
Heritage conceptions, perceptions
and learning context: research on
primary and secondary schools

in Andorra
Marc Ballest�e and Ares Fern�andez

Department of Education Sciences, Universitat de Lleida, Lleida, Spain

Cristina Y�a~nez de Aldecoa
Universitat d’Andorra, Sant Juli�a de L�oria, Andorra, and

Anna Sol�e-Lluss�a
Department of Education Sciences, Universitat de Lleida, Lleida, Spain

Abstract

Purpose – Heritage education is currently a consolidated discipline, which advocate for a holistic vision of
heritage. In this sense, this research aims to study the heritage conceptions, perceptions and learning context
amongst primary and secondary students, comprehensively and fully.

Design/methodology/approach – This research focuses in Andorra, a country in the Pyrenees, where
there are three different education systems. This allowed the study to obtain a sample of 1,235 primary and
secondary students, throughout a structured questionnaire that was previously designed and validated
ad hoc.

Findings – In general terms, the results show that around half of the students have a holistic view of heritage;
however, natural and historical elements are highlighted as the ones they learn from the most, especially
through visits in situ. Moreover, the students’ perceptions of heritage show that over a 90% of students believe
it is important to safeguard because it is connected to nature and culture preservation.

Originality/value –This research is included in a greater scope project that also considers other agents in the
education community that belong to formal and non-formal spheres. In addition, it is the first investigation

Journal of Cultural
Heritage

Management and
Sustainable

Development

© Marc Ballest�e, Ares Fern�andez, Cristina Y�a~nez de Aldecoa and Anna Sol�e-Lluss�a. Published by
Emerald Publishing Limited. This article is published under the Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY
4.0) licence. Anyone may reproduce, distribute, translate and create derivative works of this article (for
both commercial and non-commercial purposes), subject to full attribution to the original publication
and authors. The full terms of this licence may be seen at http://creativecommons.org/licences/by/4.0/
legalcode

This study has had the complicity and support of the Ministry of Education of the Government of
Andorra, who understood the project as a national opportunity to discover the students’ conception,
perceptions and learning context of heritage education. In this way, the authors would like to thank the
teachers and students from the primary and secondary schools participating in this study.

This project has been developed thanks to the inter-university collaboration between the
Interdisciplinary Research Group in Education (GRIE) from the University of Andorra, especially the
statistical assistance of Betlem Sabri�a, PhD, and the Chair of Education and Intangible Heritage of
the Pyrenees (CEPIP) from the University of Lleida.

Funding: This study was supported by the Ministry of Universities from Spain Government and
funding by European Union-Next Generation through Margarita Salas programme. In addition, it was
funded by the Department of Culture of the Government of Catalonia, the Provincial Government of
Lleida and the Institute for the Development and Promotion of the High Pyrenees and Aran (IDAPA)
through their respective annual grants (2021–2022) to the Chair of Education and Intangible Heritage of
the Pyrenees from the University of Lleida.

The current issue and full text archive of this journal is available on Emerald Insight at:

https://www.emerald.com/insight/2044-1266.htm

Received 18 March 2023
Revised 12 December 2023

26 June 2024
Accepted 10 July 2024

Journal of Cultural Heritage
Management and Sustainable

Development
Emerald Publishing Limited

2044-1266
DOI 10.1108/JCHMSD-03-2023-0030

http://creativecommons.org/licences/by/4.0/legalcode
http://creativecommons.org/licences/by/4.0/legalcode
https://doi.org/10.1108/JCHMSD-03-2023-0030


where the field of heritage education is studied globally in an entire country, considering primary and
secondary education students.

Keywords Heritage education, Primary education, Secondary education, Heritage conceptions,

Heritage perceptions, Heritage didactics

Paper type Research paper

1. Introduction
1.1 The importance of heritage in a globalized world
Heritage, as a living witness of the past but also, as a crucial element for future generations,
has received the attention of international institutions, such as the Council of Europe,
(hereinafter CoE), and the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization,
(hereinafter UNESCO), in order to achieve new agreements and implement policies on
economic, social, educational, legal and administrative basis (Jagielska-Burduk and Stec,
2019; Barrett, 2020). Recently, one of the main actions that has impacted heritage and was a
joint effort by the CoE and UNESCO, is the Framework Convention on the Value of Cultural
Heritage for Society, (hereinafter Faro Convention) (Council of Europe, 2019). In this sense, the
Faro Convention has created a new common framework which helps society to see the
potential of heritage internationally and its deep connection to human rights and diversity,
democracy and sustainability (Zagato, 2015, Council of Europe, 2019).

With regard to this common framework, governments around the Iberian Peninsula have
taken different efforts to foster heritage education in their systems. As a matter of fact, in
Andorra, a publication by the government called “TheWhite Book of Culture” has stated the
importance of continuing working with collective heritage and safeguarding heritage
through education (Govern d’Andorra, 2021). Moreover, in a neighbour country, the Spanish
Heritage Observatory and the National Plan for Education and Heritage had established as
twomain elements so as to analyse, manage, safeguard and protect national heritage with the
main focus on heritage education and its impact (Fontal, 2016a). Finally, in the Portuguese
context exists a current area of study exclusive for primary education students, and directly
related to how heritage is taught in school and its relationship with diverse typologies of
heritage elements (Miranda, 2021).

1.2 The potential of heritage education
Heritage education, understood as an essential discipline which allows the connection
between heritage and people (Fontal and Ib�a~nez-Etxeberria, 2015), which studies the
learning processes derived from those connections (Fontal, 2003) and is present in either
formal and non-formal education (Fontal, 2016b), has strengthened due to the new common
frameworks, established by the CoE and UNESCO a few decades ago (Jagielska-Burduk and
Stec, 2019). This helped to consolidate it as an important scientific area of research, reflected
by the increase in innovation projects, thesis and high impact publications (Fontal
et al., 2017).

According to Fontal (2003) heritage education could be considered as the educational
mediation tool in heritage construction processes and their understanding. It must seek not
only the integral development of the subject and its capacities in all its dimensions (affective,
social, spiritual, intellectual and interpersonal), but at the same time it must favour the
processes of valuation, conservation, respect and transmission. In this sense, heritage
education not only gives a context for the development of curriculum subjects and new
materials related to what is current, but it also sharpens perceptions, fosters personal enquiry
and problem-solving skills and facilitates citizens to identify the potential of heritage in the
future and connects heritage to society’s development (Barghi et al., 2017)
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Hence, to encourage, not only knowledge regarding heritage, but the active participation
of individuals in safeguarding actions, it is key to develop strategies to succeed in developing
values and attitudes of interest, together with respect towards heritage (Morote and Colomer,
2021; Y�a~nez and G�omez-Trigueros, 2022). Innovative pedagogical activities around heritage
are often designed considering different topics that are appealing and controversial for
students in order to trigger active participation from individuals, since it is essential to
develop strategies that promote interest and respect for heritage (Estepa-Gim�enez and
Mart�ın, 2020; Ortega-S�anchez and G�omez-Trigueros, 2019; Trabajo-Rite and Cuenca-
L�opez, 2020).

1.3 Holistic approach to heritage education
An holistic approach to heritage education comprises tangible and intangible elements, as
well as natural phenomena, which because of their history, aesthetics or uniqueness become
reference points for society’s identity construction (Jim�enez et al., 2010). In this sense, a holistic
view of heritage education allows students to learn from cultural and natural sources of social
knowledge (Cuenca, 2004). With this view, students identify diverse topics and elements they
are connected to, in order to discover them together with others that are also part of the
community, and to raise awareness of the importance of safeguarding those for future
generations, as well as to encourage students to become actively involved in its preservations
and dissemination (Pinto and Zarbato, 2017; Casanova et al., 2018; Cuenca and P�erez, 2021).

When looking at investigations made on the topic of heritage education in the Iberian
Peninsula, articles arise regarding the role of heritage in Spanish education centres, the link
between heritage and committed citizens, as well as regarding the impact of heritage didactic
proposals for teenager students (Santacana et al., 2016). In this sense, Mar�ın-Cepeda and
Fontal (2020) exhaustively collect that there are many investigations that delve into the
concept, its perceptions and learning experiences, but little focus on a holistic scope is found.
In this sense, new publications arise highlighting the need to break with traditional or
outdated approaches that separate heritage, since important assets exist in all heritage
categories to safeguard and preserve it (Koch and Gillespie, 2022; Piccardo et al., 2022).
Regarding this gap and according to the Social Rights and 2030 Agenda Ministry (2021)
which considers the lack of projects fostered in the area of the Pyrenees, the research study
introduced focuses on the importance of studying heritage education approach and its impact
on students’ conception, perceptions and learning experience (hereafter “learning
experience”, “learning context” or “didactic experience”) comprehensively and fully in a
specific context which is Andorra, an independent country located in the north of the Iberian
Peninsula, among the Pyrenees, with a socio cultural reality similar to the neighbourhood
region of Catalonia (Spain). Concerning heritage, it has characteristics comparable to this
Spanish territory, for example, in terms of landscape, art, language, traditions and festivals.
Regarding education, given its geographical location, there is the possibility of having
French, Andorran or Spanish formal education, but there is a single curriculum in which the
national heritage is worked on.

1.4 Research objectives
Themain aim of this research is to study the conceptions, perceptions and learning context of
heritage among primary and secondary education students in a specific country, Andorra. In
order to do that, three specific objectives have been developed:

(1) To identify heritage conceptions, considering the different typologies and circles of
appropriation in primary and secondary students.

(2) To analyse the didactic experience of heritage in primary and secondary students.
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(3) To determine the importance of heritage and its safeguard according to primary and
secondary students’ perceptions.

2. Research methodology
2.1 Context and participants
The project was carried out during the 2021–2022 academic year and considered the formal
and non-formal spheres, which allows us to have a broad vision of the degree of importance
that society grants to heritage, in this case in Andorra. Given the vast number of data
collected, this study will focus on analysing the primary and secondary students’ results.

The project was developed in Andorra, a state with a total population of 80,664
inhabitants (Department of Statistics, Government of Andorra, 2022), wherein three
educational systems coexist: Andorran, Spanish and French. The study was conducted
within 15 primary and secondary schools (public and semi-private) from all three educational
systems with a total real population of 1,446 students, considering the levels wherein the
questionnaire was conducted (Department of Statistics, Government of Andorra, 2022). The
final sample of the studywas 1,235 students (Table 1), providing a high degree of educational
context representativeness to obtain coherent and significant results.

In order to conduct this study, the Ministry of Education of the Government of Andorra
facilitated the access to the primary and secondary schools of the three educative systems,
which makes this study a national project. They were willing to participate if different
pragmatic factors existed, such as the written informed consent by parents and students for
the study, the interest of the teacher and the available time. The administration of the
questionnaire was carried out along 30 min in paper or online format according to the
preferences of each school.

2.2 Research design
The study is a mixed quantitative-qualitative method designed with a non-experimental
paradigm. On the one hand, quantitative data was used to apply a statistical and correlational
methods to uncover relationships between variables. On the other hand, the qualitative data
leads us to going deeper into detail on the interpretation of the relationships between
variables from the quantitative data (Creswell, 2014).

2.3 Data collection
To examine the conceptions, perceptions and learning context of heritage in primary and
secondary students, we collected quantitative and qualitative data through a questionnaire,

Educational level Educational system Frequency (n) Percentage (%)

Primary education Andorran 249 20.16
Spanish 187 15.14
French 236 19.11

Total primary education 672 54.41
Secondary education Andorran 428 34.66

Spanish 111 8.99
French 24 1.94

Total secondary education 563 45.58
Total sample 1,235 100

Source(s): Table created by authors

Table 1.
Breakdown of the
study sample
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which was designed and validated by a group of seven experts composed of primary and
secondary teachers, university lecturers and technicians and managers of the Ministry of
Education of Andorra Government.

The group of experts had more than ten years of experience in heritage management and/
or teaching or academic practice. They were assessed in the questionnaire by attending to the
criteria published in Carrera et al. (2021): (1) the unicity and linguistic precision of the questions
for its understanding; (2) the relevance, adequacy and relationship of each question with the
object of evaluation; and (3) the importance, the degree of interest of each item in relation to the
objective of the study. Definitions of “unicity”, “relevance” and “importance”were provided to
the group of experts before conducting the questionnaire validation. After a few iterations, the
final questionnaire was validated with a total agreement between the group of experts.

As shown in Table 2, the questionnaire consisted of an initial section to collect the
participants’ sociodemographic information, followed by 17 open-questions and multiple
choice closed-questions distributed in three dimensions: (1) heritage conceptions (3 multiple
choice closed-questions); (2) didactic experience and learning context (4 multiple choice
closed-questions and 3 open-questions); and (3) importance of heritage and its safeguard (2
multiple choice closed-questions).

2.4 Data analysis
Firstly, the paper questionnaires were emptied into a digital format to homogenize the data in
a single database for subsequent statistical treatment. Afterwards, the answers from the

Dimension Sub-dimension Structure Questions

1. Sociodemographic data Item 1 Name, birth and residence city, birth date, age, genre, level
of studies (primary/secondary education), school and
educative system

2. Heritage conceptions Item 2.1 From the following list, select the elements you believe are
considered heritage (maximum of 4)

Item 2.2 Which of the following heritage elements do you know
better? (maximum of 4)

Item 2.3 Mark the right answer regarding the location of the
following heritage elements in Andorra

3. Didactic
experience

3.1. Academic
scope

Item 3.1.1 From the following types of heritage, select the ones you’ve
learned from in class

Item 3.1.2 Have you ever discovered and/or visited a specific heritage
element with your class? If yes, which one/s?

Item 3.1.3 From the following list, select which kind of activities or
resources you have used in school to learn from heritage

Item 3.1.4 Regarding the activities or resources used to learn from
heritage in school, which ones do you consider the best ones
to learn?

3.2. Social
scope

Item 3.2.1 Have you ever discovered and/or visited a specific heritage
element with your class, outside your school? If yes, which
one/s?

Item 3.2.2 Select the option/s that describe the best how you have
discovered heritage outside school

Item 3.2.3 Do you belong to a group, community, association, etc. that
is related somehow to heritage (cultural, natural, . . .)? If yes,
which one/s?

4. Importance of heritage and its
safeguard

Item 4.1 Why do you think getting to know heritage is important?
Item 4.2 What are the effects that may arise from heritage loss?

Source(s): Table created by authors

Table 2.
Questionnaire

structure
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qualitative questions have been categorized to be able to analyse the results together with the
quantitative data. Statistical analysis was done using the IBM SPSS Statistics 28.0.1.0
Software (IBM Corp, 2021). The results were evaluated at a significance level of 95%.

Analysis with the mentioned software provided general descriptive statistics regarding
all the dimensions from the questionnaire (Table 2), as well as a specific chi squared tests of
independence between some categorical variables in order to determine whether they are
likely to be related or not for the consequent interpretations of the findings. The categorical
variables selected to run the independence test are strongly associated to the two main
categories of the questionnaire (heritage conceptions and the didactic experience) and are
displayed in a contingency table, where each row and column represents a variable category.

3. Findings
On the whole, the following section displays the results and its discussions for each of the
objectives presented beforehand. For each one, different questions of the questionnaire
(Table 2) have been analysed; foremost, the conceptions that students have on heritage,
followed by their didactic experiences when learning from heritage and, lastly, the
importance of heritage and its safeguard for those students.

3.1 Conceptions of heritage
Heritage conceptions amongst students have been measured using the responses obtained in
the second part of the questionnaire, including Items from 2.1 to 2.3.

3.1.1 Holistic view on heritage. The Item 2.1 of the questionnaire asked what students
consider heritage between some elements of different nature (historical-artistic, natural,
industrial, intangible). The most selected options from the list (church, natural park, water
mill, traditional dance, gorge, site, factory, Mediterranean diet, Catalan language, urban park)
were four historical-artistic, natural or intangible elements, chosen in more than 50% of the
students. However, to perceive if they had a holistic view, from the responses collected, a new
variable was inferred taking into account the students that selected heritage elements from
three or four different typologies. The results from this variable are specified in Table 3,
where answers from students are distributed by education level.

The results show that around half of the students have a holistic view of heritage (51.2%),
according to the total sample, but secondary students (52.84%) in a slightly broader way
when compared to primary students (47.15%). A difference of the 5.69%, that could answer
to, on one hand, that in the early stages of education, students tend to explore mainly cultural
spaces (museums, churches, civic monuments, etc.) and, on the other hand, and according to
Mar�ın-Cepeda and Fontal (2020), it could also be due to teachers’ training. In fact, the study of
Estepa et al. (2008) suggests that the conceptions from teachers according to a holistic view of
heritage are largely determined by the subject studied at the university. In short, Geography-
History teachers and Biology-Geology teachers have a broader perspective of conceptions

Students that chose three or four different
typologies (holistic view)

N %

Primary education 298 47.15
Secondary education 334 52.84

632 100

Source(s): Table created by authors
Table 3.
Students’ holistic view
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about heritage than primary school teachers. Thus, these findings highlight the importance
of teacher training and in-service courses (Fontal et al., 2017; L�opez-Fern�andez et al., 2021).

3.1.2 Perspectives on national and international heritage. Item2.2 in the questionnaire asked
students to choose the heritage elements they knew the best, considering national and
international options. Thus, from this question, the research theme inferred that if students
selected three or four national elements it wouldmean those students knewmore about national
heritage, and the same logic was followed for international heritage. In this sense, Lopez-
Fern�andez et al. (2021) highlight that in the early childhood and primary education curriculum
there is a centrality of knowledge and exploration of the surrounding environment and use of
local spaces for didactic purposes,which leads to a better knowledge of the nearby environment.
Following this idea, in Table 4 is observable how students from primary education select more
national elements (64.75% of national elements vs. 46.55% of international elements). As for
secondary education students, results shift, since more students selected international heritage
(53.45% of international elements vs. 35.25% of national elements).

3.1.3 Location of Andorra’s different typologies of heritage. It can be found more than
twenty questions (Item 2.3) asking students to locate different heritage elements placed and/
or celebrated in all Andorran administrative parishes (locally known as “parr�oquies”).
Heritage elements were divided in the following four categories: Churches and monuments,
Houses-museum and museums, Traditional festivals and Natural areas (Figure 1).

Figure 1 shows how churches and monuments were located correctly in over 50% of the
cases, and local houses and museums around 50%, either in primary and secondary
education. In this way, and as previously mentioned, throughout the first educational stages,
there is a higher knowledge in material historical-artistic heritage, which corresponds to the
historical construction of what is known as heritage, according to Conde and Armas (2019).
This tendency can also be observed in Mar�ın-Cepeda and Fontal (2020) work, in which this
type of heritage is also the most well-known among the secondary school students.

Moreover, traditions and festivals were better located by primary students, differing by
over 10%. Mar�ın-Cepeda and Fontal (2020) also highlight the low knowledge of traditions by
secondary school students since they have little awareness of the meaning of intangible
heritage. Finally, natural areas, which have the lowest percentage, were located slightly more
correctly by secondary education students. According to Mor�on-Monge et al. (2012), the
environmental heritage is worked in secondary curriculum valuing such space, species,
landscapes, etc. Even so, environmental heritage in secondary education textbooks is not
usually treated from a holistic view of heritage.

3.2 The didactic experience of heritage
The didactic experience of students from both primary and secondary education and the
learning context where those experiences are fostered, specifically linked to heritage
education, are assessed using the responses from the main questionnaire from Item 3.1.1 to
Item 3.2.3.

Students answer
three or four

national heritage
elements

Students answer
three or four
international

heritage elements

Total of students
with three or four

completed
answers

N % N % N %

Primary Education 191 64.75 128 46.55 209 100
Secondary Education 104 35.25 147 53.45 251 100

Source(s): Table created by authors

Table 4.
Students’ knowledge of

national and
international heritage
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3.2.1 Typologies of heritage studied in school. Regarding the didactic experiences, students
were asked to select the types of heritage they have learnt from in school (Item 3.1.1). Students
could select more than an option, from the following heritage categories: historical, artistic,
natural, intangible and industrial. From all the answers garnered, students from both
education levels selected the historical heritage as the first option (68.6% in primary
education and 84.9% in secondary education), what would explain the results in Item 2.3,
where students were able to locate churches and monuments correctly in over 50% of the
cases, and in consonant with what it is known and considered heritage in similar contexts
(Conde and Armas, 2019).

The natural heritage category is the second that students selected (65.63% in primary
education and 70.52% in secondary education), a result that coincides with the heritage
conceptions (Item 2.1). Environmental heritage is worked in schools, but as mentioned,
without a link to humans and identity (Mor�on-Monge et al. (2012)). Didactic interventionswith
this approach would facilitate the holistic view and the valorisation of all heritage typologies
(Trabajo Rite and Cuenca-L�opez, 2017; Mart�ınez and Fontal, 2020).

Nonetheless, it is also important to state that when focusing on the heritage typologies they
learnt the least from, their opinion now differs since primary students selected artistic heritage
(21.58%) whilst, secondary education students chose industrial heritage (26.82%). In this
respect, it is significant to point out artistic heritage could be considered as historical heritage
by some students; thereby, the industrial heritagewould be the least worked for both levels and
the results would coincide: 27.53% in primary education and 26.82% in secondary education.
As already seen, this heritage typology also occupies the last position in conceptions’ answer
(3.1.1); so that work it more frequently, it would bring it better recognition as it has been
demonstrated in recent research (Trabajo-Rite and Cuenca-L�opez, 2020).

In order to discuss specifically if there is a relation between the heritage elements studied
by students (Item 3.1.1) and the typologies of heritage they recognize as such (Item 2.1), the
following table (Table 5) was created as a result of a correlation analysis of contingency table.
In this, focused on both primary and secondary students, the elements “Church” and
“archaeological site” are strongly related to historical heritage, confirming this way when a

Figure 1.
Students’ right
answers on location of
Andorra’s different
typologies of heritage
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heritage typology is studied in school, this can be linked to heritage concept more easily. In
the same way, we can find a strong correlation between the intangible heritage and the
“popular dance” or the “Catalan language”, on primary students, or the industrial heritage
and the element “factory”, on secondary students.

3.2.2 Connection between heritage studied and visited as a curriculum topic. After finding
interesting correlations between heritage typologies studied in school and the elements that
students consider heritage, it makes sense to continue delving in the connection between the
same typologies studied (Item 3.1.1) and the heritage elements visited as an academic activity
outside the school walls (Item 3.1.2).

When studentswere asked if they visited heritagewith the school, both primary and secondary
education students answered positively (82.31 and 77.98%),what led to an open question related to
the heritage elements discovered. After analysing those answers, results showed that the elements
most visited were historical houses-museum (52.5%), what also happens in Item 2.3, followed by
natural spaces (16%), as well as other heritage elements related to industrial heritage (14.8%), a
trend that is like Item 2.1 responses, the one related to what they consider heritage.

Thus, only for primary education students, a significant correlation was spotted between
the typologies of heritage studied and visited outside the school. It is especially strong for
historical (<0.001) and natural (<0.001) heritage, so that it is interesting, at this point, to
analyse how they worked them, with what kind of activities or resources and check if there is
any possible relation.

3.2.3 Used and preferred activities or resources to learn from heritage in school. As
observable, in Figure 2 (Item 3.1.3), most students from both education levels have enjoyed
visits (78.32%, average) and portfolios (67.58%, average) the most. On the other hand, games
(29.51%, average) and workshops (41.33%, average) are the activities which students have
used the least to learn from heritage in class. According to these results, we can conclude that
there is a possible explanation in the relation between the heritage categories most studied, as
we have seen those are historical and natural (Item 3.2.1), and the heritage categories most
visited outside the school as an academic activity, again historical and natural (Item 3.1.2),
because they could have known them through visits.

In the same figure, there are also some differences: while 47.32% of primary education
students seem to have learnt from workshops, only 35.35% of secondary students state the
same. Furthermore, the variations are also clear on resources such as games: where over
36.45% of primary education students confirmed having learned through them about
heritage, but only a 22.56% when looking to secondary education students, a difference of
13.9% points. The perception that workshops and games are better for primary levels, while
lectures are more appropriate for secondary courses, where it is used a 9.35%more, seems to
still be present among teachers. It would be worth a reconsideration in this regard, given the
advantages of active methodologies for ameaningful learning together with digital resources
and offer, if it was necessary, training for teaching team (Karantalis et al., 2022).

Moreover, also Figure 2, represents students’ responseswhen askedwhich of the activities
or resources helped them to learn more about heritage (Item 3.1.4). Primary education
students were more diversified in their answers, since almost all the resources received
between a 20% and a 40% of their support. Nevertheless, activities or resources, such as
videos and portfolios, are the ones more supported (38.69 and 37.35% respectively). In this
point, it is important to highlight the difference in the “visit” element between the real use and
the consideration expressed from primary students, almost 50 points less. We could ask, in
this sense, how are these visits or what kind of methodologies are used by heritage
technicians or museum educators. They could work as a lecture outside the school, then with
a passive role of students where only the guide acts, a tendency seen in many museums
(Othman et al., 2021). Other approaches are possible, dynamic practices linked with the
classroom activities and the community (Trabajo-Rite and Cuenca-L�opez, 2020).

JCHMSD



On the other hand, when looking at responses provided by secondary education students,
there is one resource that seems to impact more those students when talking about heritage,
tours or visits, which received over a 75%of support. Moreover, the other resources that seem
to impact the most on these students are lectures and videos (39.79 and 40.32% respectively).
In this case visits are appreciated by students, who could enjoy going outside schools, in spite
the didactic activity is not active.

Finally, it is also important to highlight that labs have never been used at neither of the
two education levels, nevertheless they received almost 20 percentage points in both. In this
case, their response could have been guided by their experience at experimental science labs.
Social science or interdisciplinary labs are also possible, and they provide a more active role
for students and greater motivation (Corrales et al., 2019).

3.2.4 Discovering heritage as an extracurricular topic. Students were asked if they had ever
visited different heritage elements outside school hours (Item 3.2.1). Both, primary and
secondary education students answered positively in that question (87.8 and 63.41%,
respectively), although the difference between levels is significant (24 percentage points). One
might ask whether this difference could be linked with a greater autonomy of teenagers, who
manage their leisure timewithout parents’ control and disinterest to visit heritage in this time.

Figure 2.
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Moreover, if the question related to visiting heritage elements outside school hours was
answered with a “yes”, students were also asked to specify the heritage elements they
remember visiting, as in Item 3.1.2. After analysing the data, results show that most open
answers refers to historical-artistic heritage (67%), basically museums and churches, as well
as natural heritage (29%) and intangible heritage (1%), coinciding with heritage as the most
studied in classrooms (Item 3.1.1) and more visited outside the school as an academic activity
(Item 3.1.2). Thus, this tendency shows which heritage typologies are predominant in school
and even in social and family contexts, which finally refers to different heritage categories
and shows the importance of seeing heritage holistically even outside the school doors
(Caeiro-Rodr�ıguez, 2022).

On the other hand, the responses regarding how students discover heritage in their spare
time, either with their families or when attending non-formal education activities such as
summer camps (Item 3.2.2) are displayed in Figure 3. As observable, the most chosen
categories related to tours, the activity most used in school, so that, again, a tendency could
uphold and affirm that this is the principal methodology for any educational context, formal
and non-formal, in which heritage is studied. However, there is a significant difference
between both education levels because non-guided and guided tours got more support by
secondary education students (58.26 and 40.85%, respectively), whilst in primary education,
non-guided tours and guided tours got less support (22.47 and 26.19%, respectively). This,
again, can be related to free time management, because secondary education students can
decide what to do with most of their spare time. Moreover, at this point it is interesting to
highlight the preference of secondary students for non-guided tours, with more than ten
points difference with the guided ones, because it could be linked to the way guided visits are
done, as mentioned, to the role of the visitor or student.

Also in Figure 3, it is observable that other resources used by students to discover heritage
in their spare time have very similar results in primary and secondary education, such as
workshops and games (18.75 and 20.96%), as well as virtual tours (12.35 and 11.01%,
respectively) and contests (7.29 and 9.77%, respectively). What is more, it is worth noting the

Figure 3.
Primary and secondary
education students’
answers on how they
have got to know
heritage outside
school hours
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low punctuation of virtual tours, in a moment when a global pandemic had just ended
(COVID-19). In this sense, one might wonder if this kind of experiences exist to a large degree,
have a didactic focus or are known among children and young students.

Furthermore, students were asked if they collaborate or had collaborated with an
association connected with the heritage (Item 3.2.3) in order to study if those students had a
greater knowledge of this, and consequently if they are more sensibilized towards it. In
primary and secondary education, the results were very alike, just a 5.36% and a 5.86% of
students responded positively. From those, only 20 students (which represent approximately
a 1% of the total sample) answered that question with a real example of an association in
which they were linked to, what it makes impossible a generalization among students.

In this sense, the need of implementing and assessing educative programs that work
towards students’ awareness and active participation with relation to their local heritage
becomes undeniable (Castro-Calvi~no et al., 2021).

3.3 The importance of heritage and its safeguard
The importance of heritage perception has been measured using the last two items from the
questionnaire, where students from primary and secondary education answered questions
regarding how they value it and consider its safeguard.

In Figure 4 it is easy to see how primary and secondary students perceive the importance
of knowing heritage (Item 4.1). The most voted reason is to preserve nature and culture;
however, it seems much more important for secondary education students (82%) than for
primary education students (59%), with over 20 percentage points of difference.

Furthermore, also Figure 4 represents other reasons that were considered to be influential
for primary and secondary education students, such as historic memory (52 and 59%,
respectively), identity construction (34 and 35%, respectively), as well as values such as
respect (40 and 39%, respectively). These are significant when considering how abstract the
concepts of identity and respect are, even more for primary education students that range

Figure 4.
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from 9 to 11 years. Withal, identifying with your own heritage is crucial to preservation and
respect, as highlighted by Fontal et al. (2017), it is the last and most advanced step in the
heritage process chain.

It is also relevant to state that a very small number of students, 3% in primary education
and less than a 9% in secondary education, did not consider heritage education was essential
or relatable to the categories mentioned. In this sense, it is safe to consider that most students
have been impacted positively by their didactic experience on heritage education, explained
previously, according to Donmez and Yesilbursa (2014), experimental heritage education
activities impact positively on students’ attitudes towards heritage. Moreover, it is important
to state that students from both education levels value heritage, as seen in Figure 4, which
strengthens their awareness of local identity, as well as boosts the sense of belonging to a
community and enriches the collective identity (Pinto, 2015).

Furthermore, results from the effects that students think that heritage loss may cause can
be found in Figure 5 (Item 4.2). There, it is observable how students from secondary education
seem slightly more aware of the effects that the destruction of heritage may have in the long
run, such as a negative effect on cultural and natural spaces that define us (65.72%), as well as
jeopardizing learning from the past (64%). On the other side, primary education students
perceived the heritage loss effects more related to jeopardizing learnings from the past
(39.14%) and to environmental problems (26.04%).

Regarding those answers, it seems logical to relate natural heritage loss to environmental
issues but, it is also important to spotlight the impact that climate change has on other levels
as cultural heritage, and the important role of heritage education plays in this sense, since it is
rooted in its continuous preservation and valorisation (Hambrecht and Rockman, 2017).

As shown in the results, different motivations were highlighted when asking students
with regard to heritage loss. In this sense, it is essential to consider that the loss of heritage
should not only be linked to a specific event or consequence, and students from Andorra
perceive the relevance of such problems and relate them to various causes, as shown in
Figure 5. In this sense, and as foregrounded by Harrison and Rose (2010), conservation of

Figure 5.
Possible effects from
heritage loss according
to students’ perception

JCHMSD



heritage must be bordered on together with different relevant issues such as environmental
challenges, social wellbeing, welfare, among other current events.

4. Conclusion
This research has allowed to deeply analyse heritage conceptions and perceptions as well as
the learning context of heritage education in a particular country, Andorra. It is a pioneering
study because of the methodology and the combination of instruments that have been
designed specifically, as well as the high number of participants that took part. Moreover, this
research considered the education community (students and teachers) but also heritage
managers, what makes it the first investigation in which the theme of heritage education is
studied for formal and non-formal spheres throughout an entire country, and consequently
allows us to have a broad vision of the degree of importance that society grants to heritage.
This study has the great potential of having been able to identify past and present trends,
which will allow creating future studies that may focus on teacher’s practice and students
development related to heritage, as well as, on public policies in charge of heritage education
regulation. It also allows sharing the good practices collected, promoting themand suggesting
improvements in terms ofmethodologies, resources and curriculum.Given the vast number of
data collected, this article just focuses on the students, but in future publications, the results
related to teachers and heritage managers are expected to be analysed.

With regard to the first objective of the study, related to students’ conceptions of heritage,
it can be concluded that around half of the students have a holistic view of heritage, although
secondary education students in a slightly broader way. Otherwise, primary education
students seem to have a greater knowledge of local heritage, whilst secondary students
brought into focus international heritage slightly more.

In relation to the second main objective, connected to the didactic experience and learning
context of heritage education, two heritage categories were the most voted in school hours
and in the students’ spare time, those were historical and natural heritage. Moreover, tours
are the most used resources to study heritage and, also, the ones that help students the most,
as seen in secondary education students.

For the last objective, the research aimed to measure students’ perceptions on the
importance of heritage and its safeguard. Here, answers were conclusive, since over 90% of
students believe it is important to safeguard heritage because it is connected to nature and
culture preservation. In this sense, students also agree on the negative effect heritage loss
may cause.

Furthermore, it is indispensable to highlight which limitations have impacted this project,
as well as which future lines of research those open. Closed questions have not allowed to
study in more detail some interesting aspects but, this is expected to be solved with the data
gathered from the interviews to teachers from all education systems and heritage managers
done in the same project, and they can be shared in future publications.

Finally, it is also important to highlight that, being a pioneer study, another important
limitation has been not having previous investigations with a similar objective for an entire
region or country. Thus, it has also opened an appealing line of research, becoming a model
for future broad studies regarding heritage education in other regions or specific
mountain areas.
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