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Abstract

Cultural heritage narrative architectural complexes (CHNAC) are historic built heritage
environments in which preserved and adaptively reused architectural fabric serves as a
medium for communicating cultural narratives. However, limited research has examined
how visitors’ cognitive appraisals of such environments are associated with affective re-
sponses and willingness to revisit (WR). Based on the cognitive–affective–behavioral (CAB)
framework, this study constructs a serial mediation model to examine how narrative un-
derstanding (NU), perceived authenticity (PA), and perceived spatial immersion (PSI) are
linked to WR through two affective mechanisms, namely restorative experience (RE) and
heritage attachment (HA), which are collectively referred to as emotional resonance. Based
on 616 valid questionnaires, the model was tested using partial least squares structural
equation modeling. The findings reveal differentiated cognitive–affective pathways to
revisitation. NU was associated with WR primarily through emotional resonance, whereas
PA showed both a direct association with WR and an indirect association through her-
itage attachment. PSI was associated with WR through the largest number of supported
pathways, including a direct pathway and indirect pathways through RE, HA, and their
sequential relationship. Across these pathways, RE was positively associated with HA,
which in turn was positively associated with WR. These findings clarify the relationships
between cognitive appraisals of narrative built heritage environments and emotional reso-
nance reflected in restorative and attachment responses and provide implications for spatial
design and revitalization that emphasize heritage conservation.

Keywords: narrative architectural complexes; cultural heritage; restorative experience;
heritage attachment; built environment

1. Introduction
Historic built heritage can function not only as an object of conservation but also as

an experiential medium through which historical and cultural meanings are interpreted
and communicated [1]. In this study, the term Cultural Heritage Narrative Architectural
Complexes (CHNAC) draws on the design concept of “narrative architecture” proposed by
Coates [2]. CHNAC refers to a historic built-heritage environment composed of multiple
historic or traditional buildings and associated spaces, in which preserved or adaptively
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reused architectural fabric serves as a primary medium for communicating cultural narra-
tives. Through conservation, restoration, adaptive reuse, and related interventions, historic
buildings and spaces enable historical ways of life, traditional crafts, and rituals to be
interpreted or presented as part of the heritage experience.

Although heritage tourism focuses on tourists’ perceptions, experiences, and man-
agement issues [3,4], it generally does not place architecture itself at the center of analysis.
Heritage environment research focuses on the fabric and spatial context of historic build-
ings [5,6], but cultural heritage narration is not an explicitly defined dimension of this con-
cept. Narrative architecture examines how architecture and spatial organization function
as media for storytelling and meaning making [7,8], but it does not require the architectural
environment itself to constitute historic heritage. Therefore, at the intersection of these
three research concepts, CHNAC establishes a new analytical category that integrates the
material heritage value of historic architecture, spatial organization, and cultural heritage
narration within a single analytical category.

CHNAC differs from heritage tourism sites more broadly because its narrative expe-
rience is specifically grounded in historic architectural fabric and spatial organization. It
also differs from adaptive-reuse commercial districts centered primarily on contemporary
consumption and from newly constructed “historic-style” streets or themed environments
lacking identifiable historic fabric. This definition emphasizes the capacity of architectural
heritage to convey historical and cultural meanings, structure narrative experience, and
support emotional connections between visitors and heritage [2,9,10].

Wuzhen is an illustrative case within the Chinese heritage context. Its historic build-
ings and spatial structure have been preserved and adapted to accommodate tourism
development [11], while traditional ways of life and cultural performances are interpreted
through its water town architectural environment. As visitors move through riverside
dwellings, stone streets, and waterfront spaces, the built environment becomes both the set-
ting and medium of cultural narration. The experiential value of CHNAC therefore extends
beyond leisure and entertainment to the affective responses evoked through engagement
with narrated cultural heritage.

Existing research suggests that visitors’ responses to cultural heritage environments
involve important affective processes. One such process is restorative experience. Stress
relief and emotional recovery have been associated with visitor loyalty [12] and revisit
intention [13]. However, restorative-environment research has largely focused on natural
and green settings, with comparatively limited attention to built environments [14–16].
Although historic districts can facilitate attention restoration, stress reduction, and mental
well-being [17], architectural design in cultural buildings has also been shown to enhance
perceived restorativeness and emotional resonance [14]. Nevertheless, the restorative
role of historic architectural environments organized around cultural narration remains
insufficiently understood.

A second affective process concerns visitors’ emotional bonds with heritage environ-
ments. Such bonds are commonly examined through place attachment [18–21]. However,
place attachment may not fully capture visitors’ affective relationships with both the
preserved architectural fabric and the cultural meanings embodied in CHNAC. Historic
buildings function simultaneously as heritage assets and narrative media through which
histories, traditions, and cultural meanings are communicated. Through such interpre-
tation, visitors may form emotional connections with both the architectural heritage and
the meanings it conveys [22]. Heritage attachment is therefore particularly relevant for
explaining affective bonds formed in CHNAC.

Despite these two research streams, their combined role remains unclear. In particular,
little is known about whether visitors’ cognitive appraisals of CHNAC are associated with
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willingness to revisit through restorative experience, heritage attachment, or a sequential
process linking the two. Restorative benefits may deepen emotional connections with
the environment [23], providing a basis for examining whether restorative experience is
associated with stronger heritage attachment.

To address this gap, this study adopts cognitive–affective–behavioral framework to
examine the relationships among cognitive appraisals, emotional resonance, and subse-
quent behavioral intention. Narrative understanding, perceived authenticity, and perceived
spatial immersion represent three cognitive appraisals of CHNAC. Restorative experience
and heritage attachment serve as two distinct affective responses, with emotional resonance
used as the collective term for this stage. Willingness to revisit represents the behavioral
outcome. Accordingly, this study examines the direct pathways linking these cognitive
appraisals to willingness to revisit, as well as the indirect pathways through restorative
experience, heritage attachment, and the theoretically proposed sequential relationship
between the two. By clarifying these pathways, the study seeks to explain how narrative
built heritage environments are associated with visitors’ affective responses and subsequent
willingness to revisit.

This study introduces CHNAC as a distinct analytical category and differentiates it
from the broader concepts of heritage environments, narrative architecture, and heritage
tourism, thereby advancing research on heritage built environments. Because this category
is defined based on the relationship between narrative and the architectural heritage
environment rather than a specific cultural or geographical context, it also provides a
transferable analytical perspective for similar studies. In addition, this study applies the
cognitive–affective–behavioral framework to the field of narrative architectural heritage,
providing a structured analytical approach for examining visitors’ interpretations of such
environments, emotional resonance, and behavioral intentions, as well as a conceptual
reference for future research on similar architectural heritage environments. At the same
time, this study distinguishes between the relatively immediate restorative experience and
the more enduring heritage attachment and theoretically specifies a directional relationship
between them. This conceptualization advances research on psychological and emotional
experiences in heritage built environments by providing a process oriented explanation of
how restorative processes may contribute to the development of deeper and more enduring
emotional connections with heritage.

The remainder of this paper is organized into three parts. First, a theoretical model
was developed and research hypotheses were proposed based on the cognitive–affective–
behavioral framework. Second, the methodology and PLS-SEM analysis are presented.
Third, the findings and their theoretical and practical implications are discussed.

2. Theoretical Background and Hypothesis Development
2.1. Cognitive–Affective–Behavioral (CAB) Framework

The cognitive–affective–behavioral (CAB) theory is rooted in cognitive psychology and
regards cognition, affect, and behavior as three components of attitude [24]. Studies based
on the CAB model indicate that when individuals are exposed to external environmental
stimuli, they develop cognitive appraisals and affective responses that are associated with
subsequent behavioral intentions [25], while also supporting a direct pathway between
cognitive appraisals and behavioral intentions [26]. Evidence from communication re-
search embedded in cultural contexts similarly indicates that specific cultural cues can be
associated with subsequent behavior through both cognitive and affective psychological
pathways [27]. Similarly, architectural complexes that use historic buildings and their spa-
tial environments to communicate historical and cultural narratives may activate visitors’
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cognitive and affective responses, which in turn are associated with their intentions and
behaviors [28,29].

The CAB framework has also been used to examine relationships among visitors’
cognitive appraisals, affective responses, and behavioral intentions arising from the quality
of architectural spaces [30]. Therefore, this study adopts the CAB framework to examine the
direct relationships between visitors’ cognitive appraisals of CHNAC and their behavioral
intentions, as well as the indirect relationships through affective responses.

Building on this framework, the research model is shown in Figure 1. Within CHNAC,
heritage interpretation, cultural activities, and spatial design are organized around cultural
narratives grounded in the historic architectural complex and its surrounding environment.
Visitors evaluate how well they understand these narratives, how authentic they perceive
the historic buildings and related cultural representations to be, and how strongly they
become immersed in the spatial environment. These evaluations correspond to narrative
understanding (NU), perceived authenticity (PA), and perceived spatial immersion (PSI)
in the cognitive layer [31,32]. Visitors’ experiences of historic buildings and their cultural
atmosphere may be associated with emotional restoration and emotional connections
with heritage [33,34]. These responses are represented by restorative experience (RE) and
heritage attachment (HA) in the affective layer, followed by willingness to revisit (WR) in
the behavioral layer.

Figure 1. Research model.

NU and PA are classified as cognitive appraisals because they involve visitors’ inter-
pretation and evaluation of the heritage environment. NU reflects visitors’ understanding
of the relationships among historic buildings, cultural narratives, historical figures, and
events [35], whereas PA reflects judgments regarding the authenticity of preserved architec-
tural fabric and the credibility of its historical and cultural representations [36].

The classification of PSI requires greater conceptual distinction because immersion
can encompass cognitive, experiential, and affective components. Research on cognitive
absorption and flow has shown that highly immersive states may involve not only focused
attention but also enjoyment and other experiential responses [37]. However, in the present
study, PSI is conceptualized specifically as perceived spatial immersion rather than as
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flow or affective absorption. Presence research describes spatial immersion in terms of
directed attention, reduced awareness of the external environment, spatial representation,
and the subjective sense of being located within an environment [38,39]. Consistent with
this distinction, the present PSI construct captures visitors’ attentional focus on historic
buildings and spaces, attenuation of awareness of the outside environment, perception of
spatial sequence, and sense of spatial presence. In archaeological heritage environments,
PSI has likewise been treated as a process preceding affective experience [40]. Accordingly,
in the present model, PSI is operationalized as a perceptual and cognitive appraisal of the
spatial environment rather than as an affective state itself. Thus, NU, PA, and PSI jointly
constitute the cognitive layer of the model.

The affective layer refers to the subjective emotional responses that arise when visitors
evaluate historic buildings and their associated cultural meanings [41]. In this study, these
responses are collectively referred to as emotional resonance. RE represents emotional
recovery associated with environmental experience and has been positioned as an affective
mechanism in studies based on the CAB framework [42]. HA represents the emotional
bond between visitors and architectural heritage and its associated cultural meanings
and has likewise been treated as an affective component linking cognitive responses to
behavioral intentions [43]. Thus, RE and HA constitute two distinct affective responses in
the model, with emotional resonance used as the overarching concept encompassing both.

Although RE and HA are both affective responses, the present model specifies a
directional ordering from RE to HA. RE is conceptualized as a psychological state associated
with a specific experience such as relaxation, emotional balance, and relief from mental
fatigue, that can arise during or immediately after interaction with an environment [44]. HA,
by contrast, represents a relatively more enduring emotional bond formed when visitors
attribute personal and cultural significance to the heritage experience [45]. Previous studies
have modeled RE as an antecedent of place attachment and have also reported a positive
association between the two [46,47], providing theoretical support for specifying RE before
HA in the present model. Although attachment has also been modeled as a predictor of
perceived restoration [48], the present model focuses on the directional ordering that places
RE before HA, based on the distinction between a relatively immediate restorative state
and a relatively more enduring emotional bond.

Finally, WR represents the behavioral layer. It is regarded as an immediate psycholog-
ical predictor of actual revisit behavior [49] and is frequently positioned as a behavioral
intention resulting from cognitive appraisals and affective responses in studies based on
CAB [50–52]. In this study, WR refers to visitors’ willingness to revisit CHNAC in the
future [53,54] and to reexperience its historic architecture and associated cultural narra-
tives [55].

2.2. Hypothesis Development

Restorative experience (RE) refers to the psychological recovery visitors experience
through interaction with an environment, including relief from stress and mental fatigue
and temporary detachment from everyday concerns [44]. Such benefits can provide a reason
to return in order to experience similar restoration again [56]. RE has also been linked
to greater personal significance attributed to an environment and to stronger emotional
bonds with that environment [46,47]. HA captures this bond, encompassing affection for
historic architectural structures, materials, and design ingenuity as well as identification
with related cultural values and historical meanings [45]. Stronger attachment may mean
that visitors are more willing to maintain or renew this valued relationship by revisiting.
Therefore, the following hypotheses are proposed:

H1. Restorative experience is positively related to heritage attachment.
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H2. Restorative experience is positively related to willingness to revisit.

H3. Heritage attachment is positively related to willingness to revisit.

Narrative understanding (NU) represents visitors’ ability to integrate architectural,
spatial, historical, and cultural cues into a coherent understanding of the heritage nar-
rative [57]. When the relationships among historic buildings, historical figures, events,
the ways of life being represented, and cultural meanings are clear and comprehensible,
visitors encounter fewer interpretive barriers and can engage more meaningfully with
the experience. Such understanding may provide a foundation for revisitation because
coherent and meaningful narratives can sustain visitors’ engagement and encourage rein-
terpretation [58,59]. Similarly, cognitive coherence may facilitate psychological restoration
by reducing the effort required to interpret the heritage and helping visitors maintain their
attention on the heritage experience itself. At the same time, understanding the beliefs
and values embodied in the historic architectural complex may foster visitors’ personal
identification with and emotional connection to the heritage [60]. Given the theoretically
proposed sequence from RE to HA, NU may be associated with WR not only through each
affective mechanism independently but also through the sequential pathway involving RE
and HA. Accordingly, the following hypotheses are proposed:

H4. Narrative understanding is positively related to willingness to revisit.

H5. Narrative understanding is indirectly and positively related to willingness to revisit through
restorative experience.

H6. Narrative understanding is indirectly and positively related to willingness to revisit through
heritage attachment.

H7. Narrative understanding is indirectly and positively related to willingness to revisit through a
sequential pathway involving restorative experience and heritage attachment.

Perceived authenticity (PA) refers to visitors’ subjective judgments regarding the
authenticity and credibility of historic buildings, cultural representations, and interac-
tive experiences within CHNAC [61]. When the treatment and interpretation of historic
buildings, spatial configurations, performances, and other elements are consistent with
their historical contexts and cultural meanings, visitors are more likely to perceive the
architectural and cultural experience as authentic [62]. Such credibility may make visi-
tors perceive greater value in returning to the environment [63]. In addition, PA may be
positively associated with RE when the heritage experience is perceived as coherent and
psychologically meaningful. Related research on heritage has linked authenticity with psy-
chological and subjective well-being [64]. Meanwhile, a stronger perception of authenticity
may be accompanied by a stronger sense that visitors’ encounters with the heritage and its
meanings are genuine, thereby laying the foundation for emotional connections with both
the architectural fabric and the culture it represents [65]. Given the theoretically proposed
sequence from RE to HA, PA may be associated with WR not only through each affective
mechanism independently but also through the sequential pathway involving RE and HA.
Therefore, the following hypotheses are proposed:

H8. Perceived authenticity is positively related to willingness to revisit.

H9. Perceived authenticity is indirectly and positively related to willingness to revisit through
restorative experience.
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H10. Perceived authenticity is indirectly and positively related to willingness to revisit through
heritage attachment.

H11. Perceived authenticity is indirectly and positively related to willingness to revisit through a
sequential pathway involving restorative experience and heritage attachment.

Perceived spatial immersion (PSI) refers to the degree to which visitors perceive
themselves as immersed in the surrounding spatial environment [66]. It is characterized by
sustained attention to historic buildings and their extending spaces, reduced awareness
of the external environment, and a sense of being situated within an environment rich
in cultural heritage [67,68]. A highly immersive spatial experience can itself provide a
reason for revisitation. At the same time, its attentional characteristics may be associated
with affective responses. As attention shifts away from everyday stressors and toward
the spatial sequence of the architectural complex, mental fatigue may be alleviated and
psychological restoration facilitated [69–71]. Sustained engagement with historic buildings,
spatial features, and cultural symbols can also deepen visitors’ understanding of the
heritage and strengthen their emotional connections to it [72]. Therefore, PSI may be
associated with WR directly and indirectly through RE or HA independently. Given the
theoretically proposed sequence from RE to HA, PSI may also be associated with WR
through their sequential pathway. Therefore, the following hypotheses are proposed:

H12. Perceived spatial immersion is positively related to willingness to revisit.

H13. Perceived spatial immersion is indirectly and positively related to willingness to revisit
through restorative experience.

H14. Perceived spatial immersion is indirectly and positively related to willingness to revisit
through heritage attachment.

H15. Perceived spatial immersion is indirectly and positively related to willingness to revisit
through a sequential pathway involving restorative experience and heritage attachment.

3. Methodology
To test the proposed theoretical model, this study adopted a quantitative research

approach and collected data through a questionnaire survey. The choice of method was
based on the following considerations. First, the study required data on visitors’ subjective
perceptions and psychological evaluations of CHNAC, which can be effectively captured
using standardized psychometric scales. Second, the questionnaire survey method can
improve the interpretability of the research findings [73]. Third, no publicly available
dataset provided measures of the constructs examined in this study, making primary data
collection necessary for the empirical analysis.

3.1. Questionnaire Design

All measurement items used in the questionnaire were adapted from established
scales in prior studies, as shown in Table 1. This study systematically reviewed established
items for the relevant variables and adapted the scales to the characteristics of CHNAC,
resulting in a preliminary measurement instrument designed to assess the relationships
among visitors’ cognitive appraisals, affective responses, and willingness to revisit (WR) in
CHNAC.
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Table 1. Adapted measurement items and source scales.

Measure Reference Scale Scale Items

Narrative
Understanding (NU)

Busselle & Bilandzic,
2009 [58]

NU 1 I understood the historical and cultural narrative
conveyed by this architectural complex.

NU 2
I understood how the historic buildings and

spaces relate to the history and culture
presented here.

NU 3
I understood how different buildings, spaces, and
cultural elements connect with one another within

the complex’s narrative.

NU 4
I understood how traditional ways of life, crafts, or

rituals presented here relate to their historic
spatial settings.

NU 5
I could form a coherent understanding of how the

complex as a whole conveys its cultural
heritage narrative.

Perceived
Authenticity

(PA)
Atzeni et al., 2022 [74]

PA 1 The historic buildings and spatial environment of
this architectural complex felt authentic to me.

PA 2 The architectural details were consistent with the
historical and cultural context of the complex.

PA 3
The historical and cultural interpretation

associated with the historic buildings felt credible
and trustworthy.

PA 4
The cultural activities presented within the

complex were consistent with its historical and
cultural context.

PA 5 Overall, I perceived the architectural and cultural
experience provided by this complex as authentic.

Perceived Spatial
Immersion

(PSI)

Arya, 2026 [75];
Buttazzoni et al.,

2026 [66]

PSI 1 My attention was fully focused on the historic
buildings and spaces around me.

PSI 2
I became less aware of the world outside the
architectural complex while moving through

its spaces.

PSI 3 As I moved through the complex, the sequence of
spaces gave me a continuous sense of immersion.

PSI 4 I felt fully present within the historic built
environment rather than simply observing it.

PSI 5 I had a strong sense of being surrounded by the
historic buildings and spaces within the complex.

Restorative
Experience

(RE)
Zhu et al., 2023 [76]

RE 1 I felt physically and mentally relaxed.
RE 2 The visit helped me feel emotionally calm.

RE 3 The visit reduced my sense of fatigue or
psychological stress.

RE 4 The visit left me feeling refreshed and restored.

RE 5 The visit gave me a temporary break from
everyday worries.
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Table 1. Cont.

Measure Reference Scale Scale Items

Heritage
Attachment

(HA)

Sing’ambi & Lwoga,
2018 [77]

HA 1 I feel emotionally attached to the architectural
heritage preserved within it.

HA 2 The heritage preserved within this architectural
complex has personal meaning for me.

HA 3
I feel a strong personal connection to the history

and culture embodied in this
architectural complex.

HA 4 I identify with the cultural values represented by
this architectural complex.

HA 5
I would feel a personal sense of loss if the

architectural and cultural heritage of this complex
were no longer preserved.

Willingness to
Revisit (WR) Tosun et al., 2015 [78]

WR 1 I intend to revisit this architectural complex in
the future.

WR 2 I am likely to revisit this architectural complex
when I have another opportunity.

WR 3
I would give priority to revisiting this architectural

complex when planning a future cultural
heritage trip.

WR 4
I would be willing to make a special effort, such as
arranging additional time or travel, to revisit this

architectural complex.

WR 5
I would be willing to revisit this architectural

complex with different family members or friends
on another occasion.

The questionnaire comprised three sections. The first section included an informed
consent form, an explanation of the study background, and respondent eligibility criteria.
In addition, to help respondents understand the concept of CHNAC, the questionnaire
provided the explanation shown in Table 2. Respondents first confirmed that they were
aged 18 years or older and, based on Table 2, determined whether they had visited and
experienced such an architectural complex within the previous 12 months. Respondents
who considered that they had visited a CHNAC and consented to the collection and use of
their anonymous data proceeded to the subsequent sections, whereas the questionnaire
ended automatically for those who did not meet these conditions. In addition, to ensure
that respondents’ answers were relevant to the topic of this study, they provided the name
of the CHNAC they had most recently visited, allowing the researchers to assess and
verify, after data collection, whether the reported site met the defining characteristics and
boundaries of CHNAC specified in Table 2 by cross checking it against official information
about the architectural complex. The second section collected demographic and other
relevant background information. The third section assessed the study constructs using
distinct temporal reference points. Narrative understanding (NU), perceived authenticity
(PA), and perceived spatial immersion (PSI) referred to respondents’ experiences during
their most recent visit, whereas restorative experience (RE) concerned their feelings during
or immediately after that visit. Heritage attachment (HA) assessed their current emotional
bonds with the architectural and cultural heritage of the complex, while WR assessed their
current willingness to revisit it in the future. All items were measured using a five-point
Likert scale ranging from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 5 (“strongly agree”).
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Table 2. Defining Characteristics and Boundaries of Cultural Heritage Narrative Architectural
Complexes (CHNAC).

Dimension Representative Characteristics of CHNAC Illustrative Examples

Historic built fabric
Contains preserved historic buildings,
traditional building groups, or historic

urban fabric.

Historic towns, historic districts,
temple/palace complexes.

Conservation basis
Existing heritage is conserved, restored, or

adaptively reused rather than wholly
reconstructed.

Conserved traditional dwellings;
reused historic industrial/

vernacular buildings.

Spatial continuity

Historic buildings and associated streets,
courtyards, waterways, squares, or
landscape elements form a coherent

spatial system.

Traditional street-lane systems;
courtyard clusters; waterfront

settlements.

Narrative function

Historic architecture itself serves as a
medium through which history, traditions,

crafts, rituals, or local ways of life are
interpreted.

Heritage interpretation, traditional
craft demonstrations, cultural

performances.

Visitor experience
Visitors engage with both the material
architectural heritage and the cultural

meanings embodied in it.

Guided interpretation, cultural
activities, adaptive-use programs.

Exclusion criteria

Newly constructed “historic-style”
commercial streets or themed environments

without identifiable historic fabric are
excluded.

Replica theme parks; newly built
pseudo-historic districts.

To ensure the questionnaire’s validity across cultures, this study followed a rigorous lo-
calization process. A procedure involving back translation was adopted. The measurement
items used in this study were originally in English, whereas the questionnaire administered
to respondents was in Chinese. To ensure linguistic equivalence, the English items were
first translated into Chinese and then back translated into English. The forward translation
and back translation were independently conducted by two bilingual researchers who
were proficient in both Chinese and English and had extensive experience in reading and
handling English academic materials. A review panel consisting of three architectural
design experts and three scholars in the field of cultural heritage tourism, all of whom were
proficient in both Chinese and English, compared the original English version with the back
translated version, identified semantic discrepancies, and suggested necessary revisions.
Based on this feedback, the two researchers from the original translation team reviewed,
discussed, and finalized the relevant items to ensure semantic consistency between the
English and Chinese versions. After the translation process was completed, the same expert
panel further evaluated the revised questionnaire to assess the contextual applicability and
content validity of the measurement items in the CHNAC context. The original translation
team made further revisions based on the professional feedback from the expert panel to
improve clarity and contextual appropriateness. Following the final review by the research
team, 36 respondents who had visited and experienced a CHNAC within the previous
12 months were invited to participate in the questionnaire pretest. The pretest results
indicated satisfactory internal consistency for all six constructs, with Cronbach’s α values
of NU (0.910), PA (0.902), PSI (0.926), RE (0.881), HA (0.868), and WR (0.948). No items
were identified for revision or deletion, and all 30 items were retained without modification
for the main survey. Formal data collection was conducted from January to March 2026.
Convenience and snowball sampling were used to recruit eligible respondents through
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multiple channels, including tourism forums, visitor groups focused on cultural heritage
attractions and narrative architectural complexes, and related social media discussion
groups. Participation was voluntary, and respondents received no compensation or other
incentives.

3.2. Participants and Data Collection

The target population consisted of visitors aged 18 years or older who had visited a
CHNAC within the previous 12 months. A total of 750 respondents participated in the
screening process. The CHNAC sites reported as most recently visited were distributed
across various regions of China. To ensure data validity, 134 responses were excluded.
As shown in Figure 2, these included 31 responses in which the reported site either did
not meet the characteristics of CHNAC described in Table 2 or could not be verified, 64
with incomplete item responses, 21 with a completion time of less than half of the 9 min
average completion time, and 18 with a response standard deviation of zero. Ultimately,
616 valid questionnaires were retained for structural model validation and hypothesis
testing, accounting for 82.1% of the initially collected responses. Kline and Santor [79]
recommend a sample size of at least 10 times the number of items. As the present study
includes 30 items, a minimum sample size of 300 is required to meet this criterion. The
available sample size exceeds this threshold, indicating that it is adequate for the subsequent
analyses.

 

Figure 2. Questionnaire screening and exclusion process. Note: Percentages in gray indicate the
proportion of responses retained relative to the immediately preceding stage.
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The gender distribution was relatively balanced, with female respondents comprising
a slightly larger proportion (51.9%) than male respondents (48.1%). The sample was
relatively young, with respondents aged 25 to 34 accounting for the largest proportion
(35.1%), followed by those aged 18 to 24 (31.0%), while respondents aged 45 or older
represented only 10.9%. Approximately three quarters of the respondents had attained
at least a junior college education, with those holding a bachelor’s degree accounting
for the largest proportion (41.9%). Regarding companion type during respondents’ most
recent visits to CHNAC, traveling with child(ren) under 18 was the most common (36.0%),
followed by traveling with spouse or romantic partner (23.9%), while solo visits accounted
for only 5.8%. Regarding annual travel frequency, 41.9% of respondents reported traveling
two to three times per year, followed by 34.1% who traveled four to five times per year.
Respondents’ annual travel expenditures were concentrated in the moderate ranges of
RMB 3000–4999 (37.0%) and RMB 1000–2999 (35.1%).

3.3. Analytical Methods

In order to test the theoretical framework proposed in this study, structural equation
modelling (SEM) is used to evaluate the measurement model and structural model, allowing
for the verification of theoretical relationships. Specifically, this study employs partial least
squares structural equation modelling (PLS-SEM) and utilises Smart-PLS 4.0 software for
model estimation and path analysis.

Given the study’s emphasis on explaining variance in key endogenous constructs
and assessing their predictive relevance, PLS-SEM was selected. This method enables the
measurement and structural models to be evaluated within an integrated framework while
estimating the proposed direct, indirect, and sequential indirect relationships. PLS-SEM is
particularly suitable for relatively complex latent variable models that combine explanatory
analysis with predictive relevance assessment [80,81].

At the level of data analysis, Smart-PLS 4.0 was used to perform the core PLS-SEM
computations and to test the significance of the path coefficients, while IBM SPSS Statistics
30.0 was employed for descriptive statistics, correlation analysis, and selected diagnostic
tests, so as to ensure the quality and applicability of the data.

4. Results and Analyses
Data analysis followed the two-step approach proposed by Anderson and Gerbing [82].

First, the measurement model was systematically evaluated to confirm that it met the
requirements for subsequent structural analysis [83]. Subsequently, the structural model
was then assessed, and the hypotheses were tested [84].

4.1. Model Measurement

First, Harman’s single-factor test was conducted to examine whether a single factor
accounted for the majority of variance in the self-report measures [85]. The largest factor
explained 36.75% of the total variance, below the conventional 50% benchmark, while
six factors with eigenvalues greater than 1 collectively explained 74.39% of the variance.
These results indicate that no single factor accounted for the majority of the observed
variance. The measurement model was then evaluated for reliability, convergent validity,
and discriminant validity.

Second, Table 3 shows that the measurement model achieved acceptable reliability
and validity. Cronbach’s α values for all constructs ranged from 0.898 (RE) to 0.927 (PSI),
while composite reliability (CR) values ranged from 0.901 (RE) to 0.928 (PSI). All values
exceeded the recommended threshold of 0.70, supporting the internal consistency of the
scales. Furthermore, the average variance extracted (AVE) values ranged from 0.710 (RE)
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to 0.774 (PSI), exceeding the criterion of 0.50 and indicating good convergent validity.
Appendix A (Table A1) shows that the standardized outer loadings of all measurement
items range from 0.810 (NU4) to 0.906 (WR2), all exceeding the commonly recommended
threshold of 0.70 and supporting adequate indicator reliability. Together with the CR results
reported in Table 3, these findings demonstrate that the measurement model met the overall
psychometric requirements [86,87].

Table 3. Reliability and convergent validity.

Cronbach’s Alpha Composite
Reliability (CR)

Average Variance
Extracted (AVE)

Willingness to revisit (WR) 0.922 0.924 0.762
Restorative experience (RE) 0.898 0.901 0.710
Perceived spatial immersion

(PSI) 0.927 0.928 0.774

Perceived authenticity (PA) 0.916 0.921 0.750
Narrative understanding (NU) 0.905 0.910 0.725

Heritage attachment (HA) 0.901 0.905 0.716

Third, discriminant validity was verified through the Fornell–Larcker criterion [88]. In
Table 4, the square roots of the AVE values are shown on the diagonal. The coefficients on
this diagonal are all greater than the other numbers in their respective rows and columns.
This means that the strength of the association between each latent variable and its own
measurement indicators exceeds its association with other different concepts, demonstrat-
ing good discriminant validity. Subsequently, verification by the Heterotrait–Monotrait
(HTMT) was carried out for a more rigorous assessment.

Table 4. Fornell–Larcker criterion.

WR RE PSI PA NU HA

WR 0.873
RE 0.354 0.843
PSI 0.460 0.227 0.880
PA 0.401 0.137 0.500 0.866
NU 0.341 0.213 0.464 0.460 0.852
HA 0.503 0.404 0.480 0.406 0.463 0.846

Note: Bold values on the diagonal represent the square roots of the average variance extracted (AVE)
for each construct.

According to the discriminant validity results evaluated by the HTMT ratio of cor-
relations in Table 5, all HTMT values ranged from 0.149 to 0.547, which are well below
the conservative threshold of 0.85 [89]. This result, together with the previously satisfied
Fornell–Larcker criterion, demonstrated the robustness of the model and confirmed the
good discriminant validity among the variables. Collectively, these results supported the
internal consistency, convergent validity, and discriminant validity of the measurement
model. Based on this, this study conducted a PLS-SEM structural analysis to test the
hypothesized paths and the serial mediation model.
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Table 5. HTMT ratio of correlations.

WR RE PSI PA NU HA

WR
RE 0.387
PSI 0.495 0.248
PA 0.434 0.149 0.541
NU 0.367 0.237 0.502 0.500
HA 0.547 0.447 0.523 0.443 0.509

4.2. Structural Equation Modeling and Hypothesis Testing

Predictive relevance was assessed using the PLSpredict procedure with 10-fold cross-
validation repeated 10 times. RMSE and MAE were calculated from the out-of-sample
prediction errors, with RMSE representing the square root of the mean squared prediction
errors and MAE representing the mean absolute prediction error; lower values indicate
smaller prediction errors. Q2 predict was calculated as 1 minus the ratio of the sum of
squared prediction errors (SSE) generated by the PLS-SEM model to the SSE obtained from
the indicator-mean benchmark model. In the benchmark model, the mean value of the
corresponding indicator in the training sample was used to predict observations in the
holdout sample. A Q2 predict value greater than 0 indicates that the PLS-SEM model yields
lower prediction error than the mean benchmark and therefore demonstrates out-of-sample
predictive ability.

Table 6 presents the explanatory power and construct-level predictive relevance of the
endogenous variables. HA (R2 = 0.392; adjusted R2 = 0.388) and WR (R2 = 0.358; adjusted
R2 = 0.353) showed modest explanatory power, whereas RE (R2 = 0.066; adjusted R2 = 0.062)
exhibited relatively weak explanatory power. The positive Q2 predict values for HA (0.308),
WR (0.250), and RE (0.055) indicate predictive relevance for all three endogenous constructs.
The corresponding RMSE and MAE values are reported as additional construct-level
prediction-error statistics.

Table 6. Explanatory power and predictive relevance of endogenous constructs.

R-Square R-Square Adjusted Q2 Predict RMSE MAE

WR 0.358 0.353 0.250 0.869 0.706
RE 0.066 0.062 0.055 0.975 0.807
HA 0.392 0.388 0.308 0.836 0.677

Appendix A (Table A2) presents the correlations among the study constructs. All
constructs were significantly and positively correlated (p < 0.01), with correlation coef-
ficients ranging from 0.135 to 0.498. The strongest correlation was observed between
HA and WR (r = 0.498, p < 0.01), whereas the weakest was observed between PA and
RE (r = 0.135, p < 0.01). All correlations between constructs were below 0.50, and the cor-
relation matrix provided no preliminary indication of serious multicollinearity. These
preliminary correlation results were followed by further structural model assessment,
including bootstrapping-based significance testing and VIF-based collinearity diagnostics.

To assess the statistical significance of the structural relationships and indirect effects,
bootstrapping with 5000 resamples was performed using bias-corrected and accelerated
(BCa) 95% confidence intervals, a two-sided test, and a significance level of 0.05. A fixed
random seed was used to improve the reproducibility of the results. Indirect effects and
sequential indirect effects were considered statistically significant when their 95% BCa
confidence intervals did not include zero.
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Table 7 shows no collinearity issues in the model, as all VIF values range between
1.071 and 1.644, well below the recommended threshold of 5.0. The path from HA to
WR shows the highest VIF (1.644), while the path from RE to HA shows the lowest value
(1.071). Together, these results indicate that the estimated path coefficients are unlikely to
be affected by multicollinearity, providing a stable statistical foundation for subsequent
structural model analysis.

Table 7. Direct effects and collinearity assessment of the structural model.

Hypothesis Path Beta SD T Lower Upper Result VIF f2

H1 RE → HA 0.282 0.036 7.783 0.209 0.352 Supported 1.071 0.122
H2 RE → WR 0.177 0.037 4.801 0.106 0.250 Supported 1.202 0.040
H3 HA → WR 0.260 0.043 6.101 0.173 0.340 Supported 1.644 0.064
H4 NU → WR 0.011 0.040 0.285 −0.068 0.086 Not Supported 1.502 0.000
H8 PA → WR 0.161 0.038 4.294 0.088 0.232 Supported 1.498 0.027

H12 PSI → WR 0.209 0.041 5.046 0.125 0.288 Supported 1.594 0.043
_ PSI → RE 0.167 0.051 3.274 0.069 0.268 _ 1.470 0.020
_ PSI → HA 0.239 0.042 5.695 0.155 0.323 _ 1.500 0.063
_ PA → RE −0.012 0.048 0.249 −0.104 0.083 _ 1.464 0.000
_ PA → HA 0.144 0.039 3.711 0.068 0.220 _ 1.464 0.023
_ NU → RE 0.141 0.050 2.823 0.040 0.235 _ 1.398 0.015
_ NU → HA 0.225 0.039 5.802 0.147 0.301 _ 1.419 0.059

As shown in Table 7, the majority of direct relationships were statistically significant.
The substantive magnitude of these relationships was further assessed using f2, with
values of 0.02, 0.15, and 0.35 representing small, medium, and large effects, respectively.
Specifically, the paths from PSI (β = 0.167, 95% CI [0.069, 0.268]) and NU (β = 0.141, 95% CI
[0.040, 0.235]) to RE were positive and statistically significant, with PSI showing a small
effect (f2 = 0.020) and NU showing a negligible effect (f2 = 0.015). In contrast, the path
from PA to RE was not statistically significant (β = −0.012, 95% CI [−0.104, 0.083]) and
showed a negligible effect size (f2 = 0.000). For HA as the dependent variable, all direct
paths were statistically significant. The theoretically specified path from RE to HA was
positive and statistically significant (β = 0.282, 95% CI [0.209, 0.352]) and showed a small
effect (f2 = 0.122). Therefore, H1 was supported.

Regarding the formally hypothesized paths to WR, all hypothesized paths were
supported except the path from NU to WR (β = 0.011, 95% CI [−0.068, 0.086]), which was
not statistically significant and showed a negligible effect (f2 = 0.000). Specifically, the paths
from HA (β = 0.260, 95% CI [0.173, 0.340], f2 = 0.064), PSI (β = 0.209, 95% CI [0.125, 0.288],
f2 = 0.043), RE (β = 0.177, 95% CI [0.106, 0.250], f2 = 0.040), and PA (β = 0.161, 95% CI
[0.088, 0.232], f2 = 0.027) to WR all supported the corresponding hypotheses. Therefore, H2,
H3, H8, and H12 were supported, whereas H4 was not supported.

Figure 3 presents the structural model results, including the standardized path coeffi-
cients and their significance levels. The results indicate that 10 out of 12 direct pathways
achieve significance. Among these, the four direct pathways where the pathways from RE,
PSI, PA, and NU to HA, and the four direct pathways where the pathways from RE, HA, PA,
and PSI to WR, both achieve p < 0.001. Concurrently, the significance of the PSI and RE path-
way is p = 0.001, while the NU and RE pathway yields p = 0.005. Only the pathways from
NU to WR (p = 0.775) and from PA to RE (p = 0.803) were not statistically significant. These
significance conclusions are consistent with the determination that the 95% confidence
interval (95% CI) as to whether it crosses zero, supporting the hypothesized paths.
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Figure 3. Structural model results. Note: ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001. Solid arrows indicate statistically
significant relationships, whereas dashed arrows indicate statistically nonsignificant relationships.

Table 8 presents the mediation pathways in which HA serves as the dependent variable.
PSI (β = 0.047, 95% CI [0.020, 0.082]) and NU (β = 0.040, 95% CI [0.011, 0.071]) showed
significant positive indirect relationships with HA through RE. However, PA effect on HA
through RE is not supported (β = −0.003, 95% CI [−0.029, 0.025]), thus indicating RE does
not mediate the relationship.

For WR as the dependent variable, all indirect effects through HA are supported.
Among these, the largest indirect coefficient through HA was observed for RE (β = 0.073,
95% CI [0.046, 0.108]). Subsequently, PSI (β = 0.062, 95% CI [0.036, 0.095]), NU (β = 0.059,
95% CI [0.034, 0.090]) and PA (β = 0.038, 95% CI [0.017, 0.065]) showed significant positive
indirect relationships with WR through HA. Therefore, the hypotheses for H6, H10, and
H14 are supported. In the hypothesis with RE as the mediating variable, the two pathways,
which are PSI (β = 0.030, 95% CI [0.012, 0.056]) and NU (β = 0.025, 95% CI [0.008, 0.048]),
are supported. Therefore, H5 and H13 are supported. However, the indirect relationship
between PA and WR through RE was not significant (β = −0.002, 95% CI [−0.020, 0.014]).
Therefore, H9 is not supported.

The serial indirect pathway through RE and HA was significant for PSI and NU but
not for PA. Specifically, the serial indirect relationship was significant for PSI (β = 0.012,
95% CI [0.005, 0.024]) and NU (β = 0.010, 95% CI [0.003, 0.020]), whereas the corresponding
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pathway for PA was not significant (β = −0.001, 95% CI [−0.008, 0.007]). Therefore, H15
and H7 were supported, whereas H11 was not supported.

Table 8. Mediation and Serial Mediation Effects of the Structural Model.

Hypothesis Path Beta SD T Lower Upper Result

H5 NU → RE → WR 0.025 0.010 2.441 0.008 0.048 Supported
H6 NU → HA → WR 0.059 0.014 4.157 0.034 0.090 Supported
H7 NU → RE → HA → WR 0.010 0.004 2.411 0.003 0.020 Supported
H9 PA → RE → WR −0.002 0.009 0.244 −0.020 0.014 Not Supported

H10 PA → HA → WR 0.038 0.012 3.152 0.017 0.065 Supported
H11 PA → RE → HA → WR −0.001 0.004 0.242 −0.008 0.007 Not Supported
H13 PSI → RE → WR 0.030 0.011 2.657 0.012 0.056 Supported
H14 PSI → HA → WR 0.062 0.015 4.080 0.036 0.095 Supported
H15 PSI → RE → HA → WR 0.012 0.005 2.614 0.005 0.024 Supported

_ PSI → RE → HA 0.047 0.016 3.012 0.020 0.082 -
_ PA → RE → HA −0.003 0.014 0.247 −0.029 0.025 -
_ NU → RE → HA 0.040 0.015 2.595 0.011 0.071 -
_ RE → HA → WR 0.073 0.016 4.638 0.046 0.108 -

5. Discussion
Grounded in the cognitive–affective–behavioral (CAB) framework, this study ex-

amined how visitors’ cognitive appraisals and emotional resonance are associated with
willingness to revisit (WR) in CHNAC. Narrative understanding (NU), perceived authen-
ticity (PA), and perceived spatial immersion (PSI) were specified as the three cognitive
appraisals, while restorative experience (RE) and heritage attachment (HA) were specified
as the two affective factors representing emotional resonance. The findings indicate that
the three cognitive appraisals differ in their patterns of direct association with WR and in
the pathways through which emotional resonance between visitors and the architectural
complexes and the cultural heritage they represent is sustained.

Narrative understanding (NU) was indirectly associated with WR through RE, HA,
and the theoretically specified RE–HA sequential pathway. Consistent with Irimiás
et al. [90], when features of historic buildings, spatial settings, and descriptions of his-
torical figures and events convey heritage meanings through concrete and comprehensible
narratives, visitors can understand these meanings more easily. This cognitive ease may
be associated with relaxation and emotional recovery, which may in turn be associated
with revisitation. Furthermore, visitors’ deeper understanding may be associated with
greater attribution of personal meaning to the protected buildings and their related cultural
heritage and to form emotional connections with them, while revisiting provides a means
of renewing these valued connections [91]. By contrast, NU did not show a significant
direct relationship with WR, which differs from the findings of Ko et al. [92]. A possible
explanation is that visitors may understand the heritage narrative presented by the com-
plex yet remain indifferent to it or even dislike it. Moreover, visitors may complete the
cognitive task of understanding during their initial visit, meaning that revisiting offers little
additional informational value.

Perceived authenticity (PA) showed a significant direct relationship with WR and a
significant indirect relationship through HA. In CHNAC, architectural settings and details
make the heritage environment appear authentic and credible, while performances and
sensory elements lend credibility to the historical and cultural narratives experienced within
it. Revisiting allows visitors to enter this valued setting again. This finding is consistent
with the evidence reported by Zhou et al. [93]. At the same time, credible interactive
experiences may accompany a stronger perception of the cultural meanings embodied
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in the architectural heritage and deeper emotional connections between visitors and the
heritage [65]. However, neither the pathway through RE nor the theoretically specified
RE–HA sequential pathway was supported. This result contrasts with the findings of Yi
et al. [64]. One possible explanation is that credible architectural environments and cultural
representations give somber historical events greater emotional impact. When narratives
involving conflict, sacrifice, or loss are convincingly presented, visitors may experience
stronger negative emotions rather than relaxation and renewed vitality [94].

Perceived spatial immersion (PSI) was positively associated with WR both directly
and indirectly through RE, HA, and the theoretically specified RE–HA sequential pathway.
This direct relationship is consistent with the findings of Ngan and Lei [95]. Visitors
become immersed in the historical and cultural environment created through the spaces
of the complex, and revisiting the complex provides a means of reliving this memorable
experience. At the same time, as the spaces progressively unfold, visitors remain focused
while becoming less aware of the external world, allowing them to gain temporary relief
from everyday stress and relax emotionally [96,97]. Furthermore, immersive engagement
with various spaces and scenes, accompanied by positive emotions, may coincide with
deeper emotional attachment to the heritage content, stronger cultural identification, and
greater willingness to revisit [98].

The pathway results involving emotional resonance and behavioral intention indicate
a significant positive association between RE and HA, consistent with the theoretically
proposed ordering from RE to HA. At the same time, both RE and HA are positively
associated with WR. Consistent with He et al. [99], because cultural heritage shapes and
organizes the complex and its contents, visitors may attribute the relaxation, emotional
balance, and renewed vitality gained during their visit to both the cultural heritage being
narrated and the architectural heritage that serves as its medium, and these experiences
may accompany stronger emotional attachment to the heritage. Furthermore, consistent
with Li and He [100], visitors may return to recapture the psychological restoration they
previously experienced at the architectural complex. At the same time, consistent with the
findings of Zou et al. [101], revisiting CHNAC may provide an opportunity for visitors
to reconnect with the cultural heritage narrated through them. Although NU and PSI
were significantly associated with RE, the model explained only 6.6% of the variance in
RE, and its Q2 predict value was also relatively low (0.055). This limited explanatory and
predictive power indicates that the cognitive appraisals examined in the present model
capture only a small part of the processes associated with restorative experience. One
possible explanation is that, beyond NU, PA, and PSI, restorative experience may also
depend on other characteristics of the physical and experiential environment, as well as
visitor specific circumstances, which were not included in the model.

The results reveal a multidimensional and differentiated pattern of relationships
underlying willingness to revisit CHNAC. NU exhibited an indirect-only mediation pattern.
Its direct relationship with WR was not significant, whereas the indirect relationships
through RE, HA, and the theoretically specified RE–HA sequential pathway were all
significant. For PA, both its direct relationship with WR and its indirect relationship
through HA were significant, indicating complementary mediation through HA, whereas
the indirect relationships through RE and the theoretically specified RE–HA sequential
pathway were not significant and therefore did not support mediation through these routes.
PSI had a significant direct relationship with WR, while significant indirect relationships
were also observed through RE, HA, and the theoretically specified RE–HA sequential
pathway, indicating complementary mediation across these pathways. These differentiated
patterns indicate that the affective mechanisms associated with willingness to revisit vary
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according to the type of cognitive appraisal rather than operating uniformly across NU, PA,
and PSI.

6. Conclusions
Grounded in the cognitive–affective–behavioral framework, this study examined how

visitors’ cognitive appraisals of CHNAC relate to willingness to revisit through direct
and affective pathways. Partial least squares structural equation modeling was applied to
616 valid questionnaires. The results revealed differentiated pathway patterns. Narrative
understanding showed an indirect-only mediation pattern, with no significant direct rela-
tionship with willingness to revisit but significant indirect relationships through restorative
experience, heritage attachment, and the theoretically specified serial indirect pathway
through both affective mechanisms. Perceived authenticity showed complementary me-
diation through heritage attachment, while the indirect relationships through restorative
experience and the serial pathway were not significant. Perceived spatial immersion
showed complementary mediation across the largest number of supported pathways,
including a significant direct relationship plus significant indirect relationships through
restorative experience, heritage attachment, and the same serial pathway.

Theoretically, this study applies the cognitive–affective–behavioral framework to
historic architectural heritage environments revitalized through conservation, adaptive
reuse, and cultural narration, thereby extending research on the relationship between the
built environment and visitor responses. In addition, by defining CHNAC as a distinct
analytical category, this study integrates narrative understanding, perceived authenticity,
and perceived spatial immersion, which are often examined separately in related research,
within a common heritage context. The study incorporates restorative experience and
heritage attachment into the affective stage and further conceptualizes heritage attachment
as an integrative emotional bond with preserved architectural heritage and the historical
and cultural meanings embedded within it. These theoretical contributions and empirical
findings provide an additional theoretical basis for researchers to conduct similar studies
of historic heritage environments in which architectural and cultural elements provide
the basis for narration, while also offering a research design reference for examining the
theoretically proposed sequence from restorative experience to heritage attachment.

Practically, the findings suggest that CHNAC revitalization and operation should
prioritize narrative clarity, spatial continuity, and immersive experience while preserving
the authenticity and integrity of historic architectural fabric. For heritage managers, archi-
tects, and decision makers, cultural narration should help visitors understand relationships
among architectural elements, spatial sequences, and embedded cultural meanings, while
creating conditions that may support psychological restoration and deeper emotional con-
nections with architectural heritage. Conservation professionals should maintain spatial
continuity, transitions, visual connections, and interrelationships while safeguarding the
authenticity and legibility of historic fabric, so as to support coherent and immersive ex-
periences. Because PSI was associated with WR through the largest number of supported
pathways, in Wuzhen, this finding may inform efforts to maintain continuous visitor expe-
riences across stone streets, waterways, waterfront spaces, and historic buildings. Project
operators should integrate interpretive elements and cultural activities into existing spatial
sequences and historic buildings where feasible, thereby maintaining continuity between
narration and the heritage setting. In addition, these findings can inform the design of
narrative interventions that remain compatible with the heritage context, while established
conservation principles such as minimal intervention and reversibility may be considered
where appropriate.
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This study has several limitations. First, the model covers a limited range of cognitive
and affective dimensions, and its explanatory and predictive power for restorative expe-
rience is relatively low, suggesting that other relevant factors may remain unexamined.
Future research could incorporate a broader range of environmental, individual, cultural,
social, and operational variables. Second, non-probability online recruitment and the
12 month recall period may introduce self-selection bias and recall bias. Future research
could adopt different sampling strategies and shorter recall periods. Third, respondents
reported visits to different CHNAC sites, all of which were located in China. Therefore,
site heterogeneity and cultural context may limit the generalizability of the findings. Multi-
group and cross-cultural comparisons could examine the stability of these relationships.
Fourth, all constructs were measured using a single self-report questionnaire, and Har-
man’s single-factor test alone cannot rule out common method bias. Future research could
use multiple data sources, temporal separation, or additional diagnostic methods. Fifth,
willingness to revisit reflects self-reported behavioral intention rather than actual revisit
behavior. Future research could incorporate longitudinal behavioral data. Finally, the
cross-sectional design cannot establish temporal ordering or causal relationships. Therefore,
the ordering from restorative experience to heritage attachment should be regarded as
theoretically specified. Future longitudinal and experimental studies could examine the
temporal ordering of this pathway.
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Abbreviations
The following abbreviations are used in this manuscript:

CHNAC Cultural Heritage Narrative Architectural Complexes
NU Narrative Understanding
PA Perceived Authenticity
PSI Perceived Spatial Immersion
RE Restorative Experience
HA Heritage Attachment
WR Willingness to Revisit

Appendix A

Table A1. Standardized outer loadings of measurement items.

Measure Scale Items Outer Loading

Narrative
Understanding (NU)

NU 1 0.896
NU 2 0.874
NU 3 0.842
NU 4 0.810
NU 5 0.834

Perceived
Authenticity

(PA)

PA 1 0.816
PA 2 0.901
PA 3 0.870
PA 4 0.858
PA 5 0.882

Perceived Spatial
Immersion

(PSI)

PSI 1 0.845
PSI 2 0.902
PSI 3 0.901
PSI 4 0.869
PSI 5 0.880

Restorative
Experience

(RE)

RE 1 0.871
RE 2 0.826
RE 3 0.847
RE 4 0.833
RE 5 0.835

Heritage
Attachment

(HA)

HA 1 0.870
HA 2 0.834
HA 3 0.837
HA 4 0.824
HA 5 0.864

Willingness to Revisit (WR)

WR 1 0.839
WR 2 0.906
WR 3 0.882
WR 4 0.875
WR 5 0.861
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Table A2. Correlations.

Variable NU PA PSI RE HA WR

NU --
PA 0.453 ** --
PSI 0.460 ** 0.496 ** --
RE 0.213 ** 0.135 ** 0.226 ** --
HA 0.459 ** 0.401 ** 0.477 ** 0.400 ** --
WR 0.337 ** 0.400 ** 0.458 ** 0.352 ** 0.498 ** --

Note: ** p < 0.01.
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