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Abstract

:

Heritage is increasingly present in educational discourses, yet research on heritage education still lacks literature overviews that identify trends in its scientific production worldwide in order to get to know the discipline’s advances, evolution, and impact. This article collected a bibliographic review of n = 223 documents indexed in Scopus and the Web of Science between 1991 and 2022. The analysis was carried out in two phases. During the first phase, distance-based maps were constructed using the VOSviewer 1.6.16 software. During the second phase, a systematic review was carried out based on methodological classification and a content analysis. The study identified thematic networks of (C1) heritage education in formal education, (C2) heritage education, cultural heritage, and educational innovation, (C3) archaeological heritage education, (C4) heritage education, case studies, and historical awareness, and (C5) heritage education, and classified research genealogies and methodologies, which, in turn, led to the definition of two emerging genealogies: teacher training and instrumental, which were added to re-conceptualizing, contextual didactic, and evaluative, and ultimately identified a predominantly qualitative methodology. A classification of the methodologies, methods, and techniques of heritage education research was also made. This study constitutes a clear and pioneering contribution to our understanding of this discipline.
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1. Introduction


Heritage has an ever-growing presence in educational discourses as a result of its cultural, sociohistorical, and natural value and its contribution to the acquisition of key abilities like social and civic competence or competence in cultural awareness and expression [1,2,3,4]. At the same time, heritage education has become an indispensable tool in empowering society to achieve self-sustaining heritage management [5,6,7].



From the epistemological point of view, the origins of this notion have been traced to Ibero-America, where we can find several publications like Horta et al. [8]. According to Teixeira [9], it was in Brazil in 1980 that the designation educação patrimonial was introduced by these authors in conceptual and practical terms, that, in turn, were inspired by Britain’s pedagogical work on what was already termed heritage education during the previous decade, which coincided with the impetus provided by the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization. Briggs [10], one of the pioneers in promoting the term, claims that 1975 meant the starting point for heritage education, since it was in that year when a deliberately comprehensive project was launched, including all settings, disciplines, and educational levels. The project impacted on all British schools, and, according to Hamer [11], ‘heritage education was here closely linked to furthering knowledge, understanding and appreciation of the historic built environment and to using it as a resource to support the teaching of a range of subjects’ (p. 159). The search for a common nomenclature consolidated the original British term ‘heritage education’, which was also used in the United States, as well as its counterparts in Brazil and Portugal (educação patrimonial), Spain and Hispanic America (educación patrimonial), and France (éducation au patrimoine).



The discipline’s international trajectory is relatively laconic, since heritage-related education did not emerge as such until 1972 with the creation of the Convention concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage from UNESCO [12]. It was in this convention where educational programs were enunciated as a means of stimulating respect and appreciation for cultural heritage and where goals like awakening the interest of society and increasing respect for cultural and natural heritage were explicitly formulated. Another institution involved in heritage education issues is the Council of Europe [13], in whose regard a special mention must be made of Recommendation No. R (98)5 concerning heritage education, which meant the beginning of a process leading to the construction of a formalized framework for this topic. The recommendation defined heritage education as ‘a teaching approach based on cultural heritage, incorporating active educational methods, cross-curricular approaches, a partnership between the fields of education and culture and employing the widest variety of modes of communication and expression’ (p. 31), and encouraged member states to adopt appropriate legislative, regulatory, administrative, financial, and other measures to initiate and develop heritage education programs and to promote heritage awareness among young people [14]. Later on, in 2017, the Council issued Recommendation CM/Rec (2017) 1 to member States on the European Cultural Heritage Strategy for the 21st century, the aim of which was to educate and raise the awareness of citizens concerning the management of their cultural heritage [15]. This was the beginning of a huge epistemological task involving the analysis and evaluation of educational practices.



Heritage Education is a latent discipline from a normative point of view, which demands an increasing curricular recognition, since its presence in both education laws and regulations for wealth management has increased over time [16,17]. It is also a discipline that has had an important development in the past two decades, which justifies the need for an analysis of the scientific production in this area.



The Present Study


Beginning in 2005, a steady increase in scientific turnout has taken place, especially in countries like Brazil [9,18,19], the United Kingdom [11,20], China [21,22], Italy [23,24], Israel [25], or the Netherlands, where research work consolidating this discipline began to be published. For this reason, it is important to analyze the whole of this data volume in order to define the state of the question and establish the point in time when this emergence took place, as well as the sources and provenance by country of the major portion of this output. On a global scale, the ecosystems of scientific production have gradually consolidated their impact in order to match the progress of knowledge transfer and the accelerated pace of research. The kind of analysis furthered by this paper is indeed a must in any area of research, so as to gain clear, unequivocal insights into the progress of any given discipline. In this sense, despite the existence of bibliometric studies on research outputs in bordering fields, like, for example, research on education and heritage research in museums [26], social science teaching [27], or on museum education published in journals indexed in the Web of Science [28], so far, we lack specific analyses on heritage education that may enable us to identify trends and publication patterns. In this context, the specific goals of this study are: (1) to learn about the evolution of this output; (2) to identify thematic networks on a worldwide scale; and (3) to classify research genealogies and methodologies and spot emerging issues that concern the scientific community.





2. Materials and Methods


In order to carry out this study, we drew upon a research article on history education in the WoS database [27], which, in turn, resorts to a bibliographic network analysis and science mapping [29]. In this way, we were able to represent the structures generated as a result of heritage education research on the basis of the proposed goals.



2.1. Search Criteria


In scientific quality evaluation processes, the impact factor constitutes an inescapable reference, and this is why our bibliometric analysis addresses the research production included in the major databases Scopus and the Web of Science Core Collection. In order to extract the sample, 7 selection criteria were set up following our research goals: (1) Search database: Web of Science Core Collection and SCOPUS. (2) Subject Areas: All. (3) Document Domain: Article. (4) Years of publication: Since 1991, when the first reference to the term appeared in Briggs [10], to the present time: a time span that frames the development of the discipline itself. (5) Search Field: Title, abstract, author’s keywords and more. (6) Thematic Descriptor: ‘Heritage Education’ has indeed consolidated itself as a global, unified term born out of this discipline, as defined by the UNESCO’s specialized agency for education, science, and culture [30], in reference to Art. 27 [12] and the Council of Europe [14]. Additionally, no search strings or other semantic terms like ‘heritage teaching’ or ‘heritage literacy’ were used, since these are comprised within the phrase heritage education. (7) The term’s lemmatization was disabled. This search modality made it possible to delimit the exact term and prevented us from including its inflected forms, while browsing exclusively for records that contained the exact term and preventing its separation.




2.2. Data Extraction and Analysis


The study sample comprised the bibliometric data extracted from both databases in February 2022 and amounted to a total of 325 documents. This sample was refined through a systematic individual review of the publications in order to eliminate duplicated items or items whose main topic did not belong to the specific area of knowledge. On the whole, 223 documents were analyzed, of which 122 were published in journals indexed in the Web of Science, while 176 came from journals indexed in SCOPUS and 75 were drawn from journals indexed in both databases (see Figure 1).



Regarding each one of the databases mined, 120 documents (53.81%) originated in journals indexed in the ESCI database, 49 came from SCOPUS (21.97%), 27 from SSCI (12.11%), 20 were published in journals indexed in A and HCI (8.97%), 4 were drawn from the SCIE (Science Citation Index Expanded) (1.79%), and the remaining 3 (1.35%) were extracted from journals indexed in several databases. Table 1 shows the basic information concerning the analyzed dataset.



The analysis was conducted in two phases. During the first one, distance-based maps were constructed using VOSviewer [31], which is a valuable bibliometric analysis tool that can effectively visualize and analyze bibliographic networks, including co-authorship, co-citation, and co-occurrence networks. It allows gaining a comprehensive understanding of the network structure and relationships within a specific research field, which can aid in identifying key research areas and emerging trends. Also, it allows for the identification of clusters and the mapping of bibliometric data, where the distance between every pair of items mirrors the strength of their association. It can help to identify thematic clusters, research hotspots, and the interrelationships between different research topics. During the second phase, we described the evolution and topics of publications between 1991 and 2022, through a systematic review based on the methodological classification and a content analysis.





3. Results


The results that we present next foreground the evolution of the conceptual and intellectual structure of this field of study. They represent the evolution of its scientific output and the connections among the several topics addressed by the articles.



3.1. Thematic Networks and Lines of Research


The first analysis we performed identified five thematic clusters (see Figure 2). From the total number of 658 key words provided by the authors, 49 were selected as having a rate of occurrence higher than three. Cluster 1, in red color, brings together 17 items and has as its central node the key word ‘Heritage Education’. This cluster addresses heritage education in close connection to teaching in formal education settings, as is reflected in items ‘curriculum’, ‘primary education’, ‘secondary education’, ‘program evaluation’, and ‘textbooks’ [16,17,32,33]. Also outstanding is the education and training of teachers, which includes the items ‘teacher education’, ‘learning’, and ‘teacher training’ [34,35,36,37]. Some of the main items that come together in this cluster are ‘identity’, ‘museums’, ‘identization processes’, ‘citizenship education’, and ‘assessment’ [38,39,40].



Cluster 2, in green color, brings together 12 items. This cluster features a line of heritage education related to intangible cultural heritage and its innovative teaching, which is reflected in items like ‘ICTs’, ‘innovation’, and ‘intangible cultural heritage’ [41,42,43]. Other items found in this node are ‘citizenship’, ‘history and history education’, and ‘cultural heritage education’, which are amply represented in studies like [36,44,45], all concerning the teaching of history through heritage education. In turn, these items are related to others like ‘museum’, ‘education’, ‘teachers’, and ‘teaching’, a prominent example being the study by Álvarez et al. [28], who mined the Web of Science for the subject of heritage education in museums.



The blue-colored cluster 3 encompasses 10 items that revolve around the specific topic of education in archaeological heritage. Within this cluster, the items ‘archaeology’, ‘awareness’, and ‘public archaeology’ stand out [1,46,47,48]. This node also includes items like ‘evaluation’, ‘inclusion’, ‘culture’, ‘education’, and ‘research’, which have attracted numerous research papers about the need to evaluate educational practices [49], and also others that have addressed the inclusion of differently abled persons [50,51].



Cluster 4, in yellow, includes the items ‘historical awareness’, ‘case study’, ‘formal education’, ‘identity’, ‘memory’, and ‘heritage’. Within this cluster, a special mention must be made of the key word ‘case study’, which exhibits a high enough level of co-occurrence. This research method is frequently used in research work on identity, memory, and historical awareness [52,53].



The last cluster, in purple color, features four items: ‘augmented reality’, ‘mobile learning’, ‘heritage teaching’, and ‘web 2.0’, which, in turn, mirror a line of heritage education research closely linked to new technologies, which has a larger presence in non-formal educational settings [22,25,54]. Additionally, the use of augmented reality seems to exert a great influence on archaeological heritage education [2,55].




3.2. Thematic and Methodological Classification and Analysis of the Sample’s Evolution


In order to define a classification consistent with previous studies, we chose as a starting point the triad of research genealogies described by Fontal and Ibáñez-Etxeberria [56] (2017): respectively, the re-conceptualizing, didactic-contextual, and evaluative genealogies. In turn, each of these strands has been further subdivided into several subfields in order to achieve a greater accuracy in the definition of the several lines of research resulting from the systematic review of published articles. Finally, two additional genealogies of research—both in emerging areas—were defined, so as to include new topics, thus making a new contribution to the understanding of current lines of inquiry (see Table 2). These emerging genealogies, respectively, correspond to teacher training and instrumental research aimed, among other things, at a more veracious measurement of the quality and adequacy of the implementation of heritage-related actions.



If we now undertake a chronological examination of the origin of these topics, the first article in our sample dealt with heritage teaching resources [57], one of the least prolific lines of research in the sample (4.03%), which did not reappear until 2014 [58]. In 2005, there appeared the first theoretical article on the concept of heritage education [59], one of the lines of research with the highest rate of occurrence (20.63%), which, nevertheless, and despite its four occurrences in 2011 and two occurrences in 2013, failed to sustain a steady output until 2015. Within this genealogy, there is a clear evolution of the core topics, which began by addressing the term itself and its development [59] gradually to narrow the focus down on recounting several approaches or on the integration of ICTs, always on the basis of theoretical reviews that were more narrative than systematic.



The first two articles on program evaluation, one of the most outstanding lines accounting for 15.7% of scientific production, can be traced back to 2006 [9,60]. In 2008, there was the publication of the first study to analyze, by the means of a questionnaire, the conception of heritage entertained by primary and secondary education teachers in several areas of knowledge. This is not a particularly prolific line of research (9.87%), even though in 2017, there was indeed a rise. In 2009, there appeared the first publication on educational museography [21], a line of research that accounts for 8.97% of the scientific turnout. This is one of the most outstanding lines of inquiry, quite unlike the study of heritage education proposals in formal education: a topic whose first published contribution dates back to 2010 [61] and whose scientific yield represents only 4.03% of the sample.



The first article tracing the presence of heritage in secondary school textbooks was published in 2011 [62]; from then on, systematic reviews began to be published on the legislative, curricular, and textbook treatment of heritage issues, which account for 8.52% of the sample. Indeed, this year stands out as especially productive across the broad range of topics, yet with a special emphasis on theoretical concerns [56,63] and program evaluation [56].



In 2012, there appeared a new line of research aimed at learning outcomes [64]. This is not a highly specialized avenue of study and it barely represents 4.03% of the published output. The year 2013 was the year of the publication of the first article to address heritage education in localized non-formal settings—archaeological sites, mines, wine cellars, and cities, etc.—[52]. This has been a particularly steady line of research over the last few years and accounts for 8.52% of scientific production. Both of these publications and the set of studies on educational museography (8.97%) represent proposals for heritage education in non-formal settings and take up 17.49% of the scholarly output, in contrast with the 4.03% covered by proposals implemented in formal settings. Again, within this segment dealing with localized settings, we discerned a predominance of narrative articles published in countries like Brazil (and generally in Latin America), where memory, multiculturality, or identity constituted central issues for the safeguarding of heritage [65,66]. In 2014, there appeared an emerging line, which, in turn, would shape one of the established new genealogies: teacher education. From this moment onwards, this avenue of research has not ceased growing, and today, it represents 8.37% of the total published output. The training of educators and implementation of continuing education constitute much needed lines of inquiry that were already announced at the Committee of Ministers [14] (1998), even though they have not been addressed in a sustained fashion until the present time. These contributions predominantly focus on the college-level training provided by a degree in Primary Education [35,37,67]. Finally, in 2016, there started a more empirical line of instrumental research dedicated to designing and calibrating tools that may enable scholars to gain more accurate, unbiased insights into this subject [68].



As far as thematic topicality is concerned, studies have gradually engaged the use of new technologies that have developed from the use of tablets, apps, and virtual visits [2,6,58,69]. This has led to the current interest in the implementation of virtual reality [70,71,72], stereoscopic photography [73], or 360° photography [74]. One of the most pioneering and prolific lines of research is program evaluation, with a total of 35 articles, and so are theoretical reviews, with 46 publications. Both subfields, respectively, lead the reconceptualizing (39.02%) and evaluative genealogies (23.76%). Program evaluation, which initially hinged on the implementation of case studies [47,60,75], has continued to evolve until the present time by developing new methodologies that combine the collection of both quantitative and qualitative data [76,77]. Moreover, in early studies, evaluation work was targeted at the design of educational programs, but from 2017 until the present day, the evaluation of apps has increased its presence in parallel with the evolution of educational resources and teaching innovation [42,72,78,79,80]. The (re-)conceptualizing genealogy is the one that yields the largest scientific production (39.02%), followed by the didactic-contextual genealogy of research (25.55%) and, ranking third, the genealogy of evaluative research (23.76%). Behind them are the more incipient genealogies that deal with teacher education (8.97%) and instrumental research (2.7%).




3.3. Methodological Classification and Evolution


On the other hand, in order to learn about the main methodologies, methods, and techniques used in gathering and processing information in the context of heritage education research, while also tracing their evolution over time, we produced a rigorous classification following the taxonomies by Ato et al. [81] and Bisquerra [82], which are synthetically presented in Table 3.



The first three methodologies were drawn from empirical research conducted in psychology [81], once it was adapted for the purposes of educational research. Among them, a mention must be made of the theoretical methodology, one of the most frequently employed and accounting for 30.90% of the sample. This comprises three review methods, respectively, termed narrative (19.73%), systematic (11.21%), and systematic-quantitative (as of yet yielding no publications). As can be observed, the majority of studies resort to narrative reviews of the literature involving subjective, non-systematic procedures [13,63] or else systematic ones that engage in quantitative data analyses, implying categorization and content analyses by the means of software packages like N-Vivo or Atlas Ti, [7,83].



The instrumental methodology is one of the least prominent, with a representation of only 1.79%; it does not always follow rigorous psychometric procedures like the ones employed in the article by Fontal et al. [49], but it does involve the use of evaluation instruments that have undergone a process of validation.



The so-called methodological-didactic is the third most represented methodology, reaching 17.94% of publications. Within this segment, 16.60% of articles describe educational programs with a focus on their didactic component, with there being no or only a very superficial evaluation [25,53], while a mere 1.34% define new program evaluation methods with a focus on the methodological aspect.



The empirical methodology does not exhibit a particularly high profile, yet, if we put together the four methods it encompasses, as described by Ato et al. [81] (2013), it accounts for 15.25% of the sample. Among them, there stands out the non-experimental method based on systematic observational processes and on the study and analysis supported by surveys and questionnaires, which represents 9.42% [32,35,36]. Next, follow the quasi-experimental studies, 3.59% of the sample, mostly conducted on the basis of pretest–posttest procedures and control groups [69]. Finally, experimental methods, which account for 2.24% of the sample, are mainly based on data quantification and variable manipulation [6,64,77]. The fourth method included in the empirical methodology subgroup yielded no results.



The humanistic-interpretive methodology provides yet another robust research strand in heritage education, which represents 19.73% of the total sample with a total of 44 published articles. Within this methodology, the most outstanding (and remarkably incipient) one is case studies, which takes up 15.7% of the total sample. The first publication to implement this appeared in 2006 [60], while it reached its high point in 2017 and has managed to sustain its momentum until the present time [2,53,84]. The studies that deploy an ethnographic method represent 3.59% of the sample [85].



On the other hand, the sociocritical methodology, which relies on a reflective critique aimed at explaining, understanding, and transforming social realities, represents 13.46% of the sample. Within this approach, Bisquerra [82] further distinguished between two methods: action research, which delivers 2.7% of the total number of publications [86], and evaluative research, which is far more frequent in sociocritical studies and accounts for 10.76% of the sample [9,67,87]. Finally, the arts-based methodology was added to the list [88,89].



With regard to frequencies in terms of research paradigm, there is a strong trend for qualitative studies (n = 173) versus quantitative (n = 26) or mixed ones (n = 22). This qualitative trend matches the nature of the educational subject itself, where each case is different and individualized, while their predominant goals are to understand, interpret, and transform (there being few generalizable examples), in contrast with other studies that seek to explain, predict, or verify phenomena. Finally, most studies resort to techniques for the observation of heritage-related educational actions [43], collect data by the means of surveys or questionnaires, or perform an analysis of content by using software packages for the analysis of qualitative data like Nudist or N-Vivo [7,90]. Not all studies clearly identify the method or techniques employed, while, in several cases, despite their claim to use case studies and their explicit reference to models like Stake [91] or Simons [92], they can hardly be said to conduct this in a comprehensive and detailed way.





4. Conclusions


In the last few pages of this literature review, we intend to contribute a comprehensive reading of the data in order to meet this study’s central aim, i.e., to identify the discipline’s research trends and analyze the sequential evolution and interconnections of publications on heritage education. By the means of keyword clustering, we were able to identify five subject-based clusters: (C1) heritage education in formal education, (C2) heritage education, cultural heritage, and educational innovation, (C3) archaeological heritage education, (C4) heritage education, case studies, and historical awareness, and (C5) heritage education, new technologies, and non-formal education. Similarly, by focusing on the studies’ main subject matter and their transversal goals, we defined five genealogies of research on the basis of the genealogies proposed by Fontal and Ibáñez-Etxeberria [57] (2017): (G1) re-conceptualizing, (G2) didactic-contextual, (G3) evaluative, (G4) teacher education, and (G5) instrumental. In turn, these genealogies were subdivided into thematic subfields.



The last two represent emerging areas: the first one started in 2011 in response to the needed lines of action already made public by the Committee of Ministers (1998) [14], concerning the initial and continuing training of teachers. It was also a logical consequence of the results produced by systematic reviews of the legislative, curricular, and textbook treatment considering the matter of heritage, which regularly insisted on the fact that the only way of securing the presence of heritage education in classrooms is by concentrating on the initial training of teachers themselves [93,94]. The inception of the second genealogy, on the other hand, dates back to 2016. This constitutes a more empirical line of instrumental research aimed at designing and calibrating instruments that may enable researchers to gain more accurate and unbiased insights into the study matter [49], while also bridging gaps in the validation of the discipline’s methods.



All of the above categorization makes it possible not to only organize the research subject, but also to understand how it is structured and how it evolves in regard to the discipline’s research interests and landmarks, as well as educational and technological advances, where results are obtained in line with related studies [26]. Ultimately, moreover, it underpins the realization that heritage education is a discipline with a corpus of its own, characterized by hinging on a constantly evolving concept that supports significant teaching across several areas of knowledge. Such a diversity is matched by the interdisciplinarity and transversal nature of a subject matter that cuts across specific areas like the Didactics of the Social Sciences [90], Cultural Studies or the Didactics of History [36,74], and Arts Education [16,37,38].



Methodology wise, it is worth noting that we are in front of a predominantly qualitative discipline, since, no matter how some processes may share a common set of methods, the main actors, places, and objects that make it up are always unique and therefore hardly generalizable; even so, it is important to call for quantitative studies as well that may contribute relevant data. The data themselves encourage a continuing theoretical search resulting from systematic reviews and feeding an explanatory, observational trend that relies on a humanistic-interpretive approach implemented on a high number of case studies. This, together with the current sociocritical inquiries based on the evaluation of practices, can pave the way for an evaluative culture geared towards the improvement of the quality of education.



The main research needs and continuity lines point to reaching greater depths in the validation of instruments and systems, the design and exploration of new methodologies, the ongoing inquiry into new educational contexts and virtual resources, and the examination of educational and teaching competences, with a special focus on digital skills, as suggested by Álvarez et al. [28]. Last but not least, another horizon of research worth referring to constitutes studies based on sustainability and the involvement of heritage education in the sustainable development goals. Heritage is indeed a fundamental pillar in understanding the past and present, but also in mapping out the future, and, as such, heritage-based education is critical: a guarantee of citizenship based on tolerance, respect, civic values, knowledge, and democracy, and also a safeguard for the preservation of culture, in turn, the foundation of humanity and the values of different communities [95]. Therefore, it is a crucial issue on a global scale. Such a view of heritage education as a broad and comprehensive concept that acknowledges the need for persons and human values to stand at the heart of a wider and interdisciplinary conception of cultural heritage has already been espoused since 2005 by the Framework Convention on the Value of Cultural Heritage for Society of the Council of Europe [96], even though the goals set up at the time have not yet fully been attained.



Nor can we ignore the current worldwide state of affairs concerning heritage education, which has keenly sought to reach out to the public opinion through social media and virtual platforms as we experience a historic turning point where we cannot just ignore the fundamental issues that relate to education in the post-pandemic era. Already, work is being performed considering new lines of research where heritage education is problematized, re-signified, contextualized, or related to conflicting heritages. Following a number of recent events the destruction of Palmira (2015), Hagia Sofia’s reconversion in Istanbul, or the removal of statues in the wake of the ‘Black Lives Matter’ protests in several places worldwide, we have been made aware that social ignorance, decontextualization, a lack of awareness, and desensitization towards heritage encourages society to destroy heritage assets as a means of social protest. Such events simply foreground the much needed and urgent presence, visibilization, and implementation of heritage education in classrooms and non-formal educational settings, so as to reach out to a responsible, critical, yet respectful citizenship.



To conclude, in view of the absence of thorough literature reviews on the subject of heritage education, the present study constitutes a clear and pioneering contribution to our understanding of this discipline. For future lines, this research can be complemented with other bibliometric analysis tools, such as the Bibliometrix software (https://www.bibliometrix.org/home/) [97]. This international review provides additional rigor to the matter at hand by contributing an international-level systemic state of the question, which researchers can use as a point of departure and the source of structured, current bibliographical information, in as much as every piece of research in this field inevitably rests on the discipline’s origins and evolution.







Author Contributions


Conceptualization, M.M.-R., O.F. and S.G.-C.; methodology, M.M.-R.; software, M.M.-R.; formal analysis, M.M.-R. and S.G.-C. investigation, M.M.-R. and S.G.-C.; data curation, M.M.-R. and S.G.-C.; writing—original draft preparation, M.M.-R. and S.G.-C.; writing—review and editing, M.M.-R.; supervision, O.F.; project administration, O.F.; funding acquisition, O.F. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.




Funding


This research was funded by State Investigation Agency, grant number “PID2019-106539RB-100” and by the Ministry of Science and Innovation and State Investigation Agency, grant number “PDC2022-133460-I00”.




Data Availability Statement


No new data were created or analyzed in this study. Data sharing is not applicable to this article.




Conflicts of Interest


The authors declare no conflict of interest.




References


	



Arias, L.; Egea, A. Thinking like an archaeologist: Raising awareness of cultural heritage through the use of archaeology and artefacts in education. Public Archaeol. 2017, 16, 90–109. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bertoméu, M.J.C.; Corredor, D.M.; Tortosa, J.F.Á. Heritage Education and Virtual Archaeology Applications in Museums and Archaeological Sites: A case study for the Santa Pola Sea Museum (Spain). Hum. Rev. 2022, 15, 1–14. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Domínguez, A.; López-Facal, R. Conflictive heritages, civic competence and professional training in primary education. Rev. Educ. 2017, 375, 86–109. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Islamoğlu, O. The importance of cultural heritage education in early ages. Int. J. Educ. Sci. 2018, 22, 19–25. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ho, D.Y.F.; Xie, W.; Peng, S.; Cheng, T.K. Social darwinism, status ranking, and creativity in confucian-heritage education: Dialectics between education and knowledge economies. KEDI J. Educ. Policy 2013, 10, 125–145. [Google Scholar]

	



Ismaeel, D.A.; Al-Abdullatif, A.M. The impact of an interactive virtual museum on students’ attitudes toward cultural heritage education in the region of Al Hassa, Saudi Arabia. Int. J. Emerg. Technol. Learn. 2016, 11, 32–39. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Koya, K.; Chowdhury, G. Cultural heritage information practices and iSchools education for achieving sustainable development. J. Assoc. Inf. Sci. Technol. 2019, 71, 606–710. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Horta, M.L.; Grunberg, E.; Monteiro, A. Guia Básico de Educação Patrimonial; IPHAN e Museu Imperial: Petropolis, Brazil, 1999. [Google Scholar]

	



Teixeira, S. Educación Patrimonial: Alfabetización cultural para la ciudadanía. Estud. Pedagog. 2006, 32, 133–145. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Briggs, A. Serious Pursuits Communications and Education; The Collected Essays of Assa Briggs: Communications and Education; University of Illinois Press: Champaign, IL, USA, 1991; Volume III. [Google Scholar]

	



Hamer, J. History teaching and heritage education. Two sides of the same coin, or different currencies? In The Politics of Heritage the Legacies of ‘Race’; Littler, J., Naidoo, R., Eds.; Routledge: Oxfordshire, UK, 2005; pp. 159–168. [Google Scholar]

	



UNESCO. Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage; UNESCO: Paris, France, 1972. [Google Scholar]

	



Jagielska-Burduk, A.; Stec, P. Council of Europe cultural heritage and education policy: Preserving identity and searching for a common core? Rev. Electron. Interuniv. Form. Profr. 2019, 22, 1–12. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Committee of Ministers. Recommendation No. R (98) 5 of the Committee of Ministers to Member States Concerning Heritage; Council of Europe: Strasbourg, France, 1998. [Google Scholar]

	



Committee of Ministers. Recommendation of the Committee of Ministers to Member States on the European Cultural Heritage Strategy for the 21st Century; Council of Europe: Strasbourg, France, 2017. [Google Scholar]

	



Martínez-Rodríguez, M. Heritage through music education: Approached in the primary education curriculum. Rev. Electron. Complut. Investig. Educ. Music. 2021, 18, 27–37. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Martínez-Rodríguez, M.; Fontal, O. Dealing with heritage as curricular content in Spain’s primary education. Curric. J. 2020, 31, 77–96. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



da Silva, R. Education, heritage and intercultural communication in public schools in southern Brazil. Educ. Soc. 2022, 43, e255256. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Scifoni, S. Heritage and education in Brazil: What is new? Educ. Soc. 2022, 43, e255310. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Edwards, B.; Edwards, B.B.; Griffiths, S.; Reynolds, F.F.; Stanford, A.; Woods, M. The Bryn Celli Ddu Minecraft Experience: A Workflow and Problem-Solving Case Study in the Creation of an Archaeological Reconstruction in Minecraft for Cultural Heritage Education. J. Comput. Cult. Herit. 2021, 14, 1–16. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Musinguzi, D.; Kibirige, I. The role of cultural and heritage education at Bakoni Malapa Open Air Museum: Demonstrations of cultural practices and craftwork techniques. Int. J. Intang. Herit. 2009, 4, 151–158. [Google Scholar]

	



Yan, W.; Chiou, S. The safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage from the perspective of civic participation: The informal education of chinese embroidery handicrafts. Sustainability 2021, 1, 4958. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Mattozzi, I. Currículo de história e educação para o patrimônio. Educ. Rev. 2008, 47, 135–155. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ott, M.; Pozzi, F. Towards a new era for cultural heritage education: Discussing the role of ICT. Comput. Hum. Behav. 2011, 27, 1365–1371. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Loboikov-Katz, A. Methodology for spatial-visual literacy (MSVL) in heritage education: Application to teacher training and interdisciplinary perspectives. Rev. Electron. Interuniv. Form. Profr. 2019, 22, 41–55. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Monteagudo-Fernández, J.; Gómez-Carrasco, C.J.; Chaparro-Sainz, Á. Heritage Education and Research in Museums. Conceptual, Intellectual and Social Structure within a Knowledge Domain (2000–2019). Sustainability 2021, 13, 6667. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gómez-Carrasco, C.J.; López-Facal, R.; Rodríguez-Medina, J. La investigación en Didáctica de las Ciencias Sociales en revistas españolas de Ciencias de la Educación. Un análisis bibliométrico (2007–2017). Didact. Cienc. Exp. Soc. 2019, 37, 67–88. Available online: http://hdl.handle.net/10347/21284 (accessed on 15 July 2022). [CrossRef]

	



Álvarez, D.; Marfil, R.; Báez, C. Impact research on training in mediation and education in museums: Analysis of the Web of Science. Rev. Electron. Interuniv. Form. Profr. 2019, 22, 121–144. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Börner, K.; Polley, D.E. Visual Insights: A Practical Guide to Making Sense of Data; MIT Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 2014. [Google Scholar]

	



UNESCO. World Heritage Education Programme; UNESCO: Paris, France, 1994; Available online: https://whc.unesco.org/en/wheducation/ (accessed on 5 June 2023).

	



Van Eck, N.J.; Waltman, L. Software survey: VOSviewer, a computer program for bibliomatric mapping. Scientometrics 2010, 84, 523–538. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Barghi, R.; Zakaria, Z.; Hamzah, A.; Hashim, N. Heritage education in the Primary School Standard Curriculum of Malaysia. Teach. Teach. Educ. 2017, 61, 124–131. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Barthes, A.; Blanc-Maximin, S. What are the developments in the french schools for heritage education? Rev. Des. Sci. L Educ. 2017, 43, 85–115. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Castrillo, J.; Gillate, I.; Luna, U.; Ibáñez-Etxeberria, A. Processes of turning historical memory into heritage. The case of trainee teachers. Educ. Soc. 2002, 43, e255217. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Castro-Fernández, B.; Jiménez-Esquinas, G.; López-Facal, R. Teacher Training Via Debate on the Way of St. James as Controversial Heritage. Front. Educ. 2022, 6, 823122. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gómez-Carrasco, C.J.; Miralles-Martínez, P.; Fontal, O.; Ibáñez-Etxeberria, A. Cultural heritage and methodological approaches-an analysis through initial training of history teachers (Spain-England). Sustainability 2020, 12, 933. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Fontal, O.; Martínez-Rodríguez, M.; Ballesteros, T.; Cepeda, J. Perceptions on the use of heritage in the teaching of Art Education. A study with future teachers of Primary Education. Rev. Electron. Interuniv. Form. Profr. 2021, 96, 67–86. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bosić, N.; Mihić, I.G. Cultural and arts education—Project benčić youth council. Ge-Conservación 2017, 1, 224–229. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cuenca, J.M.; Molina-Puche, S.; Martín-Cáceres, M. Identity, citizenship and heritage. Comparative analysis of education treatment in museums in the United States of America and Spain. Arbor-Cienc. Pensam. Cult. 2018, 194, a447. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Puri, Z.; Cavalcanti, A.D.H. Memories of life, indigenous ancestry and sacred arts as practices of education. Identidade 2019, 24, 80–96. [Google Scholar]

	



Fontal, O.; Martínez-Rodríguez, M. An analysis of educational designs in intangible cultural heritage programmes: The case of Spain. Int. J. Intang. Herit. 2018, 13, 190–202. [Google Scholar]

	



Grammatikopoulou, A.; Laraba, S.; Sahbenderoglu, O.; Dimitropoulos, K.; Douka, S.; Grammalidis, N. An adaptive framework for the creation of exergames for intangible cultural heritage (ICH) education. J. Comput. Educ. 2019, 6, 417–450. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Wang, C. Building a network for preserving intangible cultural heritage through education: A study of Indonesian batik. Int. J. Art Des. Educ. 2019, 38, 398–415. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Grever, M.; de Bruijn, P.; van Boxtel, C. Negotiating historical distance: Or, how to deal with the past as a foreign country in heritage education. Paedagog. Hist. 2012, 48, 873–887. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Alves, L.A.; Pinto, H. History education through heritage: Challenging teacher training. Rev. Electron. Interuniv. Form. Profr. 2019, 22, 71–81. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Aerila, J.; Ronkko, M.; Gronman, S. Field trip to a historic house museum with preschoolers: Stories and crafts as tools for cultural heritage education. Visit. Stud. 2016, 19, 144–155. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Apaydin, V. Effective or not? Success or failure? Assessing heritage and archaeological education programmes—The case of Çatalhöyük. Int. J. Herit. Stud. 2016, 22, 828–843. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Quijano, I.E. Heritage Education in Pre-colonial Settlements: Are There Differences in Learning According to Presentation Models of Archaeological Sites? Rev. Electr. Educare. 2022, 26, 150–173. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Fontal, O.; García-Ceballos, S.; Arias, B.; Arias, V.B. Assessing the quality of heritage education programs: Construction and calibration of the Q-edutage scale. Rev. Psicodidact. 2019, 24, 31–38. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cho, H.; Jolley, A. Museum education for children with disabilities: Development of the nature senses traveling trunk. J. Mus. Educ. 2016, 41, 220–229. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Janssenswillen, P.; Meeus, W.; Vinckx, E.; Leenen, S. Making heritage accessible to a diverse public multiperspective in heritage education. Volkskunde 2019, 120, 5–24. [Google Scholar]

	



Alkateb, M. Non-traditional education using cultural heritage: A case study from Syria. Int. J. Educ. Art. 2013, 9, 189–204. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Maksimovic, A.; Milutinovic, J. The school museum as a tool for building a bridge between the national and European cultural heritage in Vojvodina: A case study of the Serbian Orthodox gymnasium in Novi Sad (1810–1918). Hist. Educ. Child. Lit. 2019, 14, 127–144. [Google Scholar]

	



Poce, A.; Agrusti, F.; Re, M.R. Mooc design and heritage education. Developing soft and work-based skills in higher education students. J. E-Learn. Knowl. 2017, 13, 97–107. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Rivero, P.; Fontal, O.; García-Ceballos, S.; Martínez-Rodríguez, M. Heritage education in the archaeological sites. An identity approach in the museum of Calatayud. Curator Mus. J. 2018, 61, 315–326. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Fontal, O.; Ibáñez-Etxeberria, A. Research on heritage education. Evolution and current state through analysis of high impact indicators. Rev. Educ. 2017, 375, 184–214. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Khawajkie, E.; Pavlic, B.; Titchen, S.; Hag, J. World heritage in young hands. Nat. Resour. J. 1999, 35, 34–42. [Google Scholar]

	



Lytridis, C.; Tsinakos, A. Using a commercial mobile application as a mobile learning platform. Commun. Comput. Inf. Sci. 2014, 479, 29–37. [Google Scholar]

	



Segobye, A.K. Weaving fragments of the past for a united Africa: Reflections on the place of african archaeology in the development of the continent in the 21st century. S. Afr. Archaeol. Bull. 2005, 60, 79–83. [Google Scholar]

	



Kirk, J. Transferring cultural knowledge and skills: Afghan teachers for Afghan students in Montreal. Refuge 2006, 23, 45–50. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Punja, S. Teaching comparative religions in India through heritage. Mater. Relig. 2010, 6, 156–165. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Estepa, J.; Ferreras, M.; López, I.; Morón, H. Análisis del patrimonio presente en los libros de textoobstáculos, dificultades y propuestas. Rev. Educ. 2011, 355, 573–588. [Google Scholar]

	



Galletti, F. The international feast of the history. A concrete project for the dissemination of history and heritage. Almatourism 2017, 8, 258–266. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Nocus, I.; Guimard, P.; Vernaudon, J.; Paia, M.; Cosnefroy, O.; Florin, A. Effectiveness of a heritage educational program for the acquisition of oral and written french and tahitian in french polynesia. Teach. Teach. Educ. 2012, 28, 21–31. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kintanar, A.N.; Barretto-Tesoro, G. Raising heritage consciousness in Pinagbayanan, San Juan, Batangas, Philippines. SPAFA J. 2020, 4, 1–25. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Russi, A.; Kieffer-Døssing, A.; Endreffy, M. Cultural mediation in heritage education: Ethnographic collections in possible dialogues between universities, museums and the Katxuyana Amerindians. Acesso Livre 2016, 6, 90–105. [Google Scholar]

	



Vicent, N.; Luna, U. Heritagization of the (un)known. A heritage project for elementary education teacher training. Ensayos 2019, 34, 41–53. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Fontal, O. The Spanish Heritage Education Observatory. Cult. Educ. 2016, 28, 254–266. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Meier, C.; Saorin, J.L.; de la Torre-Cantero, J.; Bonnet de Leon, A.; Melgar, M. Building a virtual world in minecraft for learning urban sculptural heritage. Rev. Latinoam. Tecnol. Educ.-Relatec 2016, 15, 83–97. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hu, X.; Ng, J.; Lee, J.H. VR creation experience in cultural heritage education: A preliminary exploration. Proc. Assoc. Inf. Sci. Technol. 2019, 56, 422–426. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kassim, M.H.; Abdullah, F.; Denan, Z.; Arafat, K.A. Physical versus augmented reality model: Comparative study toward learning experiences at heritage studies gallery. Adv. Sci. Lett. 2017, 23, 890–893. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Luna, U.; Rivero, P.; Vicent, N. Augmented reality in heritage apps: Current trends in Europe. Appl. Sci. 2019, 9, 2756. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ferrer-Pens, J.; Colomer-Rubio, J.C. Heritage education and stereoscopic photography: Didactic proposal. Res. Educ. Learn. Innov. Arch.-Realia 2019, 22, 45–57. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Argyriou, L.; Economou, D.; Bouki, V. Design methodology for 360° immersive video applications: The case study of a cultural heritage virtual tour. Pers. Ubiquitous Comput. 2020, 24, 843–859. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Simsek, G.; Acar, E.; Atalan, N.; Elitok, A. Exploring the role of the city as a learning environment for heritage education. METU J. Fac. Archit. 2013, 30, 105–135. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Fontal, O.; Martínez-Rodríguez, M. Evaluation of educational programmes on Intangible Cultural Heritage. Estud. Pedagóg. 2017, 43, 69–89. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Chin, K.Y.; Lee, K.F.; Chen, Y.L. Effects of a ubiquitous guide-learning system on cultural heritage course students’ performance and motivation. IEEE Trans. Learn. Technol. 2020, 13, 52–62. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Aso, B.; Navarro-Neri, I.; García-Ceballos, S.; Rivero, P. Quality requirements for implementing augmented reality in heritage spaces: Teachers’ perspective. J. Res. Educ. Sci. 2021, 11, 405. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cozzani, G.; Pozzi, F.; Dagnino, F.M.; Katos, A.V.; Katsouli, E.F. Innovative technologies for intangible cultural heritage education and preservation: The case of i-Treasures. Pers. Ubiquitous Comput. 2017, 21, 253–265. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ibáñez-Etxeberria, A.; Kortabitarte, A.; de Castro, P.; Gillate, I. Digital competence using heritage theme apps in the DigComp framework. Rev. Electron. Interuniv. Form. Profr. 2019, 22, 13–27. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ato, M.; López, J.J.; Benavente, A. A classification system for research designs in psychology. An. Psicol. 2013, 29, 1038–1059. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bisquerra, A. Metodología de la Investigación Educativa; La Muralla: Calpe, España, 2004. [Google Scholar]

	



Matthews, R.; Rasheed, Q.H.; Palmero, M.; Fobbe, S.; Nováček, K.; Mohammed-Amin, R.; Mülh, S.; Richardson, A. Heritage and cultural healing: Iraq in a post-Daesh era. Int. J. Herit. Stud. 2020, 26, 120–141. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Trinh, T.T.; Ryan, C.; Bu, H.D. Heritage, education and processes of change in Vietnamese rural tourism: A case study from Hội An. J. Vacat. Mark. 2022, 26, 378–394. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Conde, J.; Armas, X. Social representations of primary education students on heritage. Study by the word association. Rev. Electron. Interuniv. Form. Profr. 2019, 94, 187–201. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Monzo, R.; Jardon, P.; Pérez, C.I. Analysis of an inclusive leisure experience for older people suffering from dementia and alzheimer’s disease at the museu comarcal de L’horta sud (torrent, valencia). Ensayos 2019, 34, 149–162. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hardy, M.D. The Southeast Archeological Center at 50—New directions towards community engagement and heritage education. J. Community Archaeol. 2015, 2, 208–220. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Marañón, R. Eno-culture and identity: The installation as a new methodology in artistic research and heritage education. Athenea 2018, 18, 431–450. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Marañón, R. The beating of heritages: Capturing colective narratives. Ensayos 2019, 34, 17–28. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lucas, L.; Delgado-Algarra, E.J. The postmodern teacher of social sciences: A model of good practices in heritage education. Rev. Iberoam. Sobre Calid. Efic. Cambio Educ. 2020, 18, 27–45. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Stake, R.E. Investigación Con Estudios de Casos, 5th ed.; Morata: Madrid, Spain, 2010. [Google Scholar]

	



Simons, H. El Estudio de Caso: Teoría y Práctica; Morata: Madrid, Spain, 2011. [Google Scholar]

	



Fontal, A.; Ibáñez-Etxeberria, A.; Martínez-Rodríguez, M.; Rivero, P. El patrimonio como contenido en la etapa de Primaria: Del currículum a la formación de maestros. Rev. Electron. Interuniv. Form. Profr. 2017, 20, 79–94. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Martínez-Rodríguez, M.; Hernández-De la Cruz, J.M.; Aso, B.; Ciriza, C.D. Musical Heritage as a Means of Sustainable Development: Perceptions in Students Studying for a Degree in Primary Education. Sustainability 2022, 14, 6138. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Smith, L. Uses of Heritage; Routledge: London, UK, 2006. [Google Scholar]

	



Council of Europe. Council of Europe Framework Convention on the Value of Cultural Heritage for Society 27-X-2005; Council of Europe Treaty Series, 199; Council of Europe: Strasbourg, France, 2005; Available online: https://rm.coe.int/CoERMPublicCommonSearchServices/DisplayDCTMContent?documentId=0900001680083746 (accessed on 5 March 2023).

	



Aria, M.; Cuccurullo, C. Bibliometrix: An R-tool for comprehensive science mapping analysis. J. Informetr. 2017, 11, 959–975. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]








[image: Heritage 06 00372 g001] 





Figure 1. Sample flow diagram. 






Figure 1. Sample flow diagram.



[image: Heritage 06 00372 g001]







[image: Heritage 06 00372 g002] 





Figure 2. Network of co-occurrences resulting from the analysis of key words in network visualization. 
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Table 1. Summary of basic results of the whole dataset.
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	Description
	Results





	Documents
	223



	Sources (Journals, Books, etc.)
	133



	Keywords Plus (ID)
	130



	Author’s Keywords (DE)
	617



	Period
	1999–2022



	Average citations per documents
	2.121



	Authors
	403



	Author Appearances
	529



	Authors of single-authored documents
	55



	Authors of multi-authored documents
	348



	Single-authored documents
	60



	Documents per Author
	5.53



	Authors per Document
	1.81



	Co-Authors per Documents
	2.37



	Collaboration Index
	2.13



	Document types
	



	Article
	219



	Article; EARLY ACCESS
	3



	Article; PROCEEDINGS PAPER
	1










 





Table 2. Research genealogies and thematic subfields expanded from [56].
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Genealogies

	
Thematic Subfields (TS)






	
1. (Re) Conceptualizing genealogy

	
1.1. Theoretical review




	
1.2. Legislative, curricular, and textbook treatment




	
1.3. Acquired conceptions (students, management, and teachers, etc.)




	
2. Didactic-contextual genealogy of research

	
2.1. Proposals for heritage education in formal educational settings




	
2.2. Educational museography




	
2.3. Proposals for heritage education in localized, non-formal settings




	
2.4. Resources for the teaching of heritage-related contents




	
3. Evaluative genealogy of research

	
3.1. Evaluation of educational programs and actions




	
3.2. Evaluation of learning outcomes




	
3.3. Evaluation of educational tools and resources




	
4. Teacher training genealogy of research

	




	
5. Genealogy of instrumental research

	











 





Table 3. Classification of heritage education research methodologies, methods, and techniques.
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Methodologies

	
Methods (M)

	
Techniques






	
1. Theoretical

	
1.1. Narrative Review

	
Document categorization and analysis; predominantly qualitative content analysis.




	
1.2. Systematic Review




	
1.3. Systematic Quantitative Review

	
Meta-analysis; predominantly qualitative data and content analysis.




	
2. Instrumental

	
2.1. Instrument design

	
Psychometric procedures: instrument, test, and scale design; calibration, validation, and expert judgement.




	
3. Methodological

(didactic—methodical)

	
3.1. Educational design

	
Explanatory, structurally designed, and didactic planning. Design, analysis, and simulation. Review of methodological procedures.




	
3.2. New methodology

	
Design of new methods and systematic review. Design of new evaluation methods; design or implementation. Review of methodological procedures.




	
4. Empirical

	
4.1. Experimental

	
Instruments for data quantification (manipulation of variables), tests, and value scales.




	
4.2. Quasi-experimental

	
Pretest–Posttest control groups.




	
4.3. Ex post facto

	




	
4.4. Non-Experimental

(Observational Survey)

	
Systematic observation, surveys, and questionnaires.




	
5. Humanistic-interpretive

	
5.1. Ethnographic

	
Strategies for the collection of predominantly qualitative information: observation, interviews, focus group, field diary, recordings, and document analysis.




	
5.2. Case study




	
5.3. Grounded theory




	
5.4. Phenomenological




	
6. Sociocritical

	
6.1. Action Research

	
Combines instruments and techniques from both approaches.




	
6.2. Evaluative Research




	
7. Arts-based

	
7.1. Artistic Processes

	
Uses the strategies of the humanistic-interpretive methodology, while resorting to the development or implementation of artistic processes.
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