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Premises for the study:
• In the era of globalization of cultural patterns, the fear of getting lost in the world, 

losing personal, national and regional identity, displaced by a global identity, has 
caused a renewed interest in cultural heritage and local issues (Suchocka and 
Królikowska 2014; Świętek and Brusik 2022). 

• A counterbalance to the processes of globalization is the renaissance of 
regionalism ( "ethnic awakening" ,"return to the roots" (Skorowski 2006)). It 
reflects a longing for deep identity and a desire to belong to authentic regional 
communities, with their history, culture and nature 
(Suchocka and Królikowska 2014). 

• Under these circumstances, the components of education should undergo 
changes: multicultural education is even more crucial, while regional education 
and heritage education are gaining a new meaning and role. 

• ESD researchers network in Carpathians joint research.
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Changes in understanding and perception of heritage
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Traditional understanding:
• UNESCO Convention (1972), defines it as: 

monuments and sites of exceptional universal 
historical, aesthetic and scientific value, deserving 
to be preserved and passed on from generation to 
generation (Harrison 2010).

• Actions taken towards heritage involved its 
protection, conservation and popularization, 

• Heritage assets are top-down designated by elites 
and experts, are a value per se that must be 
protected at all costs (Poulios 2016; Smith 2006; 
Pérez-Guilarte et al. 2023). 

• The goal was to pass on traditional values and 
patterns of behaviour to the young and potential 
members of society, so that it would achieve basic 
social conformity (Srivastava 2015). 

• New elements of culture should be implemented 
slowly  and "the transmission of traditions has 
sometimes to contradict the desire to initiate 
change." (Srivastava 2015: 336). 

Today’s understanding:
• Heritage encompasses all tangible and intangible 

effects of human activity and elements of the 
natural environment that those who are now living 
want to adopt (inherit) and preserve in memory. 
(Graham et al. 2000, Ashworth et al. 2007, Howard 
2003). 

• In the constructivist perspective, also known as the 
"values-based approach," it is the individual social 
groups, based on their cultural patterns and 
worldviews, that decide which values and resources 
constitute their heritage (Pérez-Guilarte  et al. 
2023). 

• It becomes a social construct and the succession 
process is marked by generational conflicts. 

• The centre of gravity in heritage research shifts 
from the study of heritage elements to the values 
assigned to them by people (Pérez-Guilarte et al. 
2023). 

• The catalogue of tangible and intangible heritage is 
open.



Changes needed also in heritage education:
Personalism - students became the subject of education; the aim was to develop their: knowledge, 
understanding, skills, competences, attitudes, values and, as a result, their personality. 

Cognitive constructivism has become a new educational paradigm in the last forty years:

• people construct knowledge and make meanings based on their own experiences (Bereiter 
1994).

• student does not receive knowledge from outside, but creates "interpretations of the world 
based on their own past experiences and interactions between themselves and the world” 
(Wendland 2011:39). 

• the basis of the learning process is experience and reflection on that experience, which build 
knowledge and understanding of the world (Olusegun 2015). 

• they are constructed by the learners themselves, who actively create them.

Young people should not be passive recipients and "protectors" of elements of heritage 
top-down considered significant, but constructors of their own components and 
understanding of it, as building blocks of individual identity.
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Research questions:

• What do the representatives of the young generations consider 
heritage? 

• What values   do the young generation assign to heritage and what 
is their attitude towards heritage?

• What should be taken into account when designing future 
heritage education? 
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Triangulation of research methods, qualitative studies :

• diagnostic survey method using questionnaires and interview 
research;

• drawing content analysis (on AI image generator picture)

• semantic field method, using a relationship grid, proposed by 
Robin (1980) 

• word-frequency analysis
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Research group from Małopolska region:
Generation Z: students and high school pupils born between 1990 and 2010

• Geography and nature students + Tourism and recreation students (67 UNEC students)

Generation Alpha: children born after 2010 – 48 pupils (age 10)

Features:

• the first generations for whom technology and social media are a parallel area of their life 
(Ziatdinov and Cilliers 2021; Thompson 2018; Nagy and Kölcsey 2017).

• habit of consuming large amounts of fast and often unprofessional information is both their 
multitasking, short attention span and superficial understanding (McCrindle and Fell 2020).

• surface approach to learning - reproducing facts, rather than engaging in active research, linking 
facts to conclusions, reflecting on the author's intentions and integrating content with personal 
experience (Dejene 2018).

• do not bother to understand the meaning of the content they read (Abedin et al. 2013).
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Categories based on the regulations of the:
United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) 
and the International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS)

Research heritage categories:
1. Tangible cultural heritage (buildings, historical sites, monuments and all 
kinds of archaeological, architectural, technological and scientific works made 
by human hands).
2. Movable Cultural Heritage (sculptures, paintings, manuscripts, coins, 
archaeological artefacts, etc.).
3. Immovable cultural heritage (archaeological monuments, sites, historic city 
tissues, etc.).
4. Underwater Cultural Heritage (shipwrecks, underwater ruins and cities).
5. Intangible Cultural Heritage (rituals, oral traditions, performing arts, etc.).
6. Natural Heritage (natural sites with cultural dimension, cultural landscapes, 
biological, physical and geological formations etc.)” 
(Karadeniz 2020: 42).
7. Yours? Draw or cross (according to the constructivism approach).
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Heritage elements specific to the region in which the respondents live

Source: drawn up by the autors using AI

Research method: drawing content analysis



Indications of individual heritage elements by respondents

Research method: drawing content analysis



Wawel Royal Castle
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Methods: drawing content analysis, semantic field 
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Methods: drawing content analysis, semantic field 



River
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Methods: drawing content analysis, semantic field 



Moutains
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Methods: drawing content analysis, semantic field 



Forest
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Methods: drawing content analysis, semantic field 



Industrial city
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Methods: drawing content analysis, semantic field 



Financial support for activities and initiatives related 
to various elements of heritage
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Research method: diagnostic survey 



Gen Z and Alpha's sources of knowledge on heritage elements
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Research method: diagnostic survey 



The most commonly used terms in proposed „ways of teaching” 
about heritage in school education
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1 – Trips; 2 – Movies; 3 - Presentation; 4 - Teacher; 5 - Lessons; 6 - Fun; 7 - Exercises; 
8 - Listening; 9 -Telling; 10 - Writing; 11 - Photos; 12 - Internet; 13 - Interesting;

Research method: word-frequency analysis



Conclusions:
• the need to use technology and social media in the education process, but only a means 

to achieve the assumed goals of heritage education, which is the common good

• the growing individualism and pragmatism of young people, a focus on material aspects 
of life and consumerism can significantly change the perception of the importance of 
intangible heritage elements

• large potential independence of young people in creating heritage elements and 
assigning them value

• tendency to superficial analysis of elements of the surrounding reality, thoughtless 
assessments of cultural and natural heritage objects

• failure to notice the values   of the natural heritage of their region, and to appreciate the 
sphere of intangible cultural heritage to a greater extent

Recommendations:

• allow students to independently choose heritage elements

• focus on explaining the meaning and differentiation of heritage elements so that the 
student can independently assign them value.
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Thank you for your attention!
and..
let's continue research on heritage 
in the Carpathians together!

Dr Agnieszka Świętek, mgr Piotr 
Cybul

University of the National Education 
Commission, Krakow

agnieszka.swietek@uken.krakow.pl

piotr.cybul@uken.krakow.pl 
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