures were applied,
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and reverse-coded items were included. Additionally, Harman’s single-factor test was used
as a preliminary diagnostic for common method bias and did not indicate factor domi-
nance; however, consistent with methodological literature, this test should be regarded as
indicative rather than definitive.

Future research should replicate the CHAS using more diverse cultural, geographical,
and socio-demographic samples, particularly beyond the university context. Further stud-
ies employing advanced statistical techniques, such as structural equation modelling, could
explore causal relationships between awareness dimensions and behavioural outcomes,
including participation in conservation practices or support for heritage-related policies.
Assessing criterion-related validity by linking CHAS scores to observed behaviours would
further enhance the scale’s explanatory power and practical relevance.
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EFA Exploratory Factor Analysis

CFA Confirmatory Factor Analysis

KMO Kaiser-Meyer—Olkin Test

RMSEA Root Mean Square Error of Approximation
CFI Comparative Fit Index

GFI Goodness of Fit Index
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o (Alpha) Cronbach’s Alpha
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Appendix A

Table A1l. Demographic and Academic Characteristics of the Participants (n = 451).

Variable Category Frequency (n) Percentage (%)
Gender (A2) Female 279 61.9
Male 172 38.1
Faculty/School (A4) Faculty of Architecture 204 45.2
Faculty of Theology 90 20.0
Faculty of Education 82 18.2
Faculty of Technology 47 10.4
Faculty of Arts and Sciences 25 5.5
Faculty of Health Sciences 3 0.7
Department (A5) Urban and Regional Planning 122 271
Theology 90 20.0
Urban Design and Landscape
Ar;ghitecture ’ 81 180
Elementary Mathematics Education 56 124
Computer Engineering 48 10.6
Mathematics 25 5.5
Turkish Language Teaching 23 51
Nursing 3 0.7
Preschool Education 2 0.4
Classroom Teaching 1 0.2
Year of Study (A6) Undergraduate/2nd Year 241 53.4
Undergraduate/1st Year 121 26.8
Undergraduate/3rd Year 55 12.2
Undergraduate/4th Year 34 7.5

Table A2. Demographic and Academic Characteristics of the Participants (n = 296).

Variable Category Frequency (n) Percentage (%)
Gender (A2) Female 190 64.4
Faculty /Vocational . .
School (A4) Design Vocational School 147 49.7
Social Sciences Vocational School 77 26.0

S. Serefeddin Health Services

Vocational School 72 243
Department (A5) Design Department 55 18.6
Computer—A.ided. Design and 47 15.9
Animation
Architectural Restoration 45 15.2
Culinary Arts Program 44 149
Turkish Language Teaching 38 12.8
Physiotherapy 34 115
Tourism and Hotel Management 33 11.1
Year of Study (A6) Undergraduate/1st Year 205 69.3
Undergraduate/2nd Year 91 30.8
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Table A3. AFA Results of the Cultural Heritage Awareness Scale and Items that Failed to Establish

Structural Validity.
Nur:ll::lry(;fe :ZFA Items Rezg.::i:lufrreom Factor  Factor ]ic‘;::lptance Total i\tl:nr?sber of KMO Total Variance
1 10 0.104 < 0.400 33 0.809 30.6%
2 13 0.195 < 0.400 32 0.825 32.7%
3 31 0.827 33.4%
01 0.102 < 0.400100

4 30 0.834 34.5%
21 0.234 < 0.400

5 29 0.840 35.1%
23 0.263 < 0.400

6 28 0.839 35.9%
16 0.255 < 0.400

7 27 0.837 36.5%
14 0.285 < 0.400

8 26 0.845 37.4%
11

9 25 0.844 38.4%
09 0.302 < 0.400

10 24 0.845 39.8%
04 0.310 < 0.400

11 23 0.843 41.0%
15 0.319 < 0.400

12 22 0.840 42.2%
26 0.371 < 0.400

13 21 0.839 43.7%
12 0.374 < 0.400

14 20 0.834 44.6%
22. 0.366 < 0.400

16 19 0.830 46.1%
03

17 18 0.827 47.5%

Items that failed to meet construct validity criteria were systematically removed during the scale refinement process.

Table A4. Cultural Heritage Awareness Scale: Item Factor Loads and Reliability Coefficients.

Pattern Matrixa

Component Uniqueness
Scale Items 1 2 3

29 0.815 0.382

33 0.763 0.380

o 32 0.729 0.397
Responsibility 30 0.676 0.547
Awareness 28 0.653 0.562
31 0.621 0.632

27 0.605 0.582
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Table A4. Cont.

Pattern Matrixa

Component Uniqueness
Scale Items 1 2 3
05 0.894 0.205
06 0.884 0.227
U 02 0.616 0.608
A sage 07 0.577 0.665
Wareness 08 0.557 0.683
25 0.523 0.659
24 0.464 0.709
19 0.710 0.499
Conservation 18 0.661 0.567
Awareness 17 0.616 0.593
20 0.587 0.556
Variance Explained 20.20% 17.42% 9.92% 47.5%
Eigenvalue 3.64 3.13 1.79 -
Number of Items 7 7 4 18
Cronbach’s Alpha 0.852 0.845 0.744 0.833

reliability coefficient (x)

Note: ‘Maximum likelihood” extraction method was used in combination with an ‘oblimin’ rotation. * According
to Ozdamar [59], Cronbach’s alpha (o) coefficient above 0.90 reflects excellent internal consistency, while values
between 0.60 and 0.80 are considered acceptable. Coefficients ranging from 0.40 to 0.59 suggest limited reliability,
and those below 0.40 indicate that the scale lacks sufficient internal consistency.

Table A5. Factor-Level and Composite Reliability Findings for the Cultural Heritage Awareness Scale.

Scale Number of Mean Standard Cronbach’s McDonald
Items Deviation  Alpha (x) * Omega

Cultural Heritage 12 448 1.10 0.856 0.856

Awareness Scale
Responsibility

Awareness (F1) 4 4.40 1.51 0.842 0.846

Usage Awareness (F2) 4 4.89 1.11 0.737 0.742

Conservation 4 422 147 0.782 0.786

Awareness (F3)

* According to George and Mallery [52], Cronbach’s alpha values below 0.60 indicate low reliability,
0.60-0.79 reflect moderate reliability, and values of 0.80 or higher indicate strong internal consistency.
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