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ABSTRACT 

Often the presentation and interpretation of archaeological sites is overlooked as 

an important element of site management planning, despite their potential to aid 

in site preservation. Site management planning often incorporates these aspects, 

at varying levels, but usually as secondary to ‘more important’ problems, such as 

conservation or research. This separation leads to minimal collaboration and 

results in a fragmented, and often unsustainable, management process. 

Presentation and interpretation are normally linked to tourism and the visitor 

experience; while there is an awareness of their other benefits, these are poorly 

understood.  

Employing a qualitative research methodology, this research used Pompeii and 

the Vesuvian sites as case studies to investigate the extent to which presentation 

and interpretation can be effective tools for site preservation, while still fulfilling 

the objectives of visitor management, communication, and engagement. Data 

was collected through interviews, visitor observations, and analysis of text and 

documents, to understand the visitor experience, the values and interests of 

stakeholders, and the complex socio-economic and political frameworks in which 

the sites must function.  

The results show that the current presentation and interpretation at the Vesuvian 

sites is inadequate; neither using the sites to their potential or sufficiently 

engaging visitors. This is due in part to a lack of understanding of what visitors 

want from their visit, but it is also the direct result of poor collaboration amongst 

stakeholders and fragmentation within the management process. This study 

proposes the integration of presentation and interpretation alongside the other 

elements of site management—conservation, research, and maintenance for 

example. Integration, early on in management process, creates the potential to 

overcome the fragmentation between management planning elements, and for 

presentation and interpretation to be a sustainable tool for preservation. 
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1 Introduction  

Site management has at its core the physical preservation of cultural heritage 

sites for future generations. Central to this preservation is the interpretation and 

presentation of archaeological sites, particularly at archaeological sites open to 

tourism. The relationship between conservation and tourism is often seen as 

antagonistic, and while site management planning incorporates presentation and 

interpretation at varying levels, they are predominantly associated with economic 

benefits or visitor numbers (Silberman and Callebaut 2006, 74-80). Focus on 

these quantifiable, and often superficial, benefits can lead to problems if the 

presentation and interpretation are not understood alongside the other elements 

of site management such as conservation, on-going research, and community 

engagement. The gap between viewing presentation as ‘entertainment’ or as a 

means of financial gains, and its more complex uses, is a problem that needs to 

be addressed to ensure holistic and sustainable site management. This gap is 

particularly evident in the relationship between research, conservation, and 

interpretation and presentation. These elements are often approached 

independently during the planning process despite their close links. Separation of 

the elements during planning leads to minimal collaboration between the different 

aspects of site management and results in a fragmented and often unsustainable 

management process. Site management has a greater potential to be 

sustainable through active and holistic planning that considers the wide range of 

elements impacting archaeological sites. This research is concerned with looking 

beyond the commonly accepted uses of presentation and interpretation and 

delves deeper into their role as tools central to the success of long term site 

preservation. Using the southern Italian archaeological sites of Pompeii, 

Herculaneum and the surrounding villas as a case-study, this research 

investigates to what extent presentation and interpretation can be effective tools 

for site preservation while still fulfilling the objectives of visitor management, 

communication, and engagement  
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1.1 Why this Research 

In this research the archaeological sites in the Vesuvian region are used to 

investigate the presentation and interpretation at archaeological sites, and its 

relationship with the conservation of these sites. The choice for this as the case 

study is both personal and due to their potential to provide valuable data for this 

research. On a personal level, this research came about from working at Pompeii 

over a period of nine years as a student, and later as a researcher during my MA 

in Field Archaeology. While working at the site I became aware of two major 

issues: the decaying level of preservation at the site, and, despite the depth and 

scope of research conducted, little of this was communicated to non-academic 

audiences. From this experience a deeper interest in the general management of 

sites developed and, specifically, how presentation and interpretation were 

approached within this management. 

Initially I went into this research purely interested in the process of interpretation 

on the sites; however, after the collapse of the Schola Armaturarum one month 

after I began my PhD efforts, my interest broadened into understanding the more 

complex roles of presentation and interpretation among the wide range of 

stakeholders and the management process as a whole. This, along with 

subsequent events, necessitated a change in the scope of this research and as a 

result it developed into a case study of interpretation as a tool for conservation 

within values-based management, and looking further into the full management 

processes at the Vesuvian sites.   
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The complexity of problems surrounding site management is nowhere more 

apparent than at the archaeological sites in the Vesuvian region. The problems 

and needs of these sites have gained increasing attention after the collapse of 

the building referred to as the Schola Armaturarum in November 2010. The 

collapse of the Schola was followed by a number of smaller collapses that 

sparked an international discussion on the state of conservation at the Vesuvian 

sites, and Italy’s ability to manage its cultural heritage as the whole (anon 2013; 

Pisa 2010; Pullella 2010). The media frenzy that followed has, in many ways, 

sensationalised these collapses by calling the management of the sites a 

disgrace to Italy, and by casting accusations of neglect at the Italian government. 

While the problems faced by the Vesuvian sites are certainly extreme, the current 

situation highlights the complexity of archaeological site management processes 

and provides an important test of contemporary management approaches from 

which larger lessons can be learnt. While the specifics of this research are unique 

to the Vesuvian sites, the data and subsequent results can provide an 

understanding of the potential uses of presentation and interpretation at other 

locations. The complex administrative and political frameworks and the limited 

resources represent problems that heritage sites around the world face.  
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Within the Vesuvian region there is a range of sites available to allow for 

comparisons: large, highly visited sites such as Pompeii1 to smaller, rarely visited 

sites such as the villas at Stabia. Such a range within the same management 

framework provides the opportunity to determine how heritage authorities 

approach different sites within the system, showing how priorities and values can 

impact holistic approaches to heritage management. The Vesuvian sites were 

chosen as a case study for this research topic because they have a long and 

complex modern history of site management including research, conservation, 

and interpretation that started with their original excavations in the 

mid-eighteenth century. From the earliest excavations of the sites, decisions 

regarding one have directly impacted the other. This close relationship is still 

present at the Vesuvian sites; and the ability to trace its evolution over a span of 

250 years provides an important dataset for understanding the shifting trends and 

values in conservation, cultural tourism, and research at archaeological sites.  

1.2 Presentation and Interpretation within Modern Site 
Management 

In recent years values-based archaeological site management has become the 

norm for many cultural management authorities. This values-based approach to 

management aims to give consideration, although not necessarily equal 

credence, to all stakeholder values and interests through the planning process. 

Values-based management planning is used to identify appropriate management 

policies and methods for managing a site in a holistic and sustainable way 

(Sullivan and de la Torre 1997, 15). The planning process includes the 

development of strategies and decision making tools concerning a range of 

practices: conservation, maintenance, on-going research, visitor services, and 

education and outreach programmes. Presentation and interpretation are 

                                            

1
 In this thesis, Pompeii (–ii) refers to the ancient, archaeological site. Pompei (-i) refers to the 

modern town which surrounds the archaeological site.  
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primarily associated with visitor services and educational elements of site 

management including interpretation panels, visitor centres, and other aspects 

related to the visitor experience. Limiting presentation and interpretation to these 

aspects places them in a secondary role to seemingly ‘more important’ site 

management elements such as conservation and research (Castellanos and 

Descamps 2008; Cunliffe 2006; Demas 2002; Silberman and Callebaut 2006).  

The separation between these considerations is misleading: all acts of site 

management, including research and conservation, are interpretive decisions 

and thus should not be approached separately from presentation and 

interpretation planning. When integrated alongside these other elements, 

presentation and interpretation are important preservation tools that can be 

utilised on multiple levels to ensure sustainable site management (Silberman and 

Callebaut 2006; Sivan 1998).  

The first level is the easily recognizable aspects of on-site presentation such as 

visitor management and engagement which can help mitigate much of the 

damage caused by visitors (Jones and Longstreth 2002). The physical 

presentation of a site directly impacts how visitors treat that site. For example, if a 

site appears to be uncared for it can give the impression that anything goes, and 

visitors are more likely to carry out destructive behaviours during their visit, such 

as entering closed off areas or touching delicate frescos (Palumbo 2002). Such 

destruction can also be the result of bored or uninterested visitors, who would be 

less likely to be conscious of the impacts of their actions (see Chapter 2.4). While 

these aspects of site presentation and interpretation are more easily identified, 

they still require careful planning and implementation because poor or 

inadequate presentation can negatively impact the conservation of a site.  
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On a second level presentation and interpretation are important tools for 

collaboration between stakeholders, an essential component of site 

management. The very nature of presentation and interpretation is collaborative 

and, ideally, the result of communication between the stakeholders and 

management authority. However, the previously mentioned fragmentation within 

site management results in presentation and interpretation being carried out 

without collaboration between the elements of site management, and without 

communication amongst the wide range of stakeholders. While not as easily 

documented, these elements can impact on important social relationships that 

are essential for sustainable management. For example, at an internationally 

visited world heritage site where the presentation is primarily aimed at 

international audiences, local communities can be left feeling that decisions are 

made without their consultation and a divide can grow between the management 

authorities and those local communities. Silberman and Callebaut suggest that 

these modern social functions of presentation plays an integral role in the 

success or failure of the preservation of a site (2010, 43). Presentation and 

interpretation’s function in modern society include many things: the relationships 

between various communities, the priorities of local inhabitants, and how 

individuals identify with the site, for example.  

Finally, the integration of presentation and interpretation into the management 

planning process provides the means of harnessing support for research and 

conservation activities. Through interpretation it is possible to raise awareness 

and understanding of not just the archaeological site itself, but also of the site 

management process and how decisions are made. This integration assists the 

planning process in becoming a part of the interpretive experience and enables a 

means of prioritising resources, decision making, and engaging stakeholders 

resulting in a holistic approach to management.  
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The relationship between presentation and tourism needs to be understood fully 

in order for the presentation of a site to be effective as a sustainable tool. The 

relationship of presentation and interpretation with the other elements of site 

management, and the wide range of stakeholders, is equally important. 

Presentation and interpretation requires a consideration of the array of values 

and significance stakeholders ascribe to the sites, as well their networks and 

relationships. How stakeholders value a site and their personal and professional 

interests can affect the success or failure of management planning and the long 

term preservation of a site.  

This research looks to address the gap between viewing presentation and 

interpretation solely in conjunction with tourism, and looking at the wider range of 

benefits that can shared by all stakeholders, including more communicative and 

integrated management planning. While the importance of presentation and 

interpretation has been increasingly recognised as a key aspect of holistic site 

management theory (Millar 1989; Moscardo 1996; Silberman and Callebaut 

2006; Silberman 2009; Sivan 1998; Timothy and Boyd 2006), there have been 

few case studies to understand their role in the planning process as a whole in 

real life situations.  
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1.3 Defining Presentation and Interpretation 

Many of the problems surrounding the presentation and interpretation of 

archaeological sites and their uses within site management stem from a lack of 

clear understanding of what presentation and interpretation actually are. These 

are not straightforward concepts; words such as dissemination and 

popularization are just as commonly used as presentation and interpretation, and 

are often used interchangeably (Silberman 2009, 8). The inconsistency in 

definition and use of the terms has led to the development of the ICOMOS 

Charter for the Interpretation of Cultural Heritage Sites (ICOMOS 2008b). The 

aim of the Ename charter is to put forth an international set of professional 

standards to guide heritage professionals with decision-making regarding the 

presentation and interpretation of cultural heritage sites. This charter has seven 

principles and objectives ‘upon which Interpretation and Presentation — in 

whatever form or medium is deemed appropriate in specific circumstances — 

should be based’ (Figure 1; www.enamecharter.org). 

The Ename charter was the first step towards developing a standardised 

understanding of the elements of presentation and interpretation. It defines 

presentation as the ‘carefully planned arrangement of information and physical 

access to a cultural heritage site, usually by scholars, design firms, and heritage 

professionals. As such, it is largely a one-way mode of communication.’ 

Interpretation is defined as ‘the totality of activity, reflection, research, and 

creativity stimulated by a cultural heritage site’ and includes the input and 

involvement of visitors, community groups, and other stakeholders (ICOMOS 

2008b). This definition views interpretation as a ‘complex public exercise…an 

ongoing process of relating to the past’ (Silberman 2009, 7) Presentation is seen 

as the communication of information by professionals to the public, whereas 

interpretation is a continual process that involves input from the full range of 

stakeholders (Figure 2).  

 

http://www.enamecharter.org/
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Principle 1: 
Access and 
Understanding 

Facilitate understanding and appreciation of cultural heritage sites 
and foster public awareness and engagement in the need for their 
protection and conservation. 

Principle 2: 
Soundness of 
Information 
Sources 

Communicate the meaning of cultural heritage sites to a range of 
audiences through careful, documented recognition of 
significance, through accepted scientific and scholarly methods as 
well as from living cultural traditions.  

Principle 3: 
Attention to 
Setting and 
Context 

Safeguard the tangible and intangible values of cultural heritage 
sites in their natural and cultural settings and social contexts. 

Principle 4: 
Preservation 
of Authenticity 

Respect the authenticity of cultural heritage sites, by 
communicating the significance of their historic fabric and cultural 
values and protecting them from the adverse impact of intrusive 
interpretative infrastructure, visitor pressure, inaccurate or 
inappropriate interpretation.  

Principle 5: 
Planning for 
Sustainability 

Contribute to the sustainable conservation of cultural heritage 
sites, through promoting public understanding of, and participation 
in, ongoing conservation efforts, ensuring long-term maintenance 
of the interpretative infrastructure and regular review of its 
interpretativecontents.  

Principle 6: 
Concern for 
Inclusiveness 

Encourage inclusiveness in the interpretation of cultural heritage 
sites, by facilitating the involvement of stakeholders and 
associated communities in the development and implementation 
of interpretative programmes. 

Principle 7: 
Research, 
Training and 
Evaluation 

Develop technical and professional guidelines for heritage 
interpretation and presentation, including technologies, research, 
and training. Such guidelines must be appropriate and sustainable 
in their social contexts. 

Figure 1 The Principles and Objectives of the Ename Charter (ICOMOS 2008, 3). 
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The preamble to the Ename Charter states that previous ICOMOS charters 

‘implicitly acknowledge that every act of heritage conservation—within all the 

world’s cultural traditions - is by its nature a communicative act’ (ICOMOS 2008b, 

7). Archaeologists, conservators, and other stakeholder groups such as 

governmental agencies can all serve as presenters of information even if it is not 

their overt intention. However, the Ename Charter uses the words planned, 

intended, and specifically to define presentation and interpretation, thus limiting 

them to only the intentional and planned communication. Without considering the 

elements of unintentional presentation there is greater chance of conflicting 

messages. This research looks at presentation and interpretation from a broader 

viewpoint that includes both informative and interpretive messages, and both 

interpretive and non-interpretive interventions, in on-site presentation and off site. 

It is this totality of presentation and interpretation process that this research is 

investigating (Figure 3). 

•The full range of potential activities intended to 
heighten awareness and enhance understanding of 
cultural sites. 

Interpretation 

•Denotes the carefully planned communication of 
interpretive content. 

Presentation 

•Physical installations, facilities, and areas at, or 
connected with a cultural heritage site that may be 
specifically utilized for the purpose of interpretation 
and presentation. 

Interpretative 
Infrastructure 

Figure 2 Definitions of Interpretation, Presentation and Interpretive Infrastructure as put 
forth by the Ename Charter (ICOMOS 2008b) 
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Figure 3 is slightly misleading in referring to some of the elements as 

non-interpretive; it would be more correct to refer to them as unintentionally 

interpretive, since as stated above, all management, conservation, and research 

decisions are interpretive (Hodder et al. 2008). Thus this research considers it 

important to address how decisions are made regarding the presentation and 

interpretation of sites since this process affects the way stakeholders perceive 

the site, each-other, and the management authority that is responsible for the 

site. What is communicated to the audiences and what is not, are not objective 

presentations but interpretations of stakeholder values that are the result of being 

sifted through multiple sieves (Hodder 2013). If presentation and interpretation 

are to be utilised as tools for conservation, the relationship between these 

different elements needs to be investigated to address any crossover between 

the differing aspects of site management, such as conservation, research, local 

community engagement, and visitor services and communication. Thus this 

research expands on the definitions put forth by the Ename Charter by taking 

consideration of the unintentional acts of presentation and interpretation.  

 

Interpretive Messages 

•On-site signage, guide books, and information provided by tour guides 

•Community events, conferences, engagement activities.  

Non-Interpretive Messages 

•Non-interpretative information such as directions or availability of services. 

•Physical and intellectual access, participatory management. 

Interpretive Interventions 

•Interventions made for explicit interpretation (reconstructions, replicas, etc) 

Non-interpretive Interventions 

•Interventions made for non-interpretive reasons (fences, access ramps, facilities, 
scaffolding, etc.) 

Figure 3 The range of different elements of presentation and interpretation this research 

investigates. This includes both activities on-site and off-site, and in practice these 
activities often overlap. 
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1.4 Research Question 

Using Pompeii and other Vesuvian sites as a case study, this research seeks to 

develop a more complete understanding of the benefits of presentation and 

interpretation when integrated with management activities. Integration includes 

gaining a deeper understanding of the visitor experience, improvement of 

communicating values effectively, and understanding the complex 

socio-economic and political frameworks in which sites must function. When 

presentation and interpretation of archaeological sites are approached 

separately, there is a tendency for them to be carried out in a non-sustainable 

manner. However, if integrated alongside the other elements of site 

management—conservation, research, and maintenance—there is the ability to 

overcome the fragmentation between the management planning elements and 

for presentation and interpretation to be sustainable. 

The very nature of presentation and interpretation is that of communication; 

however, the identification of values and subsequent decisions regarding how 

they are prioritised and interpreted is a complex process. The use of presentation 

and interpretation as a tool to communicate values; thus aiding in prioritising 

decisions is an underutilised tool. Sustainable and holistic site management 

requires flexibility and the ability to evolve along with the values and interests of 

the stakeholders, which is achieved through open communication. This research 

investigates this issue through the following research question:  

When incorporated into site management planning, to what extent can 
presentation and interpretation be effective tools for site preservation 
while still fulfilling the objectives of visitor management, communication, 
and engagement? 
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This research question aims to investigate how the primary objectives of 

presentation--visitor management, communication, and engagement—might be 

effectively be used to aid in sustainable long-term preservation of archaeological 

sites. One of the aspects of this research is the relationship between the visitor 

experience and the conservation of a site (Chapter 6). Nevertheless, as 

presentation and interpretation are not concerned solely with visitors to 

archaeological sites, this research looks to understand the relationship between 

presentation and the wider range of stakeholders. Presentation has the ability to 

serve as a tool for communicating diverse values, current research, and other 

important elements such as conservation.  

It is often the case that the stakeholders who have the power to make the 

management and funding decisions can have vastly different values and 

priorities from those working more closely with the site or living in the local 

communities. In order to achieve a sustainable approach to heritage 

management it is necessary to understand how these decisions are made and to 

identify any limitations that are present in the heritage authority, as well as who is 

making the decisions and the values reflected in their decisions (Chapter 7), 

particularly in a highly centralised or state authority such as in Italy.   

However, this can only be done if these are openly identified and communicated 

between stakeholder groups (Chapter 8). Establishing avenues of 

communication between stakeholders is essential, but is often difficult as 

stakeholders often have conflicting priorities. Another key limitation is that 

communication often does not occur without established venues. This can be due 

to stakeholders not feeling that communication and collaboration are priorities to 

them, poor relations between groups, or, perhaps, that there is no formal venue 

or requirement to communicate between groups. There are also limitations within 

the political and socio-economic frameworks in which site management must 

function.  
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1.5 Research Approach 

Chapter One has served as an introduction to this research and provided some 

background regarding the need for this research looking at the role of 

presentation and interpretation within archaeological site management and 

problems with the uses of both. Research aims and question have been 

addressed in, outlining the primary research question and what this research is 

seeking to investigate.  

Chapter Two addresses the theoretical frameworks in which this research is 

placed. This chapter examines the history of the development of conservation 

theory in Europe, from the Enlightenment to today, with special reference to its 

development in Italy. From there discussion moves to values-based 

management strategies for heritage sites, and necessary steps of the 

management planning process along with challenges faced by site managers. 

Following on this is a brief section on the threats to archaeological heritage; the 

rational on why we must manage sites and the methods used. The fifth section 

looks at the relationship between the presentation of archaeological sites and 

visitors; with special attention paid to the theory of engaging visitors while at 

archaeological sites. And the final section draws this theory together; defining the 

idea of holistic management and its relevance to this thesis.  

Chapter Three explains the methodology and methods used in this research. 

Due to the desire to collect in-depth information and investigate the underlying 

issues regarding presentation and interpretation, this research uses primarily 

qualitative research methods including interviews, observations, and textual 

analysis.  

Chapter Four is a brief, yet detailed, history of the case study of the Vesuvian 

sites. This chapter looks at the origins of the sites, from their early development to 

the mid-twentieth century. The focus of Chapter Four is to provide the context for 

understanding the values ascribed to the sites; as well, it looks at the historical 

approaches to conservation and interpretation 
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Chapter Five provides the heritage management context in Italy and at the 

Vesuvian sites from the late-twentieth century to today. This looks at Italy’s 

approaches to cultural policy and the administrative structure of Il Ministro dei 

beni e delle attività culturali e del turismo, the national body responsible for the 

management and protection of cultural heritage in Italy. The organization and 

duties of the Soprintendenza speciale per i beni archeologici di Pompei, Ercolano 

e Stabia, who provides the day to day management of the Vesuvian sites, is also 

discussed.  

Chapter Six is the first of the chapters presenting the data collected in this 

research. This chapter provides an in-depth analysis of the current visitor 

experience at Pompeii. Data was collected through visitor interviews and 

observational studies with the intention of understanding the relationship 

between the presentation and interpretation, and conservation at Pompeii. This 

includes visitor impacts, how effective the current interpretation is at engaging 

visitors, and developing potential changes that can be made to ensure a 

sustainable visitor experience. 

Chapter Seven looks at the current situation at the Vesuvian sites in regards to 

decision making and priorities. As a centralised system, many of the decisions 

are made by those with the power; however, as is seen in chapter seven, this is 

not always sustainable. This chapter highlights the primary problems and 

potential solutions to working in this system. This is done through an analysis of 

the current heritage authority and the identification of their priorities though an 

in-depth look at how decisions are made and where resources are put. 
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Chapter Eight looks at the potential of collaboration in overcoming some of the 

fragmentation at the Vesuvian sites. It begins with an identification of 

stakeholders and analysis of the values they hold in the sites. The use of 

interview data, statistics, and published documents allows for a deeper 

understanding of the relationship between stakeholder values and decisions at 

the sites. The second half of the chapter focuses on determining the barriers that 

currently exist to establishing collaborative approaches to presentation and 

interpretation.  

Chapter Nine provides the discussion on the research question and looks at how 

presentation and interpretation can be utilised for site conservation. This chapter 

draws on both the theory and case study to develop an understanding of the 

benefits and potential of presentation and interpretation, as well as barriers to 

their sustainability.   
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2 Theoretical Background 
2.1 Introduction 

Archaeological ruins serve no practical purpose; unlike historic buildings they 

cannot be restored and reused for their original purpose. Their value lies in their 

dilapidated state and our interest is ‘beyond the historical and artistic importance 

that the remains of a given building may have; as the ephemeral traces of the 

human activity on earth, ruins are actually among the most evocative icons of 

times past’ (Rizzi 2007, xix). Archaeological ruins provide a more personal and 

social link to the past, a means of engaging and communicating the past with 

modern societies. The modern conservation of archaeological ruins has 

developed from their emergence as heritage, and the advancement of scientific 

investigation that has allowed us to extract more information from them. The 

concept of heritage has led to the need to preserve certain elements of society 

over others, and archaeological ruins are at the centre of this. David Lowenthal 

argues that archaeological sites become heritage due to their proximity to the 

beginning of time; modern societies use it to link themselves to the creator who 

made their ancestors (Lowenthal 1998, 6). The older the past is, the more 

compelling the claim. Classical ruins have been used for political legitimization in 

Mediterranean countries (Chapter 2.2.1; Chapter 4); and prehistoric archaeology 

was used in Nazi Germany as a means of legitimising Nazi claims of superiority 

over others. These examples represent extreme uses of archaeology in the 

nationalist sense; however, it is along these lines that archaeological sites 

emerged as having personal, national, and universal value to mankind.  
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Archaeological sites such as Pompeii and Herculaneum are viewed as direct 

links to the past (Chapter 4; Rizzi 2007); unlike historic buildings, the ruins of 

archaeological sites offer the chance to ‘study classical antiquity in the 

field….and reveal how they were built (Rizzi 2007, xx).  As the fields of science 

and technology advanced, archaeological sites have gained more value because 

of their ability to provide information about how cultures lived and developed. No 

longer are monumental archaeological sites the only interest; interest, now, has 

grown to include smaller sites that allow connections to be drawn across time and 

space. 

This thesis relies on the assumption that the archaeological sites of Pompeii, 

Herculaneum and the surrounding villas are cultural heritage sites, and thus 

should be preserved and presented to the public. This results from the idea that 

cultural heritage sites such as these hold value, and that they offer something to 

present and future societies. Their loss would have a negative impact on current 

and future generations. In order to interpret and present these sites, it is 

necessary to understand why they are deemed important and worthy of being 

managed. It is generally accepted that archaeological sites are conserved since 

their existence benefits current and future generations. They are a link with the 

past, a community identity, an educational experience, and, often, a source of 

income. There is no single benefit that can be deemed more important than the 

others, and this makes understanding why and how we preserve sites a complex 

process.  

This chapter provides the theoretical underpinnings of the research; the range of 

themes it covers is vast in order to highlight the importance of managing 

archaeological sites holistically. The chapter begins with a brief history of 

conservation in Europe and how historical trends developed into the way we 

approach site management today. This is followed by a further look at the roles of 

interpretation and presentation, which were touched upon in Chapter 1.2. 

Archaeological site management in today’s world is a complex and diverse 

process; this chapter, however, is limited to the themes that are particularly 

relevant to this research.  
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2.2 The Development of Conservation Theory in Europe 

To understand the modern theory and methods of archaeological site 

management it is necessary to go back to the origins of conservation. It is not my 

purpose to provide an exhaustive history of the field; this has already been done 

by notable scholars (see Ashurst 2007; Jokilehto 1999; Lowenthal 1981). This 

section provides an overview of the key theoretical trends that led to the way we 

approach site management today. There is evidence of the repair of buildings 

and objects in antiquity but it is not known if this was for the purpose of prolonging 

a site’s use, or to preserve sites in the modern sense. Modern scholars often cite 

Pliny the Elder’s Natural History as the first written evidence of the restoration of 

objects and monuments; although he gives no evidence of method or theory 

(Pliny the Elder ; Sease 1996, 157). The restoration of classical art and 

monuments became commonplace during the Renaissance; these restorations 

imitated the original ancient style with little done to distinguish between the old 

and the new. 

Modern conservation theory emerged in the wake of the Enlightenment. This 

cultural movement was vital to the development of conservation due to the 

emergence of the ideas of heritage and universal values. This consciousness 

that society and the natural world could be understood and controlled by mankind 

resulted in monuments not being viewed purely for their qualities as art or for 

religious purposes, but as representations of the common heritage of humanity 

(Jokilehto 1999, 295). Buildings and archaeological sites were no longer viewed 

as works of God but viewed as testimonies of past cultures; therefore, they were 

the responsibility of mankind (Glendinning 2003, 361-362). The popularity of the 

Grand Tour helped to fuel the debate about the best practises for the 

conservation of historic buildings, art, and monuments by bringing together a 

variety of attitudes from European countries.  
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The 19th century archaeologist and historian Jean-Jacques Bourassé 

summarized this debate in two main lines of thought: those who wanted to 

preserve remains as they were, and those that preferred restoration (Jokilehto 

1999, 149). The French architect and Chief Inspector of Monuments Eugene 

Emmanule Viollet-le-Duc (1814-1879) was one of the main proponents of stylistic 

restoration. Stylistic restoration emerged out of the desire to not only protect 

buildings and monuments but give them use (Jokilehto 1999, 303). Viollet-le-Duc 

believed that the goal of restoration was to breathe life into old buildings by 

reinstating them to a condition of completeness which may never have existed at 

any given time (Viollet-le-Duc 1866). He believed that the integrity of a building 

was in its wholeness, both structurally and artistically. Stylistic restoration later 

gained a negative reputation because some felt that it took an overly liberal 

approach that often resulted in what was seen as a completely false restoration of 

buildings, prompting the demand for more ‘authentic’ restorations. In some ways 

using the term authentic to differentiate between the types of restoration is 

misleading; Viollet-le-Duc expressed concern with authenticity; however, he 

emphasised the stylistic authenticity versus the material or structural authenticity 

(Chapter 2.3.3).  

In the United Kingdom John Ruskin (1819-1900) led a conservation movement. 

Ruskin’s work, The Seven Lamps of Architecture (1865), echoed his beliefs that 

beauty was a reflection of God, and that the age of historic buildings was a part of 

this beauty. Accordingly the age of a building was essential to its value, and signs 

of decay were evidence to the life of the building that needed to be preserved 

(Matero 2006a, 78-79). Ruskin felt that man could not replicate these signs of 

aging, even using historic methods, and that any modern material or reproduction 

was a destruction of the authentic nature of the building.  

William Morris (1834-1896) was equally concerned with the preservation of the 

original material of buildings and sites, and, along with others, founded the 

Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings (SPAB) in London (Jokilehto 1985, 

7). Morris advocated for the maintenance of architectural heritage. This is 

indicated in the Manifesto of the SPAB: 
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It is for all these buildings, therefore, of all times and styles, that we plead, 

call upon those who have to deal with them, to put Protection in the place 

of Restoration, to stave off decay by daily care….in fine to treat our ancient 

buildings as monuments of a bygone art, created by bygone manners, that 

modern art cannot meddle with without destroying (Morris 1877).  

The approach of the SPAB was to repair and maintain the building in order to 

prolong its life. It emphasized the need to ensure the integrity of buildings by 

preventing any unnecessary changes or additions. Morris and the SPAB viewed 

restorations like those promoted by Voillet-le-duc as forgeries. 

These early players, among others, were influential in shaping modern 

conservation theory which has developed as a hybrid of these previous 

movements. These movements were not alone, and Jokilehto (1999) provides an 

extensive look at the development of architectural conservation in other 

countries, as well as other philosophical movements that impacted the field . 

However, this brief introduction highlights the struggle in finding a balance 

between the differing views that society holds in regards to the heritage 

conservation. 
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2.2.1 Conservation Theory in Italy 

Conservation theory and practice in Italy developed differently than in other 

European countries; and understanding this is important to understanding the 

historical approaches to the Vesuvian sites that are discussed in Chapter 4.4. 

Italy had a long history of conservation of classical works; but it was not until the 

19th century that a wider interest in the conservation of all aspects of cultural 

heritage emerged. At this time, the differing philosophical movements made an 

appearance, resulting in a uniquely Italian approach. This approach was 

influenced by French restoration principles, German Romanticism, and the 

approach of the SPAB in the United Kingdom (Jokilehto 1999, 198). The Italian 

approach emerged from nationalist ideology following the unification of Italy 

(1860-1870) when Italians began to claim their heritage as their own and 

overcoming the image of Italy as an ‘antiquarian hunting ground’ (Glendinning 

2003, 155).  

Prior to this, the protection of archaeological heritage was controlled by the 

differing states in the Italian peninsula. Since the Renaissance there was a keen 

interest in the protection of monuments, particularly by the Papal state, which 

early on created the post of conservator of monuments in Rome. Well-known 

artists such as Michelangelo and Raphael served in this post. In 1802, Pius VII 

decreed a law to regulate ‘the preservation of monuments and works of art’ 

(D'agostino 1984). During this time the excavations of Pompeii and Herculaneum 

also prompted a number of administrative and legislative regulations to be put 

into place; many which had a direct impact on the post-unification approaches 

due to the work of Giuseppe Fiorelli.  
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Giuseppe Fiorelli (see Chapter 4.4.3) served as the director-general for the 

museums and excavations in the Kingdom of Italy from 1875. During that time he 

worked to establish an administrative network for the protection of cultural 

heritage. What resulted was the development of 12 inspectorates who were 

charged with the protection of cultural heritage in their regions. However, it wasn’t 

until 1902 that the first national law was passed for the protection of ‘objects that 

have value in terms of antiquity and art’ (D'agostino 1984, 74). Over the years this 

law developed to encompass other elements of cultural heritage and by 1912 it 

included objects of ‘historical, archaeological, paleo ethnographical or artistic 

interest’ and towns, parks and gardens (ibid 74). These laws did not evolve until 

after World War II. 

Italy produced a number of key players who have influenced the development of 

conservation theory on an international level into the 20th century. One of the 

earliest was Camillo Boito (1836-1914), an architect who wrote the La Prima 

Carta del Restauro (Boito 1883) in an attempt to reconcile the conflicting 

viewpoints of how to approach architectural conservation. This text put forth eight 

considerations regarding the conservation of architecture and heavily influenced 

some of the earliest guiding documents in conservation theory, including the 

Athens Charter (1931) and the Carta Italiana del Restauro . Boito’s approach, 

philological restoration, is a mixture of the stylistic work of Voillet-le-duc, and the 

conservative approaches by Morris and Ruskin. While Boito recognised that 

conservation was necessary, he saw restoration as a last resort and emphasised 

the importance of making new additions clear and that any restoration work must 

be reliant on scientific research.  
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Another key player was the Italian art historian Cesare Brandi (1906-1988) who, 

alongside Guilo Carlo Argan (1909-1992), established the Istituto Superiore 

Centrale del Restauro (ISCR) in 1939. Brandi was the first director of the ISCR, 

which is a unit of the national government aimed at unifying the restoration 

standards in Italy and still exists today (Chapter 5.2.1). Brandi’s work emerged 

out of the destruction caused by World War II and the excessive nationalistic 

approach to heritage that had been present in Fascist Italy (see Chapter 5.1). 

During Fascism, particularly in Rome, there was an emphasis on enhancing the 

image of certain monuments that were seen as links to the classical past (Dyson 

2008, 176; McFeaters 2007, 55). Mussolini ordered the clearance of buildings 

and routes in Rome to restore them to the times of the Roman Empire. This 

resulted in the destruction of numerous post-Roman structures (Dyson 2008, 

178-179). It also resulted in the isolation of cultural heritage from its surrounding 

context, which was an influence of Brandi’s approach to restoration.  

His theory of restoration recognised the importance of the surrounding 

environment of a site, as a part of its history. Brandi divided restoration work into 

two categories: restoration for continued use, and restoration of art works. 

Artworks, as he saw archaeological sites, had two key qualities that needed to be 

preserved, the aesthetics, and the history, which included its role through time. 

His Teoria del Restauro (1963) indicated that the authenticity of an artwork or 

building was in its material; and the goal of restoration should be to this 

authenticity through scientific investigation. Brandi’s work echoed that of 

Viollet-le-Duc in that the emphasis was on the aesthetic qualities, although 

Brandi’s approach was much more conservative.  
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Architect Franco Minissi (1919-1996) was equally concerned with the isolation of 

heritage. His work is particularly interesting in the scope of this thesis because of 

the holistic approach he promoted. Minissi was critical of the way archaeological 

sites were stripped of their contents for museums, leaving them isolated from 

their social context. While Brandi’s work viewed works for their artistic role, 

Minissi saw them as elements of society to be enjoyed and experience. He 

promoted an active, holistic approach to cultural heritage that integrated 

identification, documentation, protection and conservation into one 

process-musealizzazione (Stanley-Price and Jokilehto 2002, 21).  

2.3 Defining Key Terms and Themes 

During the 20th century a number of charters and guidelines regarding the 

management and conservation of cultural heritage appear (Figure 4; 

www.ICOMOS.org; www.getty.edu for links to documents). One important trend 

that appeared throughout the 20th century was the impact of non-European 

cultures. For example, both the Burra Charter and the Nara Document of 

Authenticity highlight the importance of considering different traditions and 

approaches to conservation and management. These texts represent diverse, 

international discussions about the best practices for heritage management in the 

modern world. In particular they emphasise the need to clarify terms that are 

often commonplace in any research regarding archaeological site management. 

For example, values, significance and authenticity are regarded as important 

terms for decision making. However, they are not straightforward concepts. They 

are defined differently by different people and cultures, thus making it difficult to 

utilise these terms as a guidelines at an international level. The Venice Charter is 

seen as the Magna Carta of documents for the safeguarding of cultural heritage 

because it led the way for other charters (Silva 1983, 40). It was the result of the 

Second International Congress of Architects and Technicians of Historic 

Monuments (1964). This charter was the first document to lay out principles for 

the preservation and restoration of ancient buildings on an international level. 

This is indicated in the preamble to the charter which states; 

http://www.icomos.org/
http://www.getty.edu/
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People are becoming more and more conscious of the unity of human 
values and regard ancient monuments as common heritage. The common 
responsibility to safeguard them for future generations is recognized. It is 
our duty to hand [monuments and sites] on in the full richness of their 
authenticity (Venice 1964).  

While the charter states that the aim of restoration is to ‘preserve and reveal the 

aesthetic and historic value of the monument ‘(Article 9), it still places an 

importance on aesthetic and historical values that are linked to the physical 

aspects of the site. The Venice Charter was heavily influenced by the work of 

Brandi (Chapter 2.2.1) and places an emphasis on the material authenticity of 

monuments which it expanded to include ‘valid contributions of all periods’ (1964, 

Article 11). This charter instigated the international discussion of the dynamic role 

of heritage in modern society that continues today.  
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The following sections examine some of these themes that have emerged from 

charters and guiding documents and their impact and application to modern 

heritage management. 

 

Figure 4 Table of the primary charters and conventions that have emerged since the 
beginning of the 20th century.  

 

 

 

 
Athens Charter for the Restoration of Historic Monuments (Athens Charter 1931) 
 
Recommendations on the International Principles Applicable to Archaeological 
Excavations (UNESCO 1956) 
 
International Charter for the Conservation and Restoration of Monuments and 
Sites ( Venice 1964) 
 
Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage 
(UNESCO 1972) 
 
Australian ICOMOS Charter for the Conservation of Places of Cultural Significance 
(ICOMOS 2013) 
 
Charter for the Protection and Management of the Archaeological Heritage 
(ICAHM 1990) 
  
Nara Document on Authenticity (ICOMOS 1994) 
 
European Charter for Sustainable Tourism in Protected Areas (Federation 2010) 
 
International Cultural Tourism Charter - Managing Tourism at Places of Heritage 
Significance (ICOMOS 1999} 
 
Principles for the Analysis, Conservation and Structural Restoration of 
Architectural Heritage (ICOMOS 2003a) 
 
Principles for the Preservation and Conservation-Restoration of Wall Paintings 
(ICOMOS 2003b) 
 
Charter on the Interpretation and Presentation of Cultural Heritage Sites – 
(ICOMOS 2008b)  
 
The Quebec Declaration on the Preservation of the Spirit of the Place (ICOMOS 
2008a) 
 
Declaration On heritage as a Driver of Development (UNESCO 2011a) 

The Valletta Principles for the Safeguarding and Management of Historic Cities, 
Towns and Urban Areas (ICOMOS 2011) 
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2.3.1 Defining Values  

The terms value and significance have emerged in various charters as the 

guiding basis of decision making in archaeological site management (see Athens 

1931; Venice 1964; ICOMOS 2013). Contemporary conservation and heritage 

theory recognises that cultural heritage is a social construction: it is the result of 

differing social processes that vary by time and place. As the principle 

investigators and caretakers of archaeological heritage, heritage professionals 

such as archaeologists, conservators and managers play a major role in deciding 

what is valued (Mason and Avrami 2000, 13; Okamura and Matsuda 2010)The 

expansion of this definition, and scope of what constitutes heritage, has 

necessitated the change from simply protecting heritage sites to focusing on 

values and the benefits that stakeholders derive from their existence. The 

complex nature of what exactly are values makes it important to have a clear 

understanding of them prior to decision making.  

There is no straightforward definition of value in terms of cultural heritage. Value 

is defined in the Oxford Dictionary as ‘The regard that something is held to 

deserve; the importance, worth, or usefulness of something’ (Stevenson 2010). 

Significance is the term often used to encapsulate the multiple values ascribed to 

an object, buildings or landscape (Avrami et al. 2000), although the Burra Charter 

equates cultural significance with cultural heritage value (2013), Feilden and 

Jokhiletho (1998) define values as the ‘relative social attribution of qualities to 

things,’ whereas, De la Torre and MacLean (1997) equate value to the 

usefulness or significance of an object which is described in terms of cultural, 

social or economic value. The Getty Conservation Institute defines values as 

‘positive characteristics attributed to heritage objects and places by legislation, 

governing authorities, and other stakeholders (De la Torre 2005)  
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While there is no set definition used by all working within the heritage profession 

there is a general understanding that the values of cultural heritage are the 

attributes, whether physical, spiritual, or social, that brings meaning to the 

individuals interacting with them. Values are based on human perceptions that 

sites represent something of significance and are the interpretation of 

‘characteristics’ or ‘qualities’ of a place that makes the site worthy of preservation, 

not the site itself (Mason and Avrami 2000, 15; Russell 2010, 35). Mason and 

Avrami write that values ‘are assessments and interpretations of objects’ and that 

the processes that shape and elicit these values are exceedingly important 

(Avrami et al. 2000, 21-22). Thus, the value is not in the object or the building 

itself but in the qualities or meaning that is ascribed to it (de la Torre and Mac 

Lean 1997, 7).  

However the fields of archaeology and conservation have developed primarily 

concerned with physical materials and many of the guiding documents place 

emphasis on the importance of aesthetic, historic, and physical aspects of 

cultural heritage (Matero 2006b, 58). This has linked the preservation of values to 

the condition of the physical fabric of the site. Many scholars feel that by reducing 

heritage to quantifiable materials there is a risk of losing the deeper, emotive 

values (Russell 2010, 37; Okamura 2010, 58). It is through the process of valuing 

and valorising that objects become heritage. There is a subtle, but important, 

distinction between the terms valuing and valorising. The first refers to 

appreciating existing value, the second to giving added value (Mason and Avrami 

2000). Values are both intrinsic and subjective, and are often vastly different 

today than they were originally (Lipe 1983, 2). While certain values may be 

retained from the original state, such as the spiritual value of a church or the 

artistic value of a painting, each new generation and society will ascribe their own 

values to this cultural resource.  
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There are a number of typologies that have been put forth to address this lack of 

consistent identification of values (Figure 5). The earliest is the work of historian 

Alois Riegl. As was common in 19th century preservation theory, Riegl 

emphasised the importance of the physical nature of an object. However, he 

recognized that things such as historical value were not straight forward, since 

history ‘was everything that once was and today is no more’ (Riegl 1902). Thus, 

all human activities can claim historical value since they are all irreplaceable. To 

Riegl, values were dynamic and were in constant interaction. Age values came 

from the recognition of a historical value, and use value was often accompanied 

by newness value. He was interested in understanding the relationship between 

the observer and the monument. Through examining how one era perceived 

objects from another Riegl hoped to clarify how modern thoughts affected the 

reception of historical artworks (Riegl 1902). Riegl’s work represents one of the 

first explicit looks at the beginning of understanding the dynamic relationship 

between objects of antiquity and current cultures; understanding the extent our 

perceptions affect our reception of heritage sites has major implications with 

regard to how we value them (Stanley-Price et al. 1996, 19). Mason points out 

this difficulty with nomenclature and attempts to create a framework which breaks 

down the catch all term ‘cultural significance’ into the component parts (Mason 

and Avrami 2000, 8). He divided the values using a socio-cultural distinction 

before further identifying them in a typology such as those done previously 

(Mason 2002). Mason importantly recognizes two important points: that this 

framework is not applicable to all sites and that there is substantial overlap 

between the differing values and between the two socio-cultural and economic 

values. However, his work is important in that it aims to address the problem of 

incompatible vocabularies between (and within) the fields looking to identify 

heritage values which makes any measurement or analysis difficult. He proposes 

the use of this socio-economic division as a starting basis, from which situation 

specific typologies can be constructed. 
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For the purpose of this research Mason’s typology is predominantly used; but it is 

acknowledged that no one typology is the right one. It is more important that the 

use of these terms is consistent throughout the planning process, thus providing 

a common vocabulary for all involved. While these terms may be common place 

among heritage practitioners, stakeholders outside the field are less likely to be 

familiar with them. By having a clear and set typology that is used, the 

identification and prioritisation of values will more efficiently produce sustainable 

results (See Chapter 2.4.2.2).  

 

Riegl (1902) 

•Age  

•Historical 

•Commemorative  

•Use  

•Newness 

Venice Charter (1964)  

•Historical  

•Aesthetic 

Lipe (1983) 

•Economic 

•Aesthetic 

•Associative 

•Symbolic 

•Informational 

Frey (1997)  

•Monetary 

•Option 

•Existence 

•Bequest 

•Prestige 

•Education 

Burra Charter (2013) 

•Aesthetic  

•Historic 

•Scientific 

•Social (Intangible Value) 

Demas (2002) 

•Historic & Artistic 

•Research 

•Natural Values 

•Social/Civic 

•Spiritual/ Religious 

•Symbolic/Identity 

•Economic 
Mason (2002) 

•Sociocultural Values 

•Historical, Social, 
Cultural/Symbolic, 
Spiritual/religious, aesthetic 

•Economic Values 

•Use value, Non-use values, 
Existence, Option, Bequest 

Figure 5 Examples of the common values typologies that have been put forth (Venice 
1964; Demas 2002; Frey 1997; ICOMOS 2013; Lipe 1983; Mason 2002; Riegl 1902) 

 



 

56 

 

2.3.2 Universal Heritage 

The assumption that some heritage is meaningful to all mankind regardless of 

cultural, social, or political differences has been used as the rational for global 

responsibility of the conservation. Heritage is a term defined as ‘property that is or 

may be inherited; an inheritance’ (Stevenson 2010). It refers to things that can, 

and should be, passed down from generation to generation and are worthy of 

admiration. Cultural heritage is an extension of this with specific reference to ‘the 

ideological elements’ in addition to the physical manifestations (Pearce 2000, 

59). It is through the process of preservation current generations are enabling the 

future to ‘inherit’ items that are deemed significant enough to be heritage. Things 

are not produced as heritage; they develop this status due to the significance and 

values that societies attribute to it, as discussed above. Since cultures define and 

approach cultural heritage differently, it is sometimes difficult to realise that there 

is a ‘universal’ component to many sites. How can universality be present at 

places such as Pompeii and the Vesuvian sites, which represent specific cultures 

at a specific time in history? The idea of universal heritage was first explicitly 

identified in the Athens Charter, and further solidified in the wake of the 

destruction across Europe during World War II when there was a push for 

international cooperation for the safeguarding of heritage sites across the globe 

(Rodwell 2012, 65). A result of this was the World Heritage Convention (WHC) 

and the concept of Outstanding Universal Value (OUV) to reinforce the 

importance of universality in the modern world and the bringing together of 

cultures from across the globe in a time of great globalization. While it is not 

within the scope of this thesis to delve deeply into the relevance of the WHC in 

today’s modern world, is impossible to have any discussion on the management 

of a World Heritage site without understanding this phrase. 
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The term Outstanding Universal Value emerged in 1998 at the expert meeting as 

‘an outstanding response to issues of universal nature common to or addressed 

by all human cultures. In relation to natural heritage, such issues are seen in 

bio-geographical diversity. In relation to culture in human creativity and resulting 

cultural processes’ (Von Droste 1998, 221).  In 2005 OUV was first officially 

defined by UNESCO the ‘cultural and natural significance which is so exceptional 

as to transcend national boundaries and to be of common importance for present 

and future generations of all humanity’ and that ‘to be deemed of Outstanding 

Universal Value, a property must also meet the conditions of integrity and/or 

authenticity and must have an adequate protection and management system to 

ensure its safeguarding’ (UNESCO 2013, Paragraph 49 and 78).  

Despite this definition there is still much debate over what exactly OUV means 

and how it can be applicable to heritage sites. What is universal value? Henry 

Cleere has written that it is difficult to ‘conceive that any property possesses true 

universality’ except possibly the sites from the earliest of prehistory, prior to the 

dispersion of societies and cultures (1996, 228). It is this diversification that had 

led to the development of diverse cultures across the globe; this diversity is what 

makes cultural heritage such an important element in society.  

In 1972 the Member States of UNESCO adopted the Convention concerning the 

Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage (WHC). The WHC aims to 

‘ensure, as far as possible, the proper identification, protection, conservation and 

presentation of the world’s irreplaceable heritage (1972). It identifies heritage as 

belonging to all mankind and recognizes certain properties across the world as 

having exceptional qualities and outstanding universal value. Properties are 

inscribed on the World Heritage List if they meet the criteria put forth by the World 

Heritage Committee (Figure 6). The convention declares that the ‘Protection and 

Management of World Heritage properties should ensure that their Outstanding 

Universal Value (OUV), including the conditions of integrity and/or authenticity at 

the time of inscription, are sustained or enhanced over time’ (UNESCO 1972; 

UNESCO 2013, Section II.D). 
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•to represent a masterpiece of human creative genius; 

(I) 

•to exhibit an important interchange of human values, over a span of time 
or within a cultural area of the world, on developments in architecture or 
technology, monumental arts, town-planning or landscape design; 

(II) 

•to bear a unique or at least exceptional testimony to a cultural tradition or 
to a civilization which is living or which has disappeared; 

(III) 

•to be an outstanding example of a type of building, architectural or 
technological ensemble or landscape which illustrates (a) significant 
stage(s) in human history; 

(IV) 

•to be an outstanding example of a traditional human settlement, land-use, 
or sea-use which is representative of a culture (or cultures), or human 
interaction with the environment especially when it has become vulnerable 
under the impact of irreversible change; 

(V) 

•to be directly or tangibly associated with events or living traditions, with 
ideas, or with beliefs, with artistic and literary works of outstanding 
universal significance. (The Committee considers that this criterion should 
preferably be used in conjunction with other criteria); 

(VI) 

•to contain superlative natural phenomena or areas of exceptional natural 
beauty and aesthetic importance; 

(VII) 

•to be outstanding examples representing major stages of earth's history, 
including the record of life, significant on-going geological processes in the 
development of landforms, or significant geomorphic or physiographic 
features; 

(VIII) 

•to be outstanding examples representing significant on-going ecological 
and biological processes in the evolution and development of terrestrial, 
fresh water, coastal and marine ecosystems and communities of plants 
and animals; 

(IX) 

•to contain the most important and significant natural habitats for in-situ 
conservation of biological diversity, including those containing threatened 
species of outstanding universal value from the point of view of science or 
conservation. 

(X) 

Figure 6 Ten Criteria for World Heritage Inscription 
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While the WHC aims to unite on an international level through the universality of 

heritage there is also a growing stress on the importance of cultural diversity. In 

response to the Eurocentric approaches of the Venice Charter and the WHC, with 

their focus on the material authenticity and values being linked to this, ICOMOS 

Australia developed the Charter for the Conservation of Places of Cultural 

Significance, referred to as the Burra Charter (ICOMOS 2013). While this was not 

an international charter such as those discussed above, it has been an important 

influence on the modern theory of conservation and management of cultural 

heritage. From this Charter emerged an explicit definition and discussion of the 

term cultural significance which had previously been used but not defined in the 

Venice Charter, and the recognition and inclusion of intangible heritage 

emphasising the importance of culturally specific beliefs (Ahmad 2006; 

Glendinning 2013; Zancheti et al. 2009). The Burra Charter addressed the idea 

that is it possible to recognise both universality and specificity within cultural 

heritage; through the idea that it is possible to conserve cultural heritage in an 

authentic manner if the cultural significance is maintained. 
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Yet, in the context of world heritage, there is the assumption that some heritage is 

meaningful to all mankind; regardless of social, political, or economic differences 

(Avrami et al. 2000). A heritage site, both cultural and natural, achieves universal 

value through the authentic creative expressions of the specific cultures they 

represent and it is this authentic expression that is valued universally. The close 

link between heritage and society brings into question the importance of universal 

versus local values in site management. A good amount of research has 

indicated that local and community based values are more important in regards to 

the sustainability of heritage management through the engagement of local 

stakeholders and addressing local concerns. However, the identification of 

universal value places sites into the realm of international interest which often 

have more resources. This brings to question, at what level, local, national, or 

international is heritage management most effective if the goal is to preserve both 

universal and local values? UNESCO does explicitly state in the operational 

guidelines that responsibility of the protection of heritage sites remains with the 

state parties whom may have differing priorities and interpretations of the value of 

the sites. Despite these differences, the goal of conservation management 

should be to find a balance between these values: to express the full significance 

of the site while maintaining the sites authenticity and integrity. 
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2.3.3 Authenticity and Integrity 

Authenticity is not a new concept; it has been the basis for decision making since 

early conservation theory. However, like in the sections above, this is not a term 

that is easily defined. The word comes from the Greek authentikos and Latin 

authenticus meaning original, primary, or authoritative (Lowenthal 1999), and 

evolved to indicate that ‘original’ was equal to ‘trustworthy’ and ‘truthful’. Thus it 

has developed in heritage conservation that the original, truthful elements of 

cultural heritage are those that are authentic. In the wake of the Enlightenment 

authenticity referred to genuine and was often linked to physical properties; 

however, as discussed above in regards to Voillet-le-duc, it also included the 

stylistic origins. However, historically the use of authenticity in terms of 

conservation refers to the authenticity of historic and aesthetic values, which is 

linked to the material authenticity.  

Despite the growing use and reference of the term authenticity, it was not defined 

as it related to heritage management, possibly due to the difficulty that there 

would have been in finding a definition that worked for everyone. The Venice 

Charter, which as stated above, was the first international text regarding 

conservation of heritage sites, refers to authenticity only twice in its text. Article 9 

refers to authenticity regarding restorations: 

The process of restoration is a highly specialized operation. Its aim is to 
preserve and reveal the aesthetic and historic value of the monument and 
is based on respect for original material and authentic documents 
(1964, own emphasis). 

While the charter does not explicitly define authenticity, it indicates that it is linked 

to the original material and authentic documents, those that can be guaranteed 

as truthful. The Venice charter does acknowledge that contributions to the 

building or site through the time are part of this authentic history; however, it 

indicates that they must be ‘valid,’ thus emphasising the authenticity. 
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Documents like the Venice Charter and UNESCO World Heritage Convention 

that emphasise a western approach to authenticity were increasingly viewed as 

biased against cultures that approach authenticity in a different manner. One of 

the key problems with using authenticity as a means of gauging cultural heritage 

is that it, as defined by Western cultures, is not translatable or applicable to many 

non-Western cultures. For example, Japanese temples were rebuilt with new 

material as part of Japanese tradition, and cultures whose heritage is intangible, 

with the social customs having more credence than their material manifestations. 

The Nara Document of Authenticity was developed to address this concern and 

the definition of authenticity. The Nara Document recognizes that authenticity is a 

cultural concept and can be determined by experience or tradition, not just by 

physical materials (ICOMOS 1994, Articles 9-13). This document highlights that it 

is not possible to ‘base judgements of values and authenticity on a fixed criteria’ 

(Article 11, 1994) However, as Jones points out, within this document and its use 

within the world heritage convention, there is still an emphasis on form, design, 

and material indicating the view that the authenticity is an inherent quality of 

these aspects (Jones 2009, 135).  

Since the Nara documents the debate and discussion on authenticity continues 

and recent literature looks at if, and how, authenticity is socially constructed. The 

interest has been to understanding why we, as heritage practitioners, 

archaeologists, and the general public, are so concerned with such an 

ambiguous term. Why do some heritage places ‘feel’ more authentic than others? 

This is particularly relevant in regards to the presentation and interpretation of a 

site where there is the assumption that visitors want an ‘authentic’ experience. 

This is discussed further in the context of the visitor experience below in Chapter 

2.6.3.  
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However, it is important to understand some of the ideological aspects that 

surround this discussion and their impact on conservation and the decision 

making process. Jones describes this as two primary theoretical lines: 

materialists who view authenticity as a measurable trait, and constructivists who 

feel that authenticity is subjective and culturally constructed (2009, 133-134). The 

materialist view is the one reflected in most charters and guiding documents; and 

in this capacity any amount of intervention could threaten the authenticity of a 

site. However, as the values held in heritage sites are dynamic and are reflective 

of the culture which ascribes them, it begs to question if the authenticity is equally 

as dynamic. In the work by Jones and other scholars (Goulding 2000a; Heynen 

2006; Holtorf and Schadla-Hall 1999; McIntosh and Prentice 1999; Starn 2002) 

the emphasis is on understanding how individuals interpret authenticity and why 

it is still an important factor regarding cultural heritage. Research has shown that 

authenticity is associated with a quality that individuals ‘feel’ that results from the 

relationship between the site and its history. The intangible qualities are just as 

important in determining authenticity as the tangible ones. It the relationship 

between these that make a building or site authentic; and this needs to be 

considered when making conservation decisions. 

In addition to authenticity, integrity is also used to identify heritage proprieties’ 

eligibility for World Heritage Status.  The 2013 Operational Guidelines define 

integrity as; 

Integrity is a measure of the wholeness and intactness of the natural 
and/or cultural heritage and its attributes. Examining the conditions of 
integrity, therefore requires assessing the extent to which the property; a) 
includes all elements necessary to express its Outstanding Universal 
Value; b) is of adequate size to ensure the complete representation of the 
features and processes which convey the property’s significance; c) 
suffers from adverse effects of development and/or neglect. (UNESCO 
2013, Paragraph 88) 

The integrity of an archaeological site is somewhat less debateable than the 

authenticity; however its application still relies on the interpretation of how people 

perceive the site and what determines this intactness.  Jokilehto (2006, 14) 

divides integrity into three primary types;  
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 Social-functional refers to the identification of the functions and processes 
on which the development of the heritage site has been based on over 
time.  

 Structural refers to what has survived through the sites evolution and the 
links to the creative and spatial sense of the site.  

 Visual refers to the aesthetic aspects of the area. 
 

The integrity of a heritage site is interesting as it refers not only to the heritage site 

itself but to its position within its surrounding natural and social context.  Integrity 

was originally introduced to the World Heritage Convention as an inscription 

condition for natural heritage sites.  However, with the growing realization of the 

importance of heritage in its wider context, integrity has now become a necessary 

condition for cultural heritage sites. As Stovel (2007) indicates, integrity is 

principally linked with maintaining the elements linked to the OUV at a World 

Heritage Site, not all of the elements. Jokilehto (2006) views that integrity must be 

related to the qualities that are valued in a particular property and that a world 

heritage nomination is enhanced through the identification of the social-functional 

integrity. 

In practice, the concepts of authenticity and integrity are still wrought with 

difficulty when looked at in terms of preservation and conservation approaches 

(see above in 2.2).  Albert and Hazen (2010) identify a clear tension between 

authenticity and integrity; authenticity is often linked with the preservation side of 

conservation, while integrity is closer to the restoration aspects. This is seen as 

the result of the vagueness of the terms and their diverse application (Albert and 

Hazen 2010, 67).  Despite this, they provide the platform for the ever growing 

discussion on heritage management on a global scale.  The flexibility of the 

terms, while in some cases makes their applicability difficult, is also a benefit as it 

allows for usefulness to be adapted to a wide range of sites and cultures.   
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2.4 Modern Management Strategies and Methods 

The broad scope of what constitutes heritage, socially and physically, means that 

heritage management functions sustainably in isolation (Figure 7). There is no 

set management strategy or process that works for each situation; however, 

there have been numerous studies into the theory and practice across the globe 

(Cleere 1984; Cleere 2010; De la Torre 1998; Hall and McArthur 1998; Leask and 

Fyall 2006). The importance of including diverse stakeholders and communities’ 

enables heritage management theory and practice continue to evolve. Cleere 

argues that archaeological heritage is often governed by legislation; but due to its 

importance to the public, the management of sites must be done for the public 

interest which is not always the case (2010, 10). Thus there has been a growing 

emphasis on sustainable and holistic management. The theme of sustainability is 

discussed in-depth below in Chapter 2.4.4.2. However it is important to mention 

here in that it refers to heritage management that can be maintained without 

negatively impacting the site, the local community, or other elements. This is 

seemingly best achieved through a holistic approach, one that recognises and 

takes into consideration the interdependence of the issues and elements 

involved in heritage management. The goal of sustainable and holistic 

management is complicated due to the number of publics and communities that 

heritage managers must consider. Sustainable and holistic management is not 

easily achieved (Atalay 2010; Baker and Chitty 2013; Bramwell and Sharman 

2000; Choi and Sirakaya 2006; Landorf 2009b; Landorf 2009a; Millar 1989; 

Moscardo 1998) and some scholars argue that they are in fact not fully 

achievable. However, whether explicitly stated or not, these remain as the goal of 

site management practice. 
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In the following sections the commonly identified steps and processes of site 

management are discussed. For the purpose of this research the focus is on 

values-based management planning due to Pompeii and the Vesuvian Sites’ 

status as World Heritage sites. The management of a World Heritage Site is, in 

many ways, values-based due to the necessity to maintain the sites outstanding 

universal value. The World Heritage operational guidelines puts forth a series of 

guidelines that world heritage sites need to follow for effective management 

(Figure 8), which overlap with the goals of values-based management in many 

ways. The current management plan of the Vesuvian sites has adopted a 

values-based approach (see Chapter 7.4).  
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Figure 7 The growing complexity of the issues that need to be considered in regards to 
heritage management requires precise planning. 
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Figure 8 Management Guidelines from in the World Heritage Convention’s Operational 
Guidelines (UNESCO 2013). 

108. Each nominated property should have an appropriate management plan or 
other documented management system which must specify how the Outstanding 
Universal Value of a property should be preserved, preferably through participatory 
means.  

109. The purpose of a management system is to ensure the effective protection of 
the nominated property for present and future generations.  

110. An effective management system depends on the type, characteristics and 
needs of the nominated property and its cultural and natural context. Management 
systems may vary according to different cultural perspectives, the resources 
available and other factors. They may incorporate traditional practices, existing 
urban or regional planning instruments, and other planning control mechanisms, 
both formal and informal. Impact assessments for proposed interventions are 
essential for all World Heritage properties.  

111. In recognizing the diversity mentioned above, common elements of an 
effective management system could include:  

a) a thorough shared understanding of the property by all stakeholders; 
b) a cycle of planning, implementation, monitoring, evaluation and feedback; 
c) the monitoring and assessment of the impacts of trends, changes, and of 

proposed interventions;  
d) the involvement of partners and stakeholders; e) the allocation of 

necessary resources; 
f) capacity-building; and g) an accountable, transparent description of how 

the management system functions.  
 

112. Effective management involves a cycle of short, medium and long-term actions 
to protect, conserve and present the nominated property. An integrated approach to 
planning and management is essential to guide the evolution of properties over time 
and to ensure maintenance of all aspects of their Outstanding Universal Value. This 
approach goes beyond the property to include any buffer zone(s), as well as the 
broader setting. 
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2.4.1 Values-Based Site Management 

Values-based management has been extensively examined by the Getty 

Conservation Institute since 1989 and places values and stakeholders at the 

forefront of the decision making process. This addresses the difficulty of 

balancing stakeholder values and conservation priorities (Demas 2002, 27). 

Values can often be in conflict or contested and prioritising them is difficult since 

value assessments rely on different terms. This is in comparison to what can be 

termed the conventional approach to management, which is primarily concerned 

with the physical fabric of the sites (Chapter 2.2). In some ways the terms 

conventional and values-based are misleading as the conventional approach 

was equally driven by values. However, as shown above, these values focused 

primarily on the historic or artistic elements, and the values were identified and 

defined by specialists. In these situations certain stakeholders such as local 

communities and visitors were often not included in the planning and 

management process (Millar 1989). Values-based management aims to include 

a broader range of stakeholders throughout the planning process, thus allowing 

for a wider and more in-depth understanding of the social values that are 

essential to the long term preservation of sites.  

While management planning can take many forms, Figure 9 shows one example 

of the guiding process.  There are numerous other publications on the 

development of conservation and management plans (Feilden and Jokilehto 

1998; English Heritage 2006; see Kerr 2000, for examples). Demas points out is 

that many management professionals begin at the third step and work backward 

based on the decisions already made which results in unsustainable 

management (2002, 29). In practice, the identification of values is usually carried 

out early on in the planning process and not reassessed. However, the dynamic 

nature of values requires an approach that is flexible, with the ability to change. 

This non-linear approach enables the planning process to be more dynamic with 

the ability to evolve in a sustainable manner. 
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Figure 9 Example of the planning process (Demas 2002; Mason 2002; Sullivan and de la 
Torre 1997). 
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2.4.2 Identification and Description 

The first stage of the sequence is Identification and Description. It is important to 

note that while the planning process is presented in a linear fashion, it is a 

process that requires re-approaching previous stages needed. This stage is 

essentially the groundwork and involves establishing the aims of the planning 

process, identifying the stakeholders (Chapter 2.4.2.1), documenting and 

describing the site. While seemingly a simple step in the process, it is incredibly 

important. Failure to establish the aims of the management planning early on can 

have a detrimental impact on the later stages of the process and its results. 

Depending on who is developing the plan can impact the aims of the planning 

process; however, these must be established early on to identify expectations. 

For example, if a governing body decides to use their cultural heritage as a tool 

for economic development through heightened tourism, their aims will vary 

drastically from those of conservators or archaeologists. On the other-hand, 

conservators place priorities on limiting access to protect the physical material of 

a site. Thus, it is important to identify and agree on the aims of the management 

in the earliest stages.  

In this first stage it is also important to document and describe the site, to define 

the components of the site, and to collect previous documents and information. 

This allows the planning authority to identify any gaps in knowledge regarding the 

history of the site or research, specifically things that may have changed the 

associated values such as damage or interventions. This can thus be used as a 

guideline for strategic planning for future works. Too often the vast amount of 

information regarding archaeological sites is not centralised thus cannot be used 

to inform decisions or be used as a learning tool. 
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2.4.2.1 Identifying and Managing Stakeholders  

The identification of the stakeholders that need to be consulted and included 

throughout the planning process is essential for the success of site management. 

This is a difficult step as the managing authority may not recognise the validity of 

some stakeholder groups and it can cause some to feel as though they are giving 

away ‘power’. However, for the results of the planning process to be viable, it is a 

necessary step. 

Stakeholder theory emerged with the work of R. Freeman in the nineteen-eighties 

when looking at strategic management of the business world. As a result of his 

work, stakeholder has been classically defined as ‘any group or individual who is 

affected by or can affect the achievement of an organization’s objectives 

(Freeman 1983, 46). If, in heritage management this is taken as any group or 

individual who is affected by or can affect the management of a site, and its long 

term preservation, it is clear that this includes a wide range of individuals and 

groups. Stakeholders refer to any individuals or groups that have ‘a special 

interest or stake in how the site is used, developed, interpreted, or preserved; 

those that have the potential to impact the site; and those themselves impacted 

by that happens at the site (Demas 2002, 31; Figure 10). This includes multiple 

levels of stakeholders from the local to national to international communities 

(Myers et al. 2010, 2).  
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It is important to note that stakeholders are not necessarily defined by this 

geographical classification; but are also defined by the values and interest that 

they hold in the site. For example, those stakeholders who have academic 

interest in the sites are most likely to be included in all the geographical levels of 

stakeholders. Within the levels of stakeholders, there are primary, secondary and 

key stakeholders. These are defined by those that are directly and indirectly 

impacted by the decisions made in the heritage management. These 

stakeholders can overlap into any of these groups or levels. Thus begs the 

question; how does a heritage manager identify and prioritize the stakeholder 

who will be included in the planning process. On the most basic level, the 

identification of stakeholders should start with the most obvious and use a 

snowballing approach to identify those that are less obvious. For example, 

though the involvement of the local residents who work directly with the site, 

special interest groups may be identified. Below (Figure 11) are a few examples 

of different methods used to identify and engage stakeholders; and, while these 

are effective, they are only guidelines. Each situation must be approached 

individually since certain methods work in one situation but not another.  
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Figure 10 General groups and levels of stakeholders that need to be considered. 
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2.4.2.2 Stakeholder Collaboration; Bringing the Outsiders In 

When including stakeholders in the planning process there is an important 

distinction that needs to be made between insiders and outsiders. Mason (2002) 

defines insiders as those that can participate in the process including government 

officials, policy makers, and others who have influence over these stakeholders. 

The insiders are those with the power to make decisions or to drive change in an 

official sense. Outsiders include everyone else who has interest in the site but 

lacks the power to influence change (Mason 2002, 17). Outsiders are a wide 

range of stakeholders including local communities, tourists, archaeologists, and 

often, even heritage professionals. With the growing emphasis of including 

outsiders in the planning process it, is important to note that their values and 

priorities are not necessarily different than those of the inside stakeholders. For 

example, the desire to use a heritage site as a tool for economic development, 

and simultaneously using it as an archaeological resource can be seen as 

conflicting. However, they both require the preservation of the site. While this 

may include different elements, it is often the case that much of what is valued will 

overlap. Management planning needs to bring these outsiders to the inside of the 

process, which is an integral part of the site management.  

Methods for 
Identifying and 
Categorising 
Stakeholders 

Snowballing 

Interviews 

Focus Groups 

Network Analysis 

Interest Influence Matrices 

Stakeholder led categorisiation 

Knowledge Mapping 

Figure 11 Examples of Methods of Identification and Categorising 
Stakeholders (adapted from Reed el al 2009) 
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Collaboration among stakeholders is increasingly seen as the key to bringing 

together the different level of stakeholders in the planning process. This has been 

looked at extensively in tourism planning research. Ladkin and Martinez 

Bertramini see this process of shared information and decision making as the key 

to sustainable tourism planning (2002, 72). However, this is a complex process 

due a range of factors, including there being no clear definition of collaboration. 

The terms cooperation, coordination, and collaboration are often used in guiding 

documents and charters, but there has been little effort put into distinguishing the 

difference between the terms (Aas et al. 2005; Jamal and Getz 1995; Ladkin and 

Martinez Bertramini 2002). Jamal and Getz see collaboration as ‘a process of 

joint decision-making among autonomous, key stakeholders of an 

inter-organizational, community tourism domain to resolve planning problems of 

the domain and to manage issues related to the planning and development of the 

domain (1995, 188). In general, cooperation and coordination are used to refer to 

informal relationships, and collaboration is the formal, institutionalised 

relationships among networks and individuals.  

Ladkin and Martinez Bertramini identify seven significant barriers that often 

impact the success of collaboration (Figure 12; 2002, 75). This same study also 

found that successful planning is not dependent purely on the formal networks, 

but it is highly dependent on the ‘motivations, personalities and perceived roles of 

participating stakeholders (2002, 74)’.  

 

Seven Barriers to 
Collaboration 

Lack of expertise and training 

Political tradition that favours a centralised authority 

Lack of funding 

Lack of interest or commitment by stakeholders 

Competition for resources 

Lack of long term or strategic planning 

Lack of consensus 

Figure 12 Seven Barriers to Collaboration (adapted from Ladkin and Martinez Bertramini 
2002) 
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In order to overcome this, there have been a number of frameworks developed to 

aid in developing a collaborative approach, each which takes a different 

approach. The model put forth by Gray (Gray 1985) focuses on collaboration of 

domains, which are defined as ‘a set of actors (individuals, groups, and 

organizations) that become joined by a common problem or interest’ (Gray 1985, 

912). Domains are thus the stakeholders. Gray argues that many problems with 

collaboration are due to a failure to identify problems and solutions at a domain 

level (1985, 914). She thus developed a three stage model for 

inter-organizational collaboration from the stakeholder level (Figure 13).  

 

Bramwell and Sharman (1999) indicate a number of factors that must be 

considered when analysing the potential success of collaborative planning 

(Figure 14) which includes three primary groups of issues to consider. They 

further indicate nineteen specific situations that need to be considered, such as 

the extent which participating stakeholders are representative of the total 

stakeholders and whether the participating stakeholders are willing to 

implements the resulting policies (1999, 393-401).  

Problem Setting 
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Figure 13 The three stage model for developing an collaborative approach as put forth by 
Gray (1985)  
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However, as Reed (1997) indicates: within collaborative planning there is an 

assumption that individuals and communities have equal access to resources 

and the potential to drive change. Much of the research indicates that it is through 

collaboration that power imbalances can be addressed; thus outsiders becoming 

insiders. Reed makes an important, and often overlooked point, that research 

does not often address how or why the people in power would share this power 

(1997, 569). The inclusion of stakeholders is fundamentally a political issue: 

those who have the power and authority are the ones making the decisions. 

However this is not to say that there is not the potential for change in such a 

situation. Stovel (Stovel 2004) argues that there needs to be a balance between 

bottom-up management and the official top-down management for sustainable 

results.  

 

 

 

Scope of the Collaboration 

Intensity of the Collaboration 

Degree to Which Concensus Emerges 

Figure 14 The categories of issues for collaborative planning (Bramwell and Sharman 
2000). 
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2.4.3 Assessment and Analysis  

The second stage of a planning process ideally includes the identification and 

assessment of the values attributed to the site, an assessment of the sites 

physical condition, and an assessment of the sites management system. The 

identification of the values is the core of values-based management and needs to 

be done for management planning to be effective. Values are not physical 

attributes themselves and can be difficult to measure; therefore, it is important to 

identify the relationship between the values and the site in order to preserve 

them. The condition assessment provides a point of reference to monitor physical 

changes to the site. It is also necessary to create a baseline in terms of how much 

decay is acceptable before there is a loss of values. In traditional conservation 

theory the original elements of a site, those that were authentic, were the ones 

that held value (De la Torre 2005), 8). Values-based site management considers 

that other elements, some intangible, can be equally as important to preserving 

the values and total site significance. Consequently it is important to identify what 

aspects of a site hold what values, and understand what level of decay is 

acceptable to preserve these values.  
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2.4.3.1 Identifying and Assessing Values 

In Chapter 2.3.1 the differing types of values where discussed, and it was shown 

that it is shown that it is not adequate to simply refer to a site’s significance or 

values without further understanding where and how they emerge. The 

assessment of values is a difficult process due to the diverse nature of the values 

and the fact that many are not easily quantifiable, particularly the social values. 

The dynamic nature of many values also means that they change over time or 

within different contexts due to political or social forces (Mason 2002) 5). As a 

result, there is a wide range of different methodologies and tools used to elicit and 

assess values in a range of disciplines. Mason recommends a three part guide 

for the process of value assessment (Figure 15) that allows for integration with 

the physical condition of the site and the management context (Mason 2002, 7). 

This approach suggests a logical order of the process for identifying and 

assessing values that results in a statement of significance, which then can then 

be used as a guiding tool for developing policies and making decisions in the final 

stage of the planning process. This process is purposefully general as the goal is 

not to devise a specific method that is viewed as the best but to develop a guiding 

principle that allows for the engagement of the widest amount of stakeholders, 

resulting in the elicitation of the more relevant information and values.  
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Figure 15 Process for assessing values (Mason 2002). 
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The vast number of stakeholders and the complexity of their relationships, 

values, and interests in heritage sites mean that eliciting values can be difficult. 

This is due to a number of reasons, and thus requires that appropriate tools be 

used to elicit stakeholder values (Figure 16). There has been extensive research 

into how to elicit and assess values of heritage sites, including both cultural 

values (ICOMOS 2013; Masberg and Silverman 1996; Mason 2002), economic 

values and looking at how to use them together through cultural capital, which is 

discussed below (Throsby 1999). Mason recommends using a toolbox approach 

which utilises a variety of tools to elicit values. As a rule, he suggests selecting a 

range of tools specifically suited for the types of values, and overlapping tools, 

since the use of triangulation will result in a layering of data that will produce more 

in-depth and accurate results (2002, 16-23).  

 

Cultural Values 

•Expert analysis 

•Ethnography 

•Surveys and interviews 

•Other participatory methods like 
focus groups and public meetings 

•Mapping 

•Primary archival research and 
historical narratives (oral histories) 

•Secondary literature 

•Descriptive statistics 

Economic Values 

•Economic impact studies 

•Travel-cost methods 

•Hedonic pricing methods 

•Contingent valuation methods 

•Choice modelling 

Figure 16 Examples of tools used to elicit cultural and economic values. 
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While the identification and elicitation of values is a hugely important part of the 

management process, it can also make management more complex. Due to the 

differing methods of assessing values, balancing and prioritizing values is difficult 

(Mason and Avrami 2000), 24). While economic values are often expressed in 

terms of money or funds, social values are difficult to express in quantifiable 

terms. This often results in elements concerning economic and cultural values 

being approached separately in theory and in practice within the planning 

process (De la Torre 2005, 222). This is of particular concern at sites such as 

those in the Vesuvian region, where the economic and cultural values are closely 

intertwined due to the importance of the economic values derived from the 

heritage sites within the local community. The impacts of cultural tourism are 

discussed below in 2.6, but the question remains how to balance the conflicting 

values brought on by this.  

The above cited work on cultural capital by David Throsby (2002) is one method 

of bringing together economic and cultural values. Based on the idea of 

developing sustainable management practices, cultural capital refers to an asset 

that has ‘a store of cultural value, separable from whatever economic value it may 

possess; the asset gives rise to a flow of goods and services over time which may 

also have cultural value (Throsby 2002, 103). This is of particular relevance if 

considering use and non-use values since the cultural values of a site may, and 

often is, a significant determinant of the economic values. Throsby uses the 

examples of a customer’s willingness to pay for admission to sites: a customer is 

willing to pay a price in order to experience the values of a site, not just the 

physical fabric. For example, at Pompeii the physical worth of the site is minimal 

as it is a site of ruined buildings serving no actual purpose. However, due to the 

values that have been ascribed to the site, the site also embodies economic 

value as shown by the visitors’ willingness to pay for it as product. In this sense, 

sites have both economic value and cultural value, values that are closely related 

but also separable. However, there is a close link between these. The economic 

value is often determined by the cultural value, and thus decisions regarding 

conservation of cultural value cannot be made separately from the cultural 

values.  
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2.4.3.2 Assessing Heritage Management Systems 

The management context determines any limitations or opportunities that could 

impact the conservation or management of the site. This includes, but is not 

limited to: finances, the structure of the organization, staff/human resources and 

visitors. During this stage is it important to identify which aspects are beyond the 

scope and control of the managing authority, such as legislature or human 

resources in a centralized government.  

Each management organization, whether it is the national government or a NGO, 

approaches the management of their cultural sites differently. This is shaped by 

the social and political history of the area being managed. While there is no set 

system that would work in each situation, it is important that they effectively 

manage their cultural heritage. No amount of management planning or the 

resulting management plans will be effective if the organization that is carrying 

out the management cannot effectively function to carry out that duty. While it is 

the case that no management system would be appropriate for every cultural 

heritage site, there are a number of factors that can both strengthen and limit the 

effectiveness of a management system. It is important to recognise these prior to 

making decisions and policies. These factors are identified in Figure 17.

 

1 The legal and policy framework governing the site 

2 Allocation of management responsibilities 

3 Financial and other resources 

4 Site Condition 

5 Technical possibilities 

6 Needs and expectations of the community 

7 Patterns of visitor use 

8 Threats to the site and its values 

Figure 17 Factors impacting the effectiveness of the management system (Sullivan and 
de la Torre 1997, 21). 
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All of these are important factors to consider throughout the planning process. If 

management planning is inappropriate for the management organization in which 

it is meant to function it will inevitably fail. Too costly intervention or changes, 

unavailable resources, and insufficient skills can all negatively impact the 

conservation of a site if the managing body cannot carry them out or maintain 

them. Thus, it is important to develop policies and plans that can be implemented 

within the current management or with few changes. When the current 

management system is insufficient for carrying out the needs of the site, capacity 

building is an option that has the potential to lead to sustainable and 

self-sufficient management (2.4.4). The management of World Heritage Sites 

requires additional considerations, but many of these are easily met by an 

effective management system (Feilden and Jokilehto 1998; Wijesuriya et al. 

2013).  

In most cases a management system will already be in place and this is often 

difficult to change, particularly when centralised at a national level. In such a 

case, it is important to recognize the strengths and weaknesses prior to planning, 

and to use the planning process as a means of monitoring the effectiveness of 

the policies and decisions that are put in place. In order to understand the 

strengths and weaknesses of the current management framework, a SWOT 

analysis can be beneficial. SWOT analysis is an analysis of the Strengths, 

Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats and can be helpful for shedding light on 

what can realistically be possible within the current management context, as well 

as opportunities that may not have been considered before. This can also be a 

tool for prioritizing actions. It has a greater chance of sustainability since it is the 

result of input from the key players in the current management system.  
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In Managing Cultural World Heritage, ICCROM compiled a publication looking at 

how to assess and monitor management systems (Wijesuriya et al. 2013). This 

publication identifies nine characteristics that are common to most heritage 

systems (Figure 18). The legal and institutional frameworks and resources are 

important elements as they define many of the possibilities and limitations that 

sites may be faced with. Management systems function on many different levels 

including national, regional, local and autonomous units. It is also often the case 

that different levels or organizations of management will manage different 

aspects of heritage, particularly tourism, natural heritage and development (see 

Chapters 5 and 7 for a discussion on this in regards to the Vesuvian sites). 

However, as has been discussed in this chapter, it is necessary to include all of 

these elements in the planning process as stakeholders.  
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Figure 18 Common characteristics of heritage management systems (Wijesuriya et al. 
2013, 53). These characteristics are used to assess its effectiveness 
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The planning, monitoring, and implementation elements are the core of the 

planning process that is being discussed in this chapter. However, since this 

discussion has focused on site management planning it is important to note that 

planning can, and does, happen at multiple levels. For example, a national 

government may have a heritage wide plan; yet regional peripheral systems will 

focus on more site specific planning. Each of these levels may have different 

methods for implementing and monitoring what they do. These plans may 

overlap. Identification of all is important if they are to function in a sustainable 

manner.  
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Figure 19 Functions of the framework presented in (Wijesuriya et al. 2013). 



 

86 

 

The framework (Figure 19) put for the in Managing Cultural Heritage Sites and its 

practical application will be discussed in Chapter 7, where it will be used to look in 

depth at the management system of the Vesuvian sites. One of the key aspects 

of this research was to look at how to make smaller changes within the current 

management since influencing changes to elements such as legislation and 

tradition are difficult. It was also felt that the three primary purposes of this 

framework were important for achieving a holistic and sustainable approach to 

site management.  

2.4.4 Response: Policies, Objectives, and Strategies 

The third stage of the planning process when decisions begin to be made 

regarding the sites management is a lengthy and complex process as special 

attention needs to be made to the balancing of stakeholder values and the 

preservation of values. This is the point where the decision makers must make 

explicit decisions regarding how to preserve the site and its associated values. 

This can be done through policies, or guiding principles, which identify the most 

appropriate ways to managing the site.

 

Primary 
Management Plan 

Appropriate 
Use 

Conservation 
Interventions 

Visitor Use 
and 

Presentation 

Research and 
Excavations 

Maintaince 
and Monitoring 

Facilities and 
Infrastructure 

Consultation 
and 

Reassessment 
of policies 

Figure 20 Examples of policy categories that need to be addressed in management 
planning and integrated into the primary management plan 
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Policies also serve the purpose of addressing any loss in value that cannot be 

avoided and why. While Demas recommends that policies be established in 

‘programmatic or activity areas,’ she highlights the importance of insuring that the 

overarching statement of purpose not be fractured by multiple policy statements 

(2002, 43). This fragmentation is of keen concern and often leads to one area 

being given priority over others making holistic management planning 

impossible. This stage is where the previously developed policies are looked at in 

conjunction with the goals and objectives of the site in each programmatic and 

activity areas. This is a highly detailed stage that requires identifying the 

resources needed, time frames, and responsibilities needed to meet the 

objectives (Demas 2002, 46). The risk of fragmentation between the differing 

areas is great as different projects are carried out by different groups. To 

counteract this, Demas recommends that there be a plan for each strategy, but 

that each of these must be linked to the main plan as to provide continuity. 

According to the World Heritage Convention, the principle aim of cultural 

resource management is to guarantee that the authenticity and values of the site 

are maintained and then presented to the general public (Feilden and Jokilehto 

1998; UNESCO 2013). However, without active monitoring, it can often be the 

case that threats and problems go unidentified until too late, when much larger 

problems can form. Monitoring the sites and their significance is one of the 

weakest elements of site management. This can be due to a number of reasons, 

including difficulty measuring values and the success of the policies put into place 

to protect them. 
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2.4.4.1 Management Plans as Guiding Documents 

Many of the values-based approaches to site management indicate that a 

management plan should result from the planning process. There is no one 

format or style of plan; nor is there agreement on exactly what should be included 

in it or the degree of detail. The plan, in its most minimalist form, meets the 

following criteria: 1) holistic and integrated, 2) short, concise and accessible, 3) 

legally binding and 4) comparable and compatible with other plans (Demas 2002, 

48-49). Management plans should set out how the site should be managed; the 

elements of the hands-on and day to day management. Management plans are 

principally an Anglo-Saxon phenomenon and are used widely at heritage sites 

across the UK, with many heritage bodies providing their own guidelines on how 

best to prepare a plan (see English Heritage 2006, for example). Management 

plans have also been adopted by the World Heritage Committee for properties on 

the world heritage list (UNESCO 2013, 25-29). UNESCO has provided little 

guidance for the preparation of management plans in the context of World 

Heritage Sites with the exception of a few studies (Cleere 2010; Feilden and 

Jokilehto 1998). For world heritage sites, a management plan is not necessarily 

required at the time of inscription if the property has a documented management 

system in place but the use of management plans is becoming more and more 

the norm.  
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In theory a management plan should explicitly state the information gathered 

during the planning process (site significance and history, stakeholders, condition 

assessment and conservation works, etc.) and be used as a guiding document to 

achieve the goals that were agreed upon during the planning process. It should 

show that the policies and objectives planned for the future are based on 

thorough knowledge of the site and any potential threats or changes (Blandford 

2006, 358). The plan would then be supplemented with more specific plans that 

would address more specific elements such as the process of condition 

monitoring, or tourism and visitor management plans. However, in practice, 

management plans are often not used correctly or at all. This can be due to a 

number of reasons; the plan was too lofty for the system it was to be carried out 

in, it did not actually provide guiding information thus did not serve it purpose, or 

even something as simple as it not being written in a manner that makes it easy to 

sue as a management tool. Often management plans are developed by the 

managing authority or an organization hired by the authority and if they do not 

take careful consideration of the strengths and weaknesses of the managing 

organization and its resources, they can fail. Due to this some heritage 

professionals question purpose of management plans and their effectiveness at 

contributing to heritage management. While they have the potential to be a waste 

of time if not developed correctly, when used alongside an efficient and effective 

management system (see above) they are important tools for the management of 

heritage sites. One of the biggest problems that emerges from the use of 

management plans is that many view them as an ‘end all’ for decision making and 

do not necessarily recognize their dynamic nature. 

 

Key Issues Site boundaries and description 

Identification of OUV 

Key site issues 

Long term vision and objectives 

Stakeholder participation 

How the plan will be implemented 

Figure 21 Key issues that management plans need to address to be successful. Adapted 
from Blandford 2006 from analysis of UK world heritage sites. 
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2.4.4.2 Sustainability 

The concept of sustainability emerged as standard terminology after the 

Brundtland Commission in which it is used to define sustainable development as 

‘Development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the 

ability of future generations to meet their own needs’ (Future 1987). It has since 

become common place in regards to research on economic development, 

tourism planning, and more recently within heritage management and has 

appeared in numerous guidelines and documents across the globe. 

The World Tourism Organization (WTO) indicates that the goal of sustainable 

tourism is; 

The protection, enhancement, and improvement of the various 
components of man’s environment are among the fundamental conditions 
for the harmonious development of tourism. Similarly, rational 
management of tourism may contribute to a large extent to protecting and 
developing the physical environment and the cultural heritage, as well as 
improving the quality of life (www.unwto.com). 

The World Heritage Convention states that the parties in charge of the 

management of heritage sites should adopt a sustainable policy that ‘aims to give 

the cultural and natural heritage a function in the life of the community and to 

integrate the protection of that heritage into comprehensive planning 

programmes’ (Article 5). Thus in the broad scope, heritage management should 

be integrated into the physical and social contexts that surround the heritage site. 

The ICOMOS manual for the Management of World Heritage Sites indicates that 

sustainability should be looked at two-fold; 

1. As a concern for sustaining the heritage, considered as an end in 
itself, and part of the environmental/cultural resources that should be 
protected and transmitted to future generations to guarantee their 
development. 

2. As the possible contribution that heritage and heritage conservation 
can make to the environmental, social and economic dimensions of 
sustainable development (Wijesuriya et al. 2013). 
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In the context of archaeological site management, the concept of sustainability is 

important on multiple levels; within the archaeological and its management, and 

in regards to the relationship between the archaeological site and its surrounding 

context. At a site management level sustainability indicates future-oriented 

decision-making in regards to conservation, excavation, and presentation for 

examples. Attention should be paid to reversibility in regards to interventions like 

on-site interpretation or protective structures.  

2.4.4.3 Capacity-building 

The idea of capacity-building (or community capacity building or capacity 

development) emerged alongside other buzzwords in the field of development in 

the mid-20th century. Defined by the Oxford dictionary as a person or 

organizations ‘ability or power to do or understand something’ (Stevenson 2010) 

and is further defined by a number of organizations. In the context of heritage 

sites, UNESCO uses the definition put forth by the United National Development 

programme which defines capacity as ‘the ability of individuals, organizations and 

societies to perform functions, solve problems, and set and achieve objectives in 

a sustainable manner’ (UNESCO 2011b). Thus capacity-building is providing the 

institutional, intellectual, and in some cases financial support to local 

communities that enables them to build this capacity, in a sustainable manner. In 

the sense of heritage management, this is often used to refer to ‘a form of 

people-centred change that entails working with groups or individuals to achieve 

improvements in approaches to managing cultural and natural heritage’ 

(UNESCO 2011, 4). The increase in interest in capacity building in cultural 

heritage management has stemmed from the growing acknowledgement of the 

interdependency between heritage places and their local communities. Through 

the creation and development of stronger capacities of institutions and networks, 

there are stronger links between heritage places and the wider environments and 

stakeholders.  
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2.4.5 Implementing Anglophone approaches to non- 
Anglophone Contexts 

The theoretical underpinnings of this research are heavily weighted in 

Anglophone approaches and methods; this is a theoretical bias that must be 

addressed for the success of this research.  The potential to implement 

values-based management approaches is not straight forward in 

non-Anglophone contexts like those in Italy. Non-Anglosphere countries often 

have vastly different socio-cultural traditions that are reflected in their approaches 

to heritage management and how they value this heritage. Thus there need to be 

a clearer understanding of if, and how, Anglophone management approaches 

like those utilised by the Getty, or English Heritage are applicable to different 

contexts.   

Much of the applicability of the values-based management methods outside of 

Anglophone countries relies on the assumption that the managing authorities in 

these countries recognise these values as legitimate and important aspects of 

their cultural heritage. While the values and significance associated with the 

historical or physical elements of a heritage site are more easily identifiable; 

these are not necessarily the values that are the most relevant or valued by 

modern societies. However, as most heritage authorities will have a 

preconception of what is valued, it is often this that takes precedence in the laws 

and legislature in place to protect cultural heritage.  

Individuals and groups that directly intervene in the 
conservation and management of heritage places. 

Practitioners 

State bodies, UNESCO, and other institutions who have a 
responsibility to enable a sustainable environment for 
management. 

Institutions 

Local and international communities, as well as stakeholder 
networks.  

Communities and 
Networks 

Figure 22 Examples of the different target audiences for capacity-building. 
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One of the key components of values-based management is the inclusion of 

outside stakeholders in the decision making process; however, as discussed 

above, there is not always a clear cut method for doing this, particularly in a 

system that does not actively encourage participatory management systems. 

However there have been a number of initiatives aimed at showing the potential 

for of a participatory approach in non-Anglophone countries, including others in 

the Mediterranean regions such as Turkey (Hodder and Doughty 2007), Santorini 

(Doumas and de la Torre 1997) and Jordan (EUROMED 2010; Myers et al. 

2010), as well as further abroad in places like El Salvador (Castellano et al. 2007; 

Castellanos and Descamps 2008). 

While it is not within the scope of this thesis to delve into each of these examples 

in-depth—each is an interesting case study in their own right—it is important to 

highlight the similarities that have led to their success, as well as the differences 

that have necessitated differing approaches.  Key commonalities to all these 

projects are 1) the engagement of local communities, and 2) increased visitor 

awareness and understanding of the sites. Both of these goals is seen as 

achievable through education projects, training, management plans, and the 

dissemination of information (EUROMED 2010; Hodder and Doughty 2007).    

These approaches have shown positive results in the case of Santorini where 

talks with local peoples has led to an agreement regarding land use and tourism 

(Doumas and de la Torre 1997).  While these projects have shown the potential 

for using a participatory and values-based approach in these contexts, they have 

also highlighted the need for these approaches to be integrated into long term 

planning and management of the sites in-order to be sustainable (Atalay 2010) 

and that long term programs, such as those integrated into schools (Apaydin 

2015). 
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2.5 Threats to Archaeological Sites  

It is often the case that as values are identified, the threats to the heritage sites 

increase (de la Torre and Maclean 1997, 5). The preservation of values and 

significance are a priority for heritage managers and it is necessary to manage 

the threats to these values. Threats to archaeological sites are multi-faceted; in 

addition to on-site threats, threats can also come from development to the 

surrounding areas. While management cannot solve all the threats many of the 

negative impacts from these threats can be controlled (Demas 2002, 27). Figure 

23 is by no means an extensive list of all the threats to cultural heritage but it can 

be seen that the variety of possible threats are vast, thus making the preservation 

of values and mitigation of threats a challenging prospect. The idea of managing 

the threats to archaeological sites is not to stop all decay; but is a process of 

managing change and mitigating the damage caused by these threats. There are 

a number of negative tourism-related impacts at archaeological sites and their 

surrounding communities. These include both physical and sociocultural impacts 

that need to be identified in-order to manage them sustainably. 

 

Type of Threats 

•Development 

•Pollution and by-products of 
development 

•Tourism 

•Social unrest 

•Looting 

•Archaeological excavations 

•Inappropriate interventions 

•Inadequate administration and 
legislation 

•Natural disasters 

•Lack of financial resources 

•Lack of human resources 

•Inadequate maintenance 

Examples of Negative Tourism 
Related Impacts 

•Physical 

•Wear and Tear  

•Moisture/Condensation 

•Taking "souvenirs," touching delicate 
surfaces, litter, vandalism 

•Sociocultural  

•Displacement of local or indiginious 
peoples 

•Mass development in region of site 

•Anxiety and discord among locals 

•Overcrowding in local communities 

•Increased pressure on local 
infrastructures  

Figure 23 Common threats to Archaeological (Palumbo 2002; Timothy and Boyd 2003).  
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In terms of physical impacts, the most common is wear and tear which is a 

particular problem at sites that receive mass tourism. Visitor management tools 

have been used at a number of sites to address these concerns. Traditionally, 

there has been a tendency to ‘close-off’ sites or simply not address visitors in the 

field of heritage management, but it has become clear that the field of heritage 

management cannot ignore visitors and the best way of address their impacts is 

to document and learn from them. If heritage management is to sustainably 

balance the impacts from tourism and conservation, visitor management tools 

need to consider their impacts on the visitor experience and vice versa.  

The most important thing to do is identifying the cause of the impact; is it due to 

visitor congestion? Are there inadequate barriers between the visitors and the 

site? Or is the cause something else that is simply exacerbated by the presence 

of visitors? Timothy and Boyd detail a number of the visitor management 

frameworks that have emerged over the past few decades (2003, 159-166). Each 

framework has strengths and weaknesses and needs to be assessed on a case 

by case basis. The same goes for management tools which are presented in 

Figure 24. 
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However, before any of these tools are used, it is important to understand the 

impacts that they would have on the visitor experience. Often the case has been 

that visitor management initiatives have be used for conservation without looking 

at the impacts that they have on the visitor experience. For example at Petra 

barriers have been put in place to keep visitors from entering delicate areas, 

some being the main parts of the site, without clear understanding of how this 

impacts the visitors experience (Paradise 2012). In this case, it is assumed that 

these conservation policies promote a sense of patrimony and caring but without 

extensive visitor studies; this is purely an assumption on the part of the heritage 

managers. 

•Limiting time and numbers 

•Quota/Capacity Limits 

•Directing visitors away from critical areas and dispersing them throughout 
the site 

•Dispersion in the region of lessen pressures 

•Charges/reservations required for certain areas 

Visitor flows and Congestion 

•Fences, display cabinets, gates, protective coverings, walkways, raised 
floors 

•Security; persons, video cameras 

•Communication of what behaviours are acceptable 

Limiting Contact 

•Provide good service 

•Clean and tidy site and facilities 

•Provide options for different groups or types of visitors 

•Effective interpretation and presentation 

High Quality and Engaging Experience 

•Protective shelters 

•Consolidation and reinforcement of delicate areas  

Conservation initiatives on-site to limit the impacts of 
tourism related damage 

Figure 24 Examples of management tools to mitigate the damage caused by tourism 
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2.5.1 Interventions and Methods of Conservation 

In this section, a number of the primary preventive conservation methods are 

discussed. It is important to note that there is a growing emphasis on the 

importance of conservation alongside of archaeological research while in the 

field. The information presented below draws from a number of sources (Corfield 

1996; Demas and Agnew 2006; Demas et al. 2008; Nixon and Bowsher 2004; 

Pedelì 2013; Price 1991; Roy and Smith 1994; Schmid 1998; Stanley-Price and 

Jokilehto 2002; Stanley-Price et al. 1996; Stanley Price 2014; Sullivan and 

Mackay 2012). Often conservation work is carried out after excavations have 

finished; however it shouldn’t be ignored and ideally should be integrated into the 

planning process from the beginning whether a site is to be opened to the public 

or not. The focus is on methods for long-term conservation, primarily to protect 

archaeological sites from further damage. This is done purely as the focus of this 

thesis is on archaeological sites open to the public. Figure 25 lists the most 

common methods of in-situ conservation that are used at archaeological sites, 

along with potential positives and negatives. The decision to use one over any 

other depends on a number of factors including funding, the significance of the 

feature, and the ability to ensure appropriate level of maintenance, for example. It 

is important to establish ahead of time what is the most appropriate for each 

situation as inappropriate measures can have negative impacts on the 

preservation of the site or feature it is aiming to protect. This is also the case if the 

protective measure chosen is not maintained.  

Choosing the right interventions and methods is also particularly important in 

regards to the presentation and interpretation of sites; protective measures can 

have a positive or negative impact on the visitor experience. Negative impacts 

can come from the feeling that interventions are inauthentic or overly 

encroaching on the archaeological site. These negative impacts can also result 

from the perceived lack of conservation of elements that visitor’s value. In 

addition to considering the impact that tourism will have on the longevity of 

interventions. A raised glass walkway may appear to be the correct choice for 

providing visitors access to a fragile mosaic floor; however if it is a particularly 



 

98 

 

busy site the walkway may deteriorate quickly and be constantly dirty from all the 

visitors. There are a number of considerations when thinking out long term 

conservation measures; particularly at sites such as Pompeii and Herculaneum 

where there is an extraordinary amount of structures and artistic features to 

preserve. 

 

Open Air 
Measures 

Includes common stabilization techniques like capping, mortar 
repointing 

Can be controversial in regards to full restoration or reconstruction 
of buildings that have failed. 

Reburial Permanent or temporary reburial of a structure or feature 

Ideal when resources are limited  

Protective 
Structures or 
Shelters 

Includes the covering of a small or medium sized structure/feature 
that requires more protection than open air 

Enclosure/ 
Roofing 

Includes covering the entire feature or structure with a permanent 
enclosure 

Particularly significant or vulnerable 

Figure 25 Types of Long term conservation methods 
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At large scale site, open-air or exposed conservation methods are the most 

common. These methods include things such as repointing mortar on walls or 

capping an incomplete wall with mortar. This often includes the reintegration of 

missing material in walls to provide stability. There are a number of 

considerations to take into account when taking this approach; including the 

materials used and the probability of maintaining a systematic maintenance 

program. As will be discussed further, one of the key problems at the Vesuvian 

sites is the lack of regular maintenance which has resulted in more severe 

problems that could have been avoided. The compatibility of materials and 

methods is also important in the effectiveness of open-air methods. There has 

been extensive research into different mortar ‘recipes’ that are compatible with 

archaeological sites and it is often found that the ones similar to the original are 

best (Fodde 2006; Sabbioni et al. 2001). Open-air conservation has some 

implications for the presentation and interpretation as well; it has the potential to 

remain undetectable by visitors thus presenting them with an experience that is 

not impeded by any interventions. However, this can also be a concern in regards 

to the authenticity of a site depending on how far it is taken and if modern 

interventions are not easily identifiable from the original. For example, while the 

repointing of mortar on a standing building may be unobtrusive, if this wall is 

reconstructed or reinforced in-order to provide stability for surrounding walls, in 

many cases there is little to differentiate it from the original. This is a complex 

area where is it essential to understand the value of a site prior to making 

decisions and the relationship between this value and the fabric of the site.  
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The second method that is common place is the use of protective structures or 

shelters. Considerations that need to be taken into account when implementing 

these can be extended to include protective floor-ways and small interventions 

used to protect features or elements that are not necessarily significant enough to 

warrant a full structure due to its size or location. These smaller interventions are 

common at the Vesuvian sites however their existence is evidence of the 

problems that need to be addressed. As with any conservation intervention there 

needs to be an understanding of the role of the structure in the context of the site. 

This includes how long it is meant to last, the amount of resources necessary to 

maintain it, and its impact on its surrounding area, both visually and in terms of 

the archaeology around it both above and below ground.  

Full enclosure of archaeological sites is the most intrusive of the conservation 

methods. It involves a permanent structure that encases the structure or feature. 

This can be in the form of a building erected over exposed mosaic floors or, as in 

the case of the site of Vasso in Greece, a large tent like shelter (The Getty Price 

1991). I have chosen to include reconstructed roofs in this section as they are 

also permanent and carry many of the same risks; particularly that of changing 

the microclimate inside the structure which can lead to mould growth, vegetation, 

and water problems. These structures require the most preplanning and often 

financial resources as they also will have the biggest visual impact on the site in 

question. 

Finally, a method of conservation that is often overlooked at archaeological sites 

open to the public is the option for reburial. Reburial can be a temporary or long 

term solution that involves the reburial of the structure or feature. This is common 

practice at excavations where the archaeological resource is not going to be 

presented or fully excavated in the near future; however it remains most popular 

on commercial excavations and not necessarily at tourist sites. While at a site 

where there are standing buildings this is often difficult, it can be done in regards 

floor surfaces or even used as a partial solution where one side or portion of a 

structure is reburied and the other left exposed. There are obvious negatives in 

regards to this approach; once the feature is reburied it disappears from view. 
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Thus it is often used when the feature in question is not deemed valuable enough 

to be presented to the public. However it is also a viable option for particularly 

significant features when there are not enough resources to ensure proper 

conservation or if there are political/social problems that would detain proper 

conservation. This is also a viable option in regards to heritage at risk of 

destruction, for example in a war zone where if left above ground it may be 

destroyed. 

2.6 The relationship between Presentation and Conservation 

At the core of this research is the proposal that through integrating presentation 

and interpretation early on in the planning process site management planning will 

be more holistic and sustainable. The presentation and interpretation of 

archaeological sites has the potential to be a viable tool for aiding in preservation 

throughout the planning process through four primary and interrelated uses that 

will be discussed throughout this thesis (Figure 26). Each stage of the planning 

process involves interpretive decisions that formulate the objectives and 

strategies and it is necessary to closely investigate the relationship between 

these concepts. These include using presentation and interpretation for visitor 

engagement, visitor management, collaboration between stakeholders, and as a 

means of prioritizing and driving decisions at heritage sites. The aim of the rest of 

this chapter is to provide the theoretical background for presentation and 

interpretation, thus placing this thesis into the wider context through addressing 

these uses.  
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Modern interpretation developed in the late nineteenth century from nature 

guiding at national parks in the USA, Australia, and New Zealand. The discussion 

on the theory and practice of presentation and interpretation emerged with the 

work of Freeman Tilden working on behalf of the United States National Parks 

Service (Figure 27). Tilden put forth six principles of interpretation that needed to 

be considered when planning heritage interpretation and was famous for writing 

‘Through interpretation, understanding; through understanding, appreciation; 

through appreciation, protection’ (Tilden 1957). With this work, interpretation was 

recognized as a tool for providing knowledge to people about the places they 

were visiting in hopes of increasing their respect for the place. To many scholars 

heritage interpretation has three primary roles; 1) to educate people, 2) to provide 

an enjoyable experience, and 3) to use these two elements to increase the 

visitors respect for heritage places (Hall and McArthur 1993; Hall and McArthur 

1998; Leask and Fyall 2006; Shackley 1998; Timothy and Boyd 2006). Baker 

notes that the relationship between presentation and preservation at heritage 

Presentation 
and 

Interpretation 

Engagement 

Visitor 
Management 

Collaboration 

Management 
Priorities 

Figure 26 The interrelated uses of presentation and interpretation that are investigated in 
this research. 
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sites is naturally collaborative in the sense that it is necessary to interpret values 

and significance of a site prior to making management decisions, and the 

presentation of a site can elicit more values (Baker and Chitty 2013). Through the 

interpretation and elicitation of values, deeper understanding what elements of 

sites hold value and make up a site’s significance emerges and can be a tool for 

prioritizing decisions. The multitude of uses of presentation and interpretation as 

tools for visitor management, collaboration, preservation and others are 

increasingly being recognized but are still poorly understood and integrated into 

the full planning process.  

Millar (1989) states that interpretation is the key to successful management 

policy as it enhances our understanding of the past, enables us to decide on 

current priorities, and fosters a climate for conservation awareness. This is 

achieved though the communication of the values and significance ascribed to 

the site; however at many sites this is difficult. Archaeological sites are 

understood through research and it is the goal of interpretation and presentation, 

put in place by heritage managers, communicate this to visitors as accurately and 

fully as possible. Baxter (2004) argues that for values-based management to be 

effective there needs to be a change in perspective from looking to the future and 

resolving issues, to looking where value can be found in the experience of the 

past in order to better understand how to preserve it. Scholars agree that 

engaged and aware visitors are more likely to be willing to see a heritage place 

conserved for the future generations and they are best engaged when they are 

able to find direct and indirect connections with their own lives (Ballantyne et al. 

2014).  Thus there is a need to develop presentation and interpretation policies 

in terms of the site’s audiences. 
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While this research is focusing on the positive benefits of presentation and 

interpretation, there are criticisms of their uses (Bramwell and Lane 2000; 

Bramwell and Sharman 1999; Bramwell and Sharman 2000; Moscardo 1996; 

Moscardo 1998; Urry and Larsen 2011). The primary criticism is that heritage 

sites are able to speak for themselves and that interpretation has the potential to 

interfere with the visitors experiences at a site, especially if it is overzealous or 

poorly implemented. However, heritage places are complex and not always 

easily understood by visitors, particularly at archaeological sites filled with 

incomplete ruins. There is a necessary balance between maintaining the sense 

ilden's Six 
Principles of 
Hertiage 
Interpretation 

Any interpretation that does not somehow relate what is being 
displayed or described to something within the personality or 
experience of the visitor will be sterile. 

Information, as such, is not Interpretation. Interpretation is 
revelation based upon information. But they are entirely different 
things. However all interpretation includes information. 

Interpretation is an art, which combines many arts, whether the 
materials presented are scientific, historical or architectural. Any 
art is in some degree teachable. 

The chief aim of Interpretation is not instruction, but provocation. 

Interpretation should aim to present a whole rather than a part, 
and must address itself to the whole man rather than any phase. 

Interpretation addressed to children (say up to the age of twelve) 
should not be a dilution of the presentation to adults, but should 
follow a fundamentally different approach. To be at its best it will 
require a separate program. 

Figure 27 Tilden's principles of Interpretation (1957) 
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of place at a heritage site, and providing sufficient interpretation for its varied 

audiences. Too much interpretation and you risk losing the significance of a place 

through commodification and trivialisation, and too little and you risk many of the 

negative impacts that can be cause by visitors.  

 

 

 

 

Roles Heritage 
Interpretation 

Education 

Entertainment 

Conservation and Sustainable development 

Visitor Management 

Economic and Environmental Benefits 

Community Involvement 

Attitudes and Values 

Interpretative Tools
  

Personal Guided Tours 

Lectures, group talks, special events 

Live Interpreters 

Cultural Demonstrations 

Information attendants 

Non-Personal Brochures, guidebooks, maps, labels 

On-site panels and signage 

Audio or multimedia guides (iPhone apps) 

Onsite exhibitions 

Interpretation Centres 

Figure 28 The roles of heritage interpretation. 

Figure 29 The tools of Interpretation (adapted from Timothy and Boyd 2006) 
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2.6.1 Engaging Visitors 

The link between tourism and conservation is one that has been increasingly 

looked at in recent years and though tourism is not a new concept, it has grown 

extensively over the past century due to the freedom provided by modern 

transport and economics. Originally travel was limited to the elite and academics 

but now encompasses people of all ages and walks of life. Sustainable 

management planning requires a clear understanding of the relationship between 

cultural heritage sites and their visitors (Hall and McArthur 1993; Hall and 

McArthur 1998). The relationship that visitors have with heritage is dynamic and 

multi-faceted; people choose to visit archaeological sites due to the values they 

ascribe to them which makes understanding this relationship complex. In his 

seminal work The Tourist Gaze, John Urry writes that there is no universal 

experience for all tourists, at all times (Urry 1990). Each visitor approaches their 

visit with their own preconceptions, expectations, and motivations. This diversity 

has led to numerous studies into how best understand visitors and their needs 

and desires while at heritage sites. With this brings new problems that are 

necessary to understand if heritage managers are to manage tourism at 

archaeological sites. If we accept that an engaged visitor can have positive 

impacts at archaeological site through engagement, then it stands that we need 

to have a full understanding of what visitors what from their experience and what 

impacts this experience.  
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2.6.1.1 Heritage Tourists 

There is a need to understand who the visitors to heritage sites are, their 

motivations, and their expectations while planning presentation and interpretation 

for heritage sites. Tourism studies have expanded over the past few decades to 

identify and classify the different types of tourists to different destinations. 

Included in this is an extensive amount of literature addressing heritage tourists. 

In general a heritage tourist is an individual who travels away from their home to a 

heritage place, for the explicit purpose of experiencing that place. Cultural 

heritage tourists would be those visiting cultural sites. However, there still debate 

about what exactly a heritage tourist is; Poria et al (2003; 2006; 2013) 

differentiates between heritage tourists and tourists to heritage sites, indicating 

that the former are those who visit heritage places for the personal connection, 

but does not include those that just visit because they want to or for educational 

reasons. Chen and Chen (2010) divides heritage visitor motivations into two 

categories; those who are pursuing knowledge, and those who are pursuing 

personal benefits. The ‘pursuit of knowledge’ is often viewed as the element that 

differentiates the heritage tourist from other types of visitor (Leask and Fyall 

2006; McIntosh and C Prentice 1999; Timothy and Boyd 2006). This is only partly 

correct, particularly at heritage sites that are considered ‘must-see’s’ or globally 

renowned (Silberman and Callebaut 2006). As a result, scholars (McKercher 

2002; Silberberg 1995; Timothy and Boyd 2006) divide groups of cultural tourists 

dependent on their levels of motivation or reasons for visiting but consider all 

those who visit heritage sites to be heritage tourists. For this research, this 

second approach is adopted as evidence from this study and others (see Chapter 

6) shows that the range of visitors to site such as Pompeii are diverse and not 

limited to people who visit purely for a personal, heritage driven experience.  
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Different visitors to heritage sites demand different experiences thus it is 

important to clarify their motivations for visiting a site. It is generally accepted that 

the visitor’s experience at a site is shaped by their motivations, preconceptions, 

and attitudes (Timothy and Boyd 2006). Recent studies highlight that each case 

much be approached individually and that the presumed learning outcomes from 

a site visit are not enough to gauge the experience as the typical motivations for 

visitors are much deeper (Mayer and Wallace 2007). Diverse backgrounds, 

education levels and personal interests all influence visitor motivations, their 

expectations and how they experience the site during their visit (Falk and 

Dierking 1992; Falk and Dierking 2000). Holtorf believes that heritage is not 

valued for its literal content but for the way it’s appreciated through the stories it 

evokes in visitors, about identities and the general enjoyment of imagining the 

past (Holtorf 2010; Holtorf 2012). Studies are used to gather a deeper 

understanding of these factors and focus primarily on three categories; 

demographics, geographic, and psychographic data (Timothy and Boyd 2006, 

64). Demographic and geographic indicators tend to be the most common as 

they are the easiest to quantify but there has been an increase in the use of 

psychographic studies as it is now felt that they have the potential to produce a 

deeper understanding. It is generally agreed that a combination of these, as well 

as others is best served to understand the visitors to sites and this understanding 

is necessary for sustainable management (Figure 30).  

 

Demographic and Geographic 

•Employment/Education 

•Age/Sex 

•Income 

•Home Location  

•Travel itineraries/Place of stay 

Psychographic 

•Reason for visiting 

•Existing Knowledge 

•Type of information or media wanted 

•Expectations  

Figure 30 Successful and full understanding of tourists/visitors requires knowledge of a 
multitude of characteristics and heritage managers should strive to find a balance in 
methods to achieve this. 
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2.6.2 Creating Mindful Visitors 

As discussed prior presentation and interpretation needs to engage the visitor in 

order to be effective and there are a number of elements to take into account 

when interpreting archaeological sites to the public. How to successfully engage 

visitors is a complex issue, and remains only partially understood. Moscardo 

states that presentation should aim to create mindful visitors (Moscardo 1996). 

Rooted in the social cognation research of Ellen Langer (1997), mindfulness is a 

state where the mind actively process information and is more receptive gain 

knowledge. Mindlessness is the opposite and is often the result of two paths; 

when the visitor is familiar with the situation or finds it repetitive, and the result of 

what is called premature cognitive commitment. Premature cognitive 

commitment is the result of when visitors ‘have decided that the available 

information is irrelevant or unimportant to them or because they accept or borrow 

unquestionably a definition or stereotype from elsewhere’ (Moscardo 1996). 

Thus, visitors are more likely to be mindful if the interpretation at a heritage site 

offers variety and information that is relevant to the audiences.  

 

 

Visitor Factors 

•Types of Motivation 

•Levels of Interest 

•Levels of Fatigue 

•Feelings of control 

•Preconcenceptions/ 

Expectations 

•Preceptions 

Setting Factors 

 

•Physical Orientation 

•Interpretative Media 

•Cognative Orientation 

•Visitor Control 

•Topic/ Content Area 

•Availability of Information 

•Size/Heat 

•Services Available 

Mindfullness 

Figure 31 Diagram of the factors that affect mindfulness 
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In Moscardo’s Model of Interpretation she puts for a number of factors that can 

affect how receptive a visitor is to mindfulness; and while some of these can be 

controlled, others cannot (Figure 31). Visitor factors include the visitors’ level of 

interest and levels of fatigue. It is important to note that visitor factors are no static 

even throughout one visit; a visitor with a high level of interest can easily become 

mindless due to fatigue, or a visitor with little interest may find personal 

connections to their own experiences if the interpretation offers this. Setting 

factors include visitor facilities, exhibitions and content of the interpretation 

(Moscardo 1996). The setting factors are more easily controlled by heritage 

managers and should be regularly monitored.  

In order to monitor the effectiveness of interpretation Moscardo looks at four 

indicators; 

1. Increased visitor attention, 
2. Higher level of visitor preferences for exhibits and content, 
3. Higher levels of interest for interpretive materials, 
4. Greater recall of and learning from interpretation (1996, 386). 

These can all be measured in a variety of ways. The first of these, increased 

visitor attention is gauged by ‘attracting power’ and ‘holding time’ which look at 

how many visitors are attracted to an element of interpretation and how long they 

stay engaged. This is also looked at in term of linger time (see Chapter 6). The 

higher levels of visitor preference can also be measured by observations, or in 

the case of paying/ticketed exhibits, by attendance. However, it would still be 

necessary to develop a means of evaluating the visitor’s satisfaction and it cannot 

be assumed that high numbers of visitors is equal to successful interpretation. 

Indicators three and four are best measured through survey or interview 

methods. To gauge the effectiveness of interpretation should involve measuring 

a range of these indicators.  
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2.6.3 The Search for Authenticity 

Questions of authenticity are particularly relevant in regards to the presentation 

and interpretation of sites. Restorations and reconstructions at archaeological 

sites can significantly damage the perceptions of authenticity to some audiences, 

while it may not affect others. While it is assumed that visitors desire an 

‘authentic’ experience while at an archaeological site but there is no clear 

understanding on the visitor-authenticity relationship or how visitors define 

authentic. Holtorf argues that authenticity is judged by the visitors’ 

preconceptions of the place and are context-dependent (2010, 48). For Russell, 

the roots of heritage are in the phenomenological perceptions mediated by 

individuals and authenticity can be found in this, not in the physical data (2010, 

35-36). This is to say that authenticity is an individual perception and cannot be 

measured through the physical fabric of a site. Visitor sites that are notoriously 

inauthentic and reconstructed, like Knossos in Crete, draw visitors because it 

gives a seemingly deeper understanding of what a culture may (or may not) have 

been like (Duke 2007, 79), 79). Lipe points out that a visitor can still receive 

meaningful experiences from reproductions (2002). However, as Lipe and Duke 

both point out, much of this is in regards to the credibility of the archaeologists. 

Visitors tend to believe that what is presented to them at archaeological sites is 

the ‘truth’ and often do not question the authenticity of the site.  
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2.7 Holistic Management; bringing it all together through 
presentation and interpretation  

The evolution of conservation theory has produced a variety of important themes 

and issues that modern heritage management needs to take into account. The 

underlying theme of this chapter is the complexity of this process and the 

importance of making informed decisions in order to ensure sustainable site 

management. This complex process involves the inclusion of a wide range of 

stakeholder which can be difficult to manage given their diverse interests and 

values. The use of values-based management has shown potential for providing 

the basis for informed decision making. While the actual process of values-based 

management varies from context to context it provides a way to identify important 

themes; for example, the identification of values, stakeholder collaboration, and 

assessing the heritage authority, which are all essential to sustainable 

management. This thesis puts forward that presentation and interpretation can 

be sustainable tools for holistic site management through providing an 

established forum that draws together these elements; as a naturally 

collaborative process, presentation and interpretation has this potential. 

However, as will be shown in this thesis the real life application of this is much 

more complex. 
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3 Methods and Methodology 
3.1 Introduction 

Both qualitative and quantitative research methodologies are valid and 

informative choices for research. The decision to use one or the other depends 

on what the researcher is investigating and the scale of the research. The main 

goal of this research is to understand the relationship between the presentation 

and interpretation and the conservation of archaeological sites, and how 

presentation can be used for long term preservation. This relates to the physical 

aspects of a site, and the presentation of information; on a deeper level this 

research is interested in the motivations and relationships of various 

stakeholders, and how these impact the presentation of sites. Understanding 

these issues is a complex process that begins with understanding how visitors, 

local communities, and other stakeholders engage with the archaeological site, 

and with each other. The methodology and methods used in this research are 

aimed at developing an understanding of this, including how visitors engage with 

Pompeii, the relationships between stakeholders at the Vesuvian sites, and how 

these function within the administrative and political frameworks of the heritage 

authority.  

Quantitative research has been used to look at visitor perceptions in museum 

settings (see Bitgood 2006; Bitgood and Shettel 1996; Coffee 2007,  for 

examples) and visitor itineraries and travel patterns (Beerli and Martıń 2004; 

Chrysanthi et al. 2012; Manente and Minghetti 1998; Moscardo 1996). 

Quantitative research has the ability to provide statistical evidence but is often 

criticised as only giving general, surface level results that do not delve deeply into 

the causes of the problems being investigated. Thus qualitative research better 

serves to achieve the depth of information to investigate the causes. Qualitative 

research is increasingly used in social science research due to its ability to gather 

more in-depth information and its prominence in investigating relationships, not 

processes (Denzin and Lincoln 2005). Qualitative research has been used to 

investigate a number of problems related to visitor experiences, stakeholder 
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perceptions, and the value of heritage sites and of the heritage experience 

(Daengbuppha et al. 2006; Goulding 2000a; Goulding 2000b; Goulding and 

Domic 2009; Guthrie and Anderson 2010; Hardy 2005; McIntosh 1999; McIntosh 

and Prentice 1999).  

Similar to all research methodologies qualitative methodology has both positives 

and negatives. One of the main benefits is that it allows data to be gathered from 

a smaller number of subjects than quantitative research, which relies on larger 

numbers for statistical reliability. However, qualitative research has also been 

criticized as being unscientific; and, thus the results from such research may be 

deemed invalid (Berg 2007, 3). Qualitative research relies heavily on the 

research design and how the research is carried out in order to ensure its 

reliability and validity. In this chapter, the research methodology and methods will 

be discussed. In order to make the process of research design clear each will be 

explained as to why they were chosen, how they were implemented, and how 

they were analysed. This will also highlight any limitations with the chosen data 

collection methods and how they were overcome.  

3.2 Case-Study Methodology 

Case studies are often used in qualitative research to illustrate a problem or 

examine a specific subject. Case studies allow for the in-depth investigation of 

the causes behind a problem, rather than the symptoms or frequency of the 

problem (Flyvbjerg 2006, 229). They are defined in numerous ways, but generally 

one or more examples are used to investigate a contemporary phenomenon in a 

real-life context (Yin 2009; Yin 2011). For this research, a case study 

methodology was adopted using Stake’s definition of instrumental case study 

(1995). An instrumental case study is when the case study chosen is used to 

provide insight into a specific issue. The actual case chosen is of secondary 

importance. When undertaken correctly, this type of case study research has the 

potential to shed light onto complex issues that are not easily understood using 

other methodologies. 
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3.2.1 Validity in Case-Study Research 

The main criticism regarding case-study methodology specifically is the question 

of the validity and reliability of the results. Validity and reliability refer to the extent 

that the conclusions of qualitative research are well founded, logical, and 

correspond to the real world. Valid and reliable qualitative research should be 

easily replicated by other researchers, with similar results being obtained. Lincoln 

and Guba (1990) recommend four criteria that qualitative research needs to meet 

in order to ensure validity (Figure 32). 

 

Within case studies, confirmability and transferability are the biggest hurdles due 

to the fact that there tend to be inadequate descriptions of the assumptions and 

biases held by the researcher (Mays and Pope 1995). All researchers bring with 

them preconceived motives and expectations, and these impact what methods 

are chosen and what results are seen in the data. This is particularly true for case 

study research since the researcher often choses the case because of a personal 

interest in it. But this is not necessarily a bad thing, and even with this analytical 

lens research can still be valid (Caelli et al. 2008). What is important is that the 

research acknowledges this bias and how it has affected the results (see Chapter 

3.2.2.1).  

•How truthful are the findings? 

Credibility 

•How applicable are the findings to another case? 

Transferability 

•Are the results consistent and reproducible? 

Dependability 

•How neutral are the findings? 

Confirmability 

Figure 32 Criteria for qualitative research to ensure validity of results (Lincoln and Guba 1990). 
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Case studies are also seen as too limited to investigate broader problems 

because the data is too specific to the case, and thus, the results cannot be 

generalized. Flyvbjerg (2006) argues that it is not necessarily important that the 

case be representative or typical of other cases, but that it is more important that 

the case will enhance the knowledge of the problem. This, however, depends on 

the case chosen and why it was chosen (Flyvbjerg 2006, 225-229). The choice of 

the case to be studied is strategic and can add to or detract from the generality of 

the research. Cases can either be typical or atypical. Typical cases tend to be 

general and more representative of other cases, allowing for easier comparison 

later to other cases. Atypical cases, however, tend to be more specific and 

complex and thus can provide more information. Stake argues that if we accept 

the fact that human behaviour is predictable, then it is easy to see how the results 

from one case study can be relevant to others (Berg 2007; Stake 1995). Thus the 

complexity of the information that a case study produces replicates what would 

happen in general situations. 

Numerous scholars have developed ways of testing case study research to 

ensure rigour and validity (see Caelli et al. 2008; Yin 2009; Yin 2011, for 

examples). Other researchers suggest that the testing of rival explanations or 

negative cases can ensure the validity of the research (Decrop 1999a, 158). 

Mays and Pope state that the basic strategy to ensure validity is through a 

‘systematic and self-conscious research design, data collection, interpretation 

and communication’ of the research(1995, 110). The validity in case study 

research thus lies in: 

 the validity of the case chosen,  

 the data sources and methods chosen, and  

 the collection and analysis of the data. 
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3.2.2 The Vesuvian Sites as a Case Study 

The Vesuvian sites were chosen as a case study for this research topic because 

they have a long and complex history of site management including research, 

conservation, and interpretation that started with their original excavations in the 

eighteenth century. This long history provides a real life study of the development 

of these fields, and gives examples of that development working in varying social 

and political contexts. For example, the Herculaneum Conservation Project is an 

excellent example of the possibilities of using private funding for conservation 

projects (See Chapter 7.2.4). Other examples such as the PompeiViva (see 

Chapter 5.5) initiative shows quick decisions made without proper planning are 

unsustainable and can waste valuable resources. These and other examples will 

be looked at in depth in this thesis. Pompeii is the primary focus of this case study 

because it is the major tourist attraction in the region and receives the most 

visitors, and the problems surrounding presentation are particularly evident at 

Pompeii.  In addition, due to the time limitations of this research I felt that it was a 

better option to focus on one major site in-depth, rather than gather more 

superficial data at a wider range of sites. Smaller sites in the region are also 

addressed since the Vesuvian sites are all the responsibility of the same heritage 

authority as Pompeii; therefore, they are all impacted similarly by decisions.  

3.2.2.1 Aknowledging and addressing Researcher Bias 

As addressed in 3.2.1, case-study research requires an aknowledgement of the 

researchers biases.  This includes any preconcieved notions regarding the 

outomes of the research, and any theoretical or methodological biases that the 

research may hold. In the case of this research there are admitidly biases that 

were held when planning and implementing this research. 
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For this research there are two primary biases that impacted the research design; 

one being the assumption that the current presentation and interpretation at the 

Vesuvian sites is currently inadequate.  This assumption developed through my 

own expereicnes at the site, first as a visitor and, later, as a student and 

researcher at the Vesuvian sites and within the field of hertiage management 

(see Chapter 1.1). This assumption meant that the data collection was aimed at 

identifying how, and to what extent, the interpretation and presentation were 

inadequate. For example, the interview questions (see below in 3.3.2) were 

targarted towards this goal. However, inorder to ensure that the data collected 

still provided valid results I used a semi-structured approach, which is detailed in 

3.3.2. This was done to ensure that the interview structure allowed for 

interviewees to express their own opinions, even if it did not coincide with my 

preconceptions. 

The second bias that needs to be addressed is that of the theoretical framework 

in which this research lays. The emphasis, as seen in Chapters 1 and 2, is on the 

use of a values-based participatory approach to archaeological hertiage 

management, and that the presentation and interpretation of archaeological 

hertiage can be beneficial achiving this resulting sustainable site management.   

Addressing this bias is not straightforward as there is no one way that 

values-based management can be applied in non-anglophone contexts.  Thus, 

this inorder to address potential problems with the validity of this research in 

regards to this bias, I have taken steps throughout this thesis to address this 

through identifying both how a values-based approach can be applied within the 

Italian hertiage context, and to identify any limitations that are identified.          
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3.2.3 Triangulation 

I took certain steps to ensure that this research was rigorous and valid. The first 

step was to maintain a thorough record of the data collection and analysis. The 

processes of data collection and analysis are detailed below, including data 

collection methods, sampling procedures, and methods for analysis (Chapter 

3.3). The results of the analyses are presented in Chapters 6, 7, and 8. The sheer 

amount of data collected in this research made it necessary to provide the raw 

data in a separate format which is provided on the Appendix CD at the back of 

this thesis.  

The second step was to triangulate data. Triangulation refers to the process of 

using multiple lines of inquiry to establish findings (Decrop 1999b, 158; Denzin 

and Lincoln 2005; Guion et al. 2011; Yin 2009, 119-122). There are multiple types 

of triangulation. For this research, data and methodological triangulation are 

relevant.

 

Case study research uses a wide range of data sources enabling data 

triangulation to be easily done when the different sources of data are used to 

support the same aspects of the case being investigated (Yin 2009; Yin 2011). 

This includes using different sources. In this case visitors, professionals, and 

printed materials are used in conjunction to achieve the most complete picture 

possible. Methodological triangulation is also used with multiple methods 

•Entails gathering data through several sampling strategies so that 
slices of data at different times and in different social situations, as well 
as on a variety of people, are gathered. 

Data triangulation 

•Refers to the use of more than one method for gathering data 

Methodological triangulation 

Figure 33 Definitions of data and methodological triangulation 
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regarding the same subject (Guion et al. 2011). For example, both interviews and 

observational studies are used to collect the same information regarding visitor 

behaviours (Decrop 1999b, 159) While each source and method can reveal a 

slightly different truth, several lines of investigation can provide a more rounded 

picture and help to counteract problems with researcher bias.  

 

3.3 Methods Used in this Research  

Qualitative research uses a wide range of methods to collect data; many of which 

stem from anthropological and ethnographic research (Berg 2007; Denzin and 

Lincoln 2005). For methods chosen to be successful and to collect the data 

needed, the methods need to be systematic and should be reproducible by other 

academics. It is also important to ensure the methods will best serve the needs of 

the research since each method has benefits and limitations that need to be 

taken into account. In this research three main methods for data collection are 

used: interviews, observational studies, and textual analysis of printed materials. 

These methods were chosen because of their ability to provide in depth data from 

a limited number of research subjects, a limitation acknowledged above. They 

were chosen for their potential to provide insight into the research question and to 

Interviews 

Observations 
Text 

Analysis 

Academics/ 
Professionals 

Govt/ 
Heritage 
Authority 

Visitors/ 
General 

Audiences 

Figure 34 and Figure 35 Diagrams indicating the methodological (left) and data (right) 
triangulation used in this research. Data was collected using multiple methods from each 
source. 
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provide complementary data so that one method could be used to collect data 

where another could not, thus addressing any gaps in the data.  

 

3.3.1 Ethical Considerations 

Research involving human subjects must obtain ethics approval from the UCL 

Research Ethics Board (application #3057/001). In adherence with UCL’s 

requirements for research using human subjects I provided interview subjects 

with an information sheet, offered the option to remain anonymous, and to not be 

audio recorded. The targeted interview subjects were required to sign a consent 

form. If they wished to remain anonymous I assigned them an identification 

number and special attention was paid to ensure their anonymity when their 

responses were reproduced in this thesis. All visitor interviews were anonymous 

and no identifiable data was taken from them. If the interviewee chose not to be 

audio recorded, interviews were recorded using short, hand written notes during 

the interview. These were followed up with a more detailed record of the 

interview. All data was stored in conjunction with data protection laws both in the 

UK and Italy, where, of course, the interviews were conducted (DPA 1998; 

L.196/20032). The audio files, interview notes, and transcripts were stored on an 

encrypted drive for further protection. 

                                            

2
 Throughout this thesis the abbreviation L. ##/#### (law number/year) is used to identify Italian 

laws and legislation. The laws and legislative are all available online at www.normattiva.it, the 
official national database for Italian laws.    

Visitors 

•Interviews 

•Observational Studies 

•Published Material 

Professional 

•Interviews 

•Published Materials 

•Observations of Tour 
Guides 

Government/ Heritage 
Authority 

•Interviews with 
professionals regarding 
their experiences 

•Official Documents 

•Legislation  

Figure 36 Division of the three primary data sources and the methods for each.  

http://www.normattiva.it/
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3.3.2 Semi-structured Interviews 

Interviews are one of the most common methods for data collection in qualitative 

research and have been extensively used in research regarding the visitor 

experience at heritage sites and museums, and in determining stakeholder 

values (see Daengbuppha et al. 2006; Goulding 2000b; Hardy 2005; McKercher 

et al. 2005, for examples). For the purpose of this research semi-structured 

interviews were used since they would allow me to investigate the line of inquiry 

through open ended questions. This allowed the respondent to express 

themselves in a non-threatening environment. Since I wanted to ensure that 

specific topics and themes were covered in the interview process, the 

semi-structured approach was well suited. Semi-structured interviews allowed for 

me to conduct guided conversations that resulted in more personal, and less 

structured responses. These were well suited for gathering the data I wanted. 

Interviews were used for gathering data from visitors, academics and 

professionals associated with Pompeii and the Vesuvian sites.  

3.3.2.1 Targeted Interviews 

Interviews were conducted with professionals working at the Vesuvian sites. 

These interviews were done to establish three main areas of inquiry: how the 

academic community values the Vesuvian sites, their opinions concerning 

communication among stakeholders, and the opinions regarding the 

conservation and management of the sites. Thus, the focus of the targeted 

interviews was on two main groups of professionals, tour guides and researchers 

who had been working at the site for an extended period of time. In total, 

interviews were conducted with four archaeologists at the Pompeii site, three 

professionals working within special projects involved with conservation and 

heritage, and seven tour guides. Initially I had hoped to interview a larger number 

of people working at the sites; however, throughout the time I was completing my 

research, the management of the sites was in a state of change. For example, 

three different superintendents had been in office between the years of 2010 and 

2014, and the site directorship changed within this time as well (see Chapter 5.3). 
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There was also a sense of distrust towards outsiders at this time because the 

media had at the time been reporting negatively on the building and wall 

collapses, and the media had a large presence in Pompeii at that time. In 

addition, there were difficulties with arranging interviews with a number of 

individuals due to personal factors and time constraints. In these cases I chose to 

focus on their published work as a source of information.   

These interviews were conducted in person using semi-structured, open ended 

questions in order to enable a more relaxed, conversational style of interview. 

The interviews lasted on average for about an hour; however, some were longer. 

When possible these interviews were set up ahead of time via e-mail. However, 

some tour guides were approached at random on-site during slower times, and 

these interviews were often closer to 45 minutes in length. While most 

professionals were willing to help out with the research, since they were also 

concerned about the conservation of the site, there was an obvious distrust of 

people conducting interviews. This appears to have stemmed from media 

journalists at the site asking biased questions about the collapses. Site 

professionals often found themselves being misquoted or poorly represented in 

news articles. As a result, most of the tour guides interviewed chose to remain 

anonymous.  

The interviews conducted with professionals were aimed at understanding four 

primary areas: their experiences with the heritage authority while working at the 

sites, their opinions regarding the communication of their research or work, what 

values they held regarding the sites and the relationship between the 

conservation of the sites and their experiences while working there. The interview 

questions are presented in Figure 37. 
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Professional Interview Questions Tour Guide Interview Questions 

What is the primary reason you began 
researching/working at Pompeii/ 
Herculaneum/Stabia (P/H/S)? 

In terms of your research, what do you 
consider to be the most important aspect of 
P/H/S?  

What changes have you noticed during 
your time working there? Have these 
changes impacted your research/work at 
the site?  

In your opinion, do you feel that the 
management of P/H/S supports and 
encourages work/research like yours?  

Over the years the Vesuvian sites have 
struggled with conservation problems — In 
your personal opinion, who do you think is 
responsible for ensuring that the site is 
preserved for future generations? 

How important do you feel it is to 
communicate research like yours to wider 
audiences? And how well is it currently 
communicated? 

What is it you feel people can learn from 
your research? 

What challenges do you see to the 
encouragement of open communication?  

In terms of your work as a tour guide, what 
do you consider to be the most important 
aspect of the archaeological site of 
Pompeii?  
 
What do you think is the most important 
thing visitors can learn from Pompeii?  
 
How have you chosen the places that are 
on your tour?  
 
How have you decided what information 
and themes to cover on your tour? Where 
do you get that information? 
 
For you personally, how important do you 
feel it is to communicate current research 
to visitors?  
 
What difficulties have you had in getting 
new and relevant information to use for 
your tours?  
 
How do your tours vary depending on the 
visitors who are participating?  

 
What do you do to ensure that your tours 
do not have a negative impact on the 
conservation of the site?  
 
How has the state of conservation at 
Pompeii affected your work as a tour guide 
or your tours? 
 
Who do you feel is responsible for the 
conservation and long term preservation of 
Pompeii? Why?  

 

 

 

Figure 37 Professional and Tour Guide questions used in this research. Note that the 
professional questions refer to the general ones used in all the interviews; more were used 
in specific to their area of work.  
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The interviews were carried out with these questions; however, these were used 

primarily as a guideline in-order to direct the conversation. Throughout the 

interview, I would ask additional questions regarding specifics related to the 

interviewees’ position. For example, archaeologists were asked about how they 

ensured their work did not have a negative impact on the sites; and those working 

with the Herculaneum Conservation Project were further asked about their 

experiences working with the SANP. Having a set of guiding questions enabled 

me to draw connections across the interviews, and gave me the freedom to ask 

additional questions in order to investigate important themes more deeply. The 

full interviews, transcripts, and interview notes are available in the Appendix I  

The coding and analysis process is discussed below. 

3.3.2.2 Visitor Interviews  

Semi-structured interviews were conducted with visitors at Pompeii in order to get 

an in-depth understanding of their motivations for visiting, their expectations of 

their visit and their experiences while at the site. Initially, it was planned to 

conduct around 100 interviews that lasted around 15 minutes. However, once in 

the field it was determined that visitors were not willing to participate in interviews 

this long while on-site because of time restrictions and other factors such as the 

summer heat. Instead, two types of interviews were carried out: one consisting of 

five primary questions to be conducted on-site, and longer interviews that 

consisted of the original five questions as well as five follow up questions that 

were used to further guide the discussion. This was done to ensure that the data 

from both interviews could be analysed together. In total, ten long interviews were 

conducted along with 56 short interviews. 
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Interview questions that were used to guide conversations are presented in 

Figure 38. These questions were aimed to establish certain elements about why 

visitors were coming to Pompeii, their specific opinions regarding the site, what 

themes and aspects of the site interested them, and how they chose to visit the 

site. Similar to the professional interviews, the questions were used as a guide to 

ensure that the responses could be analysed together. However, I also took the 

freedom to ask further questions regarding interesting factors that emerged 

during the interviews. For example, the themes of the site’s management, 

authenticity, and reconstruction emerged in a number of the interviews. The 

interviews and transcripts are available Appendix G and methods for analysis are 

discussed in the next section.  

Visitor Interview Questions (Short) Visitor Interview Questions (Long) 

Why did you choose to visit Pompeii 
today? What drew you to the site?  

 
When you first arrived at the site, what 
were your first impressions? Did these 
change at all through your visit? 
 
During your visit today, what have you 
done? Why/How did you choose where to 
go? 

 
What did/have you liked the best about 
your visit? What have you liked the least 
about your visit? 

 
How has the actual site compared to your 
expectations? Any factors influencing 
this? 

Why did you choose to visit Pompeii today? 
What drew you to the site? 
 
What did you know about the site before 
coming today? 
 
When you first arrived at the site, what were 
your first impressions? Did these change at 
all throughout your visit? 
 
During your visit today, what have you 
done? How did you choose where to visit? 
Information regarding interpretation used? 
Did this change how you went about your 
visit? 
 
What sticks out the most in your mind from 
your visit? What have you liked the best 
about your visit? What have you liked the 
least about your visit? 
 
What was your overall impression of the 
presentation of the site? 
How has the actual site compared to your 
expectations? 

Figure 38 List of the primary interview questions used for visitor interviews. These were 
used alongside prompts and additional questions that I identified while in the field. 
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The visitor interviews used a simple random sampling strategy (Berg and Lune 

2004, 24). In this strategy each person in an identified unit, in this case the 

visitors to Pompeii, had an equal chance of being selected. Minimal consideration 

was made to age, gender, or group size when choosing whom to approach 

however I did aim to ensure that the sample would be as representative of the 

whole population as possible. I approached visitors on-site randomly and asked if 

they were willing to participate in the research.  After carrying out a week-long 

trial on the best methods for conducting interviews, I determined that it was best 

to approach visitors when they were already sitting or taking a break; however, 

some were approached while walking. In addition I decided not to include visitors 

who had just arrived at the site as it I felt they would not have had a long enough 

time to assess the presentation and interpretation. 

Visitors who were interviewed off-site were approached at the hotel where I was 

staying for the field season, at random. This method had both positives and 

negatives. The primary negative was that there was a time lag from being on-site 

to the interview; visitors often couldn’t remember the specific details of their visit, 

such as the names of places visited. Another negative was that these interviews 

focused on visitors who were staying in modern Pompei, which was only a small 

portion of the total visitor population. One main positive was that conducting the 

interviews in the evening meant that the visitors were more relaxed and more 

willing to participate for a longer interview. Also, the time lag from their visit to the 

site to interview often gave them a better opportunity to reflect on their 

experiences. 

There were minimal problems with the interview process. Most visitors were 

willing to participate, and some were genuinely interested in the research. 

Approximately 15 people refused participation; approximately because some 

simply didn’t understand what I was asking due to language differences. Others 

refused due to time constraints.  For example, some had to catch the train back 

to Rome; others had activities already planned after their visit to Pompeii. Only 

two groups refused because they were not interested in participating.  
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The language barrier did limit the depth of the responses in some cases, which 

also affected how the questions were asked. If a visitor’s English was not 

particularly good, their responses were often shorter, and in some cases it was 

necessary to provide examples when asking a question or to clarify what the 

visitor meant. These were noted in the transcriptions and taken into account 

when determining the value of those interviews. 

The shorter interviews were designed to be completed in five to ten minutes. I 

found that visitors were often willing to talk much longer once the interview 

began. Some interviews carried out on-site lasted 30 or more minutes. When the 

visitors were willing to talk for longer I used questions similar to those that I used 

in the longer interviews to prompt the discussion. The longer interviews lasted 

45-60 minutes.  

3.3.2.3 Analysis of Interview Data 

Data was uploaded and analysed using NVivo (www.qsrinternational.com), a 

software program used for the analysis and presentation of qualitative data. It 

allows for researchers to link a large amount of research material into one place, 

providing the means of easily drawing connections between different media 

sources, such as audio, text, and images. This software also allows for analysis 

of audio files, where it is possible to discern emphasis, connotation and other 

aspects of speech. The use of this software has both positives and negatives. 

The primary positive is that it allowed me to draw connections from a large 

amount of data into one place. The primary negative is that computer assisted 

analysis can lead to themes or ideas being missed, and the analysis may not be 

as in depth as if it were completed by hand. In order to counteract this, NVivo was 

primarily used as a database to code and link data into general themes. The more 

in depth analysis was carried out by hand and then replicated in NVivo where 

cross analysis could be carried out more easily than by hand.  

file:///C:/Users/Alia/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/Content.Outlook/1ZNMVSNJ/3%20redoSuper%20DONE%20Page%208.docx%23_ENREF_2
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Interviews were analysed in stages. The first stage was to simply re-listen to all 

the interviews and make rough transcriptions of the parts deemed relevant. This 

was done to remind me of the content in the interviews and to begin to think about 

themes for coding. Coding refers to the process of dividing data into categories or 

themes in order to aid with analysis. I took a mixed approach to data analysis 

since I felt that purely deductive analysis would miss potentially important 

themes. Inductive analysis was too broad, since I approached the analysis with 

preconceived theories about the results. For example, visitor interviews were 

approached with the preconception that the current presentation and 

interpretation was inadequate. The interview questions were used as the initial 

coding categories. 

Figure 39 Screenshot of the NVivo interface which allows the researcher to transcribe, 
and code audio files in the same place.  
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The second stage of analysis was to open code or file (Berg and Lune 2004; 

Strauss 1987) the interview material into main themes. These categories were 

decided upon by looking at the interviews in conjunction with the research 

question. These codes are listed in Appendix D and include categories such as 

Interpretation, Conservation, Management, and Experience, as examples. The 

codes identified were the most common themes that emerged from the 

interviews. After the open coding stage was completed, the codes were divided 

into sub-themes, which in some cases were divided into further codes. The 

sub-codes identified specifics in the interview responses. For example, visitor 

interviews could be coded at Experience, and sub-coded at Negative Experience, 

and at Difficulty Navigating the Site. In many cases the codes overlapped and this 

was done in NVivo for ease.  

The coding was followed by a final, more in-depth round of coding which was 

done by hand. I chose to do this by hand as I wanted to identify themes that 

emerged, and not be reliant on the NVivo query process. While NVivo has the 

capabilities to carry out analysis on this type of data, I felt I was better equipped to 

identify themes and responses that would be important to this thesis. This round 

of coding focused on identifying the data that is presented in this thesis in 

Chapters 6, 7, and 8.  
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3.3.3 Observational Studies 

Case studies also allow the opportunity to make observations in a natural setting. 

Since this research is looking at visitors and their impacts on the conservation of 

archaeological sites, it was necessary to conduct a wide range of observational 

studies. Observational studies can be beneficial to research by providing 

additional information about the topic being researched (Yin 2009, 109). For 

example, in this research observations were used to see how people moved 

through the site and how they behaved at various places at Pompeii. While 

interviews provided some of this information, the use of observational studies 

allowed for a deeper understanding of actual actions, as opposed to what people 

said they did. Observational studies can be used in a variety of ways. For this this 

research I used both participant and non-participant observation methods (Yin 

2009, 111). Participant observations are those where the researcher, in this case 

myself, actively participated in the activity that was being observed.  

Non-participant observations refer to those where the researcher carries out the 

observations without participating in the activity, often going unnoticed by the 

research subjects.  In this research, I used primarily non-participant 

observations; however, participant observations were conducted on guided 

tours. 

The biggest challenge, yet fundamentally a very important aspect of 

observational studies are the collection, recording, and subsequent analysis of 

the data. Observational data can be recorded in a number of ways, ideally using 

video or GPS tracking devices attached to a visitor, which has become popular in 

museum settings (Bohnert and Zukerman 2009, for example). However these 

often require expensive tools and require the consent of the visitor. In addition, 

when the visitor knows they are being observed, they are more likely to amend 

their behaviour. Since I wanted to observe visitors as much as possible without 

their knowledge, observations were primarily made by simply watching and 

listening. The observations conducted in this research were carried out in public 

areas. This enabled me to get around issues of informed consent, since it could 
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be assumed that people will be seen by others in public places and are aware of 

this. Permission to carry out these observations was granted by the La 

Soprintendenza Speciale per i Beni Archeologici di Pompei, Ercolano e Stabia 

Pompei (SANP)3. I also carried general information sheets so that visitors who 

inquired about the observation process could be informed about it. In the few 

cases where a visitor enquired about what I was doing, in addition to the 

information sheet, I explained the purpose of my research and what I was 

currently doing. However, in general, I went unobserved by visitors.  

The observations were recorded using ethnographic notes, field notes which 

detailed the observations made throughout the field season. These were used to 

create a fuller account of the observational studies after the season was over. 

The first stage of these notes was to take cryptic jottings, which are shorthand 

notes taken in the field (Berg 2007, 198) that included brief statements and 

descriptive notes that would allow me to recreate the observation later.  For 

example I took note of the type of observation I was carrying out, weather 

conditions, location of observation, if any photos were taken, and a general 

description of the group or people I was observing, as well as a summary of what 

exactly I was observing (i.e. observing an individual entering a closed property or 

touching a fresco).  After exiting the field, I used these notes to create more 

detailed descriptions which were then used in the data analysis.  The specifics of 

data collection and analysis are detailed below.  

                                            

3
 The acronym SANP is used throughout this thesis as this was the title of the management 

organization of the Vesuvian sites when I began this research.  The name has since changed 
(see Chapter 5.3), however for ease of reading I decided to stay consistent with the use of this 
name. 
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3.3.3.1 Participant Observations  

Participant observation was carried out throughout the site during five guided 

tours with tour guides who were also interviewed. This provided a two-fold 

benefit: the chance to observe visitors while on a guided tour, and the chance to 

observe tour guides in action. This was beneficial in establishing actual 

behaviours on-site, such as documenting the content covered by the guides 

during their tours. The guides and the visitors were informed of my presence 

during the observations, and the extent I participated was left up to the guides 

and visitors. In some cases, the guide preferred that I quietly observed, while 

others encouraged equal participation. These observational studies were 

recorded using ethnographic notes that were integrated with the notes on the 

interviews, which were analysed together.  

3.3.3.2 Non-Participant Observations 

Non-participant observations were carried out on-site in order to observe the 

actions of visitors throughout the site. Three mains areas were investigated: 

tracking, linger times at certain properties, and general observations carried out 

on a day to day basis about visitor behaviours. Each of these areas used a 

different data collection method, which is discussed below. They were designed 

to overlap and allow cross-recording. For example, while visitors were being 

tracked throughout the site, I also recorded notes on their behaviours.  
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Visitor tracking was used to establish how visitors moved throughout the site. 

This was to determine whether visitors followed recommended itineraries, which 

areas were most frequently visited, and general patterns of behaviour. Data 

collection methods were borrowed from the work of Hillier and Tzortzi (2006) who 

followed 100 visitors for the first 10 minutes of their visit to the Tate Museum in 

London in order to get a better understanding of how visitors used the space. In 

my research 20 visitors were followed for 30 minutes from five key intersections 

at Pompeii (Chapter 6.2). These visitors were chosen at random. Once I arrived 

at the starting point of the tracking, I simply followed the next visitor group to pass 

that point. There were a few cases where I began to track a visitor only to realise 

that they were heading for an exit or simply looking for their group. These tracks, 

three in total, were then deleted and not counted toward the total. The trips were 

GPS tracked using Geotag Photos for iPad (www.geotagphotos.net) and were 

then uploaded and mapped into Google Earth (Appendix F ). This also allowed 

for close observation of visitor behaviours and experiences on-site. These results 

were recorded using short, hand written notes at the end of the 30 minutes 

tracking and were later written into full ethnographic notes. General observations 

of the groups’ compositions, age and nationality were also noted if possible, as 

well whether or not they were using any sort of guide book or map (Appendix B ). 

This helped cross reference different behaviours.  
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Linger time was also recorded in a number of key buildings on-site. Visitors were 

recorded as to how long they spent inside a property to determine whether there 

was any correlation between linger time and the presence of panels or 

recommended itineraries. I also notes the relationship between linger time and 

how busy a property was, if it was observable. The properties chosen were 

limited to those that only had one entrance. Because of this limitation, a large 

number of properties were domestic houses, but a few public and commercial 

properties were also included (Appendix C ). Properties to be observed were 

chosen in order to provide a range from the most highly visited to the rarely 

visited properties, and from better preserved to the less well preserved sites. 

They were dispersed throughout Pompeii (Chapter 6.4). All the properties 

observed were on the map and information book provided by the SANP.  

Visitors were timed from when they entered the property to when they left; time 

was rounded to the closest minute. For ease, one person in the group was 

chosen to be the one observed and timed. General observations about group 

size, ages, and nationality were observed when possible. During busy times 

every fifth or tenth visitor was recorded. During the slower times each visitor was 

recorded. Individual properties were observed for a total of five hours spread over 

a period of days. Each property was observed in the morning, afternoon and 

evening in order to observe a range of times and levels of visitor activity. In 

addition, observations about how busy the site was, the temperature, and other 

factors that were deemed important were recorded. Also included was whether or 

not the visitors were using an audio guide or other form of interpretation aid. 

General observations were also made throughout the field work. These focused 

on visitor behaviours, primarily looking at their level of engagement with on-site 

interpretation panels (i.e. did they stop to read them), their actions regarding the 

conservation of the site, including touching frescos, sitting or leaning on walls, 

and entering closed areas. When these activities were observed, they were 

recorded using photography to provide a record.  
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3.3.4 Text Analysis 

As with most research, this study relied heavily on already printed materials for 

sources of data. Printed material is an excellent source of data due to its 

abundance and availability. However, there are also problems encountered when 

using this as a source of data. Reliability is a major issue since much printed 

material is written with the bias of the author. Books, newspaper articles, press 

releases and even official documents must be looked at through an objective 

lens, since it is often assumed that published materials contain only true 

statements (Yin 2009, 109). For that reason is it necessary to understand who 

wrote the material and for what reason and for what audience. These are 

necessary to prevent the researcher from being misled by the material.  

In this research printed material was used to look at two main things. The first is 

the interpretation material provided on-site, guide books, and travel books. This 

was done in conjunction with the interviews and observational studies to discover 

how visitors utilised their interpretation aids and to determine if the themes and 

information provided in them catered to what the visitor was interested in. In order 

to do this I looked at the most common guide and travel books utilised at the site, 

as well as the on-site interpretation including signs and panels (see Chapter 0). 

For guide books, I noted the number of places covered, themes and topics 

presented in the text, and if the book offered any recommended itineraries. The 

most common travel books were noted and I looked at the information each 

provided about the site, as well as advice for those visiting or arriving at the site. If 

a visitor I was interviewing was using a guide book or travel book, I asked them 

specifically about their opinion of the content. The guide and travel books looked 

at in this research are listed in Appendix B . 
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The second area in which printed material is used is with official documents 

related to MIBACT and the SANP, Italian Laws and Legislature, and previous 

publications related to the Vesuvian sites. As with many large organizations, it is 

often difficult to get a hold of documents. However, MIBACT adheres to an 

amministrazione trasparente (transparent administration) policy and certain 

documents are required to be publically available including tenders and spending 

requests. By looking at a lot of this, it is possible to construct an idea of where 

money is being spent at Pompeii and thus the priorities of funding parties. It is 

also possible to compare this to what has been requested to see where the 

different values lay in various groups of stakeholders (Chapter 7 and 8). Laws 

and legislative decrees are referenced throughout the thesis; these are fully 

available online via www.normattiva.it which provides a full database of Italian 

legislature and laws (see footnote in section 3.3.1) . Published materials are 

referenced at the end of this thesis. 

3.4 Conclusion 

This chapter has detailed the methodologies used in this research. They were 

chosen in order to be easily and systematically replicated by other researchers 

looking to investigate similar research topics. While the limitations of this 

research meant that the data sets are relatively small, they are still representative 

of the whole. As well, the methods used could be adapted for larger or smaller 

research with an equal validity of results. The results and interpretation of the 

data collected in this research are discussed in the later chapters (6, 7, and 8). 

http://pompeiisites.org/Sezione.jsp?titolo=Amministrazione+Trasparente&idSezione=1099
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4 A Brief History of the Vesuvian Sites 
4.1 Introduction  

Pompeii, Herculaneum, and the villas at Stabia, Oplontis and Boscoreale are 

located along the Bay of Naples, a densely populated area in the region of 

Campania, Southern Italy with a diverse history that spans from prehistory to 

today (Figure 40). This chapter is only a general introduction into the history of 

the sites; due to voluminous bibliography of research into these sites, a complete 

treatment of the history of the sites would require more time and space, and has 

been treated in greater depth by other scholars (see Allison 1999; Beard 2010; 

Berry 2007; Dobbins and Foss 2007; Laurence and Wallace-Hadrill 1997; 

Wallace-Hadrill 2011, among others, for example). The purpose of this chapter is 

twofold: to introduce the histories of the sites from their foundations origins to the 

mid-20th century, and to highlight particular aspects of their histories that directly 

impacted the sites, their conservation, and how they are presented today. The 

historical excavations, early conservation methods, and the sites’ early 

management, are each treated. This chapter emphasises Pompeii and 

Herculaneum because their histories are the most studied and documented. 

However, the smaller villa sites are also addressed to provide a holistic history of 

the case study.  
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4.2 The Vesuvian Sites; Origins to 79 AD 

What is preserved at the Vesuvian sites is only the final stage of a long history; 

the earliest evidence recovered suggests a Neolithic (5000 BC) settlement at 

Pompeii, and Bronze Age (2000-1500 BC) settlements nearby in Nola (Ling 

2005, 29). Early evidence is minimal, and only general conclusions may be drawn 

about the development of the region (Beard 2008; Berry 2007; Cooley and 

Cooley 2013). Strabo writes in Geographica that the cities of Pompeii and 

Herculaneum were founded by the Osci (the indigenous peoples of the region), 

then inhabited by the Tyrrheni (Etruscans) and the Pelasgi, followed by the 

Samnites (Strabo 5.4.8). Sub-surface excavations to this depth are still rare and 

there is still debate about these early settlements (Beard 2010). It is generally 

Figure 40 Map of the Bay of Naples with the Vesuvian Sites marked inside of the red 
circle. (Dobbins and Foss 2007). 
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accepted that the Osci settled Pompeii in the late seventh or early sixth century 

BC with archaeological evidence indicating it was a wide spread settlement by 

the 6th century BC. By the 5th century BC, Pompeii was ruled by the Samnites; 

evidence of their presence is still visible on-site today (Beard 2010; Jashemski 

2002, 6; Ling 2005, 34). Dionysius of Halicarnassus places the origin of 

Herculaneum with Hercules after the Trojan War (Halicarnassus 44). The Greeks 

inhabited this area of the Bay of Naples from the 7th c BC, and were settled into 

the area of Neapolis (modern day Naples) by the 5th century BC. However, 

modern excavations of Herculaneum show no evidence of occupation prior to the 

4th century BC (Wallace-Hadrill 2011, 93-94). 

Livy records the spread of Roman control to Southern Italy in the 3rd century BC 

(Livy Histories 9.38). After this Pompeii and the other cities in the region became 

political socii (allies) of Rome. The Samnite rule ended during the Roman Social 

War of 90-88 BC. The historian Appian records that many of the local peoples 

allied themselves against Rome during the war, including the Pompeians (Appian 

1.39/31.50; Jashemski 2002, 7). In 89 BC, the Roman general L. Cornelius Sulla 

besieged the city of Pompeii, and conquered neighbouring cities (Jashemski 

2002). It is unclear if Sulla took control of Pompeii by force or if the inhabitants 

willingly surrendered (Beard 2010, 38-39), but evidence of the attack is still 

present on the walls outside the city. In 80 BC the lands confiscated by Sulla were 

settled as a veteran's colony renamed Colonia Cornelia Veneria Pompeianorum. 

Cicero wrote that there were conflicts between the Pompeian people and the 

settlers, but indicates that the veterans were able to settle with relative eases 

(Cicero Pro Sulla 60-62) Herculaneum suffered the same fate as Pompeii after 

the war but gained a different the legal status, municipium. While Pompeii served 

as a port and merchant town, Herculaneum appears to have developed into a 

resort town with large houses and elaborate baths (Berry 2007, 14). Due to their 

different developments, the towns of Pompeii and Herculaneum are 

representative of different aspects of Roman life. This is important when 

considering the presentation and interpretation of the sites. 
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Beginning in the first century BC a large number of suburban villas dotted the 

countryside. Some of these villas functioned as luxury homes like the Villa di 

Poppea at Oplontis and Villa dei Papiri near Herculaneum, while others served as 

working agricultural villas like those at Boscoreale. Due to modern development 

only a few of these villas have been preserved as open-air sites. In the region of 

Pompeii, over 140 villas have been discovered, and another 50 plus in the region 

of Stabia (Berry 2007, 212). Unfortunately, many were not documented properly 

thus we are only left with scant information of a small sample; insufficient to make 

more than general conclusions about the earliest development of the 

countryside.  

Figure 41 Photo of the outer-walls by the Herculaneum Gate, Pompeii. There is evidence 
on the walls from the ballista balls used in Sulla’s attack. Evidence from the attack was 
also found during excavations inside the gate. Author’s own. 
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There is minimal mention of the Vesuvian sites in ancient texts. Only a few events 

are recorded: Tacitus mentions a riot that broke out between Pompeians and the 

Nucerians in AD 59, and Seneca the Younger references the AD 62 earthquake 

(Seneca 6.1; Tacitus XIV.17, XV 15). Archaeological evidence indicates that 

despite the devastation caused by the earthquake, Pompeii entered a period of 

revival and prosperity which was cut short due to the eruption (Dobbins 1994; 

Jashemski and Meyer 2002; Ling 2005). Many of the larger houses in the city 

took this opportunity to remodel and expand, and massive public works were 

being undertaken, such as the building of the Central Baths which overtook an 

entire city block (De Haan and Wallat 2008; Ling 2005). Much of this work was left 

unfinished when the city was buried by the eruption of Vesuvius and recent 

excavations have indicated that the city was plagued with other earthquakes 

closer to its destruction (Allison 1995), a sure sign of the reawakening of Mt. 

Vesuvius. 

4.3 The Eruption of AD 79 and Preservation of the Vesuvian 
Sites 

There is a common misconception that the inhabitants of the region did not know 

the danger they faced when Vesuvius, the volcano located to the east of 

Herculaneum, erupted. While they may not have been aware that Vesuvius was 

about to erupt, there is no question that they were aware something was 

happening. The events of the eruption have often been romanticised in films and 

television, but the actual situation would have been terrifying for the citizens. 

Today, visitors to the sites flock to take photos of the plaster casts of the remains 

of the victims and the preserved frescos, but there is little doubt that few visitors 

fully understand the scale of the devastation that resulted in what we have today. 

The earthquake of AD 62 was one sign that Vesuvius was re-awakening. Seneca 

reports that at the time of the earthquake, hundreds of sheep died on the slopes 

of Vesuvius, probably due to the increased emission of volcanic gases (Seneca 

6.1/6.27; Sigurdsson 2002).  
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During the AD 79 eruption itself the residents of the Bay of Naples experienced 

horrific events: collapsing buildings, hot pumice stones raining down on them, 

and toxic gases. Archaeological evidence available in the stratigraphic layers and 

the letters of Pliny the Younger provide ample evidence of the events of the AD 

79 eruption. Pliny wrote in his letter to Tacitus that  

The cloud was rising from a mountain-at such a distance we couldn't tell 
which, but afterwards learned that it was Vesuvius. I can best describe its 
shape by likening it to a pine tree. It rose into the sky on a very long ‘trunk’ 
from which spread some ‘branches.’ I imagine it had been raised by a 
sudden blast, which then weakened, leaving the cloud unsupported so 
that its own weight caused it to spread sideways. Some of the cloud was 
white, in other parts there were dark patches of dirt and ash (Pliny 6.16)  

By using both Pliny’s account and the archaeological evidence it becomes clear 

that the eruption had different effects on Pompeii, Herculaneum, and the 

surrounding villas. These differences resulted in completely different destructions 

and subsequent preservations of the towns and villas.  

According to Pliny the Younger the eruption of Vesuvius began around noon on 

24 August AD 79, although the exact date has come into question in recent years. 

The Plinian stage of the eruption consisted of a large eruptive column, which rose 

nearly 27 km into the air. This resulted in 18 to 20 hours of lapilli (pumice stones) 

and ash raining down on the citizens of Pompeii, Stabia and the Sorrentina 

peninsula. As the material began to accumulate the citizens of Pompeii would 

have faced danger from collapsing buildings. Conditions would have been 

ominous. Pompeii received up to 15 cm of lapilli an hour reaching a depth of 2.8 

meters, while Herculaneum only received 20 cm of lapilli due to the winds moving 

the material southward (Berry 2007). This stage of the eruption, therefore, had 

minimal effect on the inhabitants of Herculaneum.  
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In the second stage of the eruption, the ‘glowing cloud’ (nuée ardente) of hot 

gases and volcanic material travelled down the volcano as pyroclastic flows and 

surges. These flows and surges were highly pressurized and reached up to 500º 

Celsius which had a horrific effect on the inhabitants of Herculaneum as 

demonstrated by the skeletons found during excavations (Wallace-Hadrill 2011). 

There were six pyroclastic surges and flows; the first and second buried 

Herculaneum in over 4.5 meters of material. Subsequent pyroclastic surges and 

flows buried Herculaneum up to 25 meters deep. The volcanic material 

completely changed the landscape of the area, even extending the shoreline by 

400 meters. Pompeii escaped the first three pyroclastic surges and flows, but 

was overwhelmed by the 4th, 5th and 6th. These buried the city in more material 

that flowed above the already accumulated lapilli and ash. This reached a depth 

of approximately 1.8 meters in the northern sectors of the city and up to 60 cm in 

the south.  
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4.3.1 The Preservation of the Sites 

The significance of the eruption is obvious; without the events of AD 79 we would 

not have the archaeological sites, and their artefacts, preserved to such a high 

level today. However, it is also important to note that since the eruption affected 

the sites differently, these differences impact how the sites were preserved. 

Herculaneum, at the foot of Vesuvius was buried in tuff, solidified pyroclastic 

flows. The heat of the pyroclastic material carbonized organic material, while also 

encasing multiple levels of the buildings. Recent studies of the skeletal remains 

at Herculaneum indicate that these victims died instantly because of the high 

temperatures of the pyroclastic material, reaching up to 500º Celsius (Thompson 

and Court 2007). Pompeii was buried in a much looser and shallower material, 

which hardened quickly as it cooled, allowing for the identification of remains 

using plaster casts. Many of the upper levels of Pompeii were knocked down and 

destroyed by later pyroclastic surges, resulting in the misconception that 

buildings at Pompeii did not have upper floors. Evidence from the more recent 

excavations into the Casa dei Casti Amanti and the Casa dei Pittori al Lavoro 

indicates that the region was hit with multiple earthquakes after the eruption, 

further damaging the remains of the cities (Allison 2002).  

The eruption of AD 79 also had a major impact on the Bay of Naples as a whole. 

The amount of volcanic material that was deposited completely changed the 

landscape of the region. Prior to the eruption both Herculaneum and Pompeii 

were both located on the waterfront of the Bay of Naples, yet today they sit 500 

meters and 2 km from the sea respectively. In addition, the volcanic material filled 

valleys and basins; continuing tectonic movements resulted in changes to the 

topography in the region. While Vesuvius is best known for the AD 79 eruption, 

the volcano has erupted many times since, including major eruptions in 1631, 

1906, and 1944. These eruptions and the accompanying tectonic activity have 

had an impact on how the region is viewed today and on the water levels that 

impact on the sites’ conservation (Ciarallo et al. 2012),  
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4.3.2 After the Eruption 

Immediately after the eruption Emperor Titus implemented relief programs to 

rebuild the area, to salvage material from the sites, and to give financial 

assistance to the surrounding cities that faced influxes of refugees (Ling 2005). 

There is extensive evidence of Roman era ‘excavations’ which are linked to both 

salvage efforts and treasure hunters (Cooley and Cooley 2013, 52-53; 

Wallace-Hadrill 2011, 44). Houses and buildings were riddled with tunnels. Finds 

from as late as the fourth century AD show that these activities continued on for 

centuries (Ling 2005, 156). The location of the two cities and the surrounding 

villas were clearly marked on the Gulf of Naples section of the Peutinger Table, a 

fourth century AD Roman road map. Pompeii and Herculaneum are briefly 

mentioned in documents from the 12th to 17th centuries, and from 1592-1600 a 

culvert was built directly through Pompeii (Wallace-Hadrill 2011, 44-45). The 

culvert went through walls of buildings. Those digging the culvert dug into the 

ruins; however, there are questions as to whether they realised the significance 

of the ruins. Despite the destruction caused by the eruption, the region resettled 

and developed over the following centuries, including the development of the 

medieval town of Resina (modern-day Ercolano).  

4.4 Historical Excavations and Conservation of the Vesuvian 
Sites 

Since their emergence as archaeological sites, the high level of preservation and 

intact nature of the sites has resulted in much of their value being held in these 

preserved elements. Excavation and conservation work has been focused on 

preserving artistic elements and exposing complete buildings. The emergence of 

two intact cities challenged the traditional ways that people thought about and 

engaged with the past; the public’s perceptions of the sites often drove 

excavation and conservation decisions. What follows is a summary of how the 

excavation history of the sites impacts conservation and current engagement of 

the Vesuvian sites.  
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4.4.1 Herculaneum and the Origins of Cultural Tourism 

The first official excavations began at Herculaneum in 1738 (Berry 2007). They 

were instigated by the newly appointed King Charles of Bourbon who desired to 

use the site as a resource for establishing the legitimacy of his newly developed 

kingdom. Herculaneum and Pompeii, a decade later in 1748, became major 

stops on the Grand Tour and played important roles in the origins of cultural 

tourism. Interest spread about Herculaneum and brought many visitors such as 

artists, historians, and Antiquarians to view and experience the site. The 

excavations at Herculaneum and Pompeii created a unique situation where 

people’s interest in the past was a more direct learning experience. Prior to their 

discovery, experiences with antiquity were attained through museum visits or 

visits to individual ruins, such as those surviving in Rome and Greece where only 

some of the monumental buildings had been preserved throughout the years. 

The cities of Pompeii and Herculaneum were also unique in that they revealed 

intact walls of non-monumental buildings such as domestic houses. Other sites 

on The Grand Tour, such as Paestum, presented ruins of a Roman city, but most 

of the walls were only minimally preserved.  

Early excavations at Herculaneum were unscientific and destructive by modern 

standards. The workers collected items they thought were important for the royal 

museum. Other items were destroyed to be kept off the black market, keeping 

others from acquiring works similar to those owned by the king (Ling 2005, 160). 

While the Bourbon methods used at the time are criticized today, the objects that 

were removed have often faced a better fate than those that were left in-situ. 

Many still survive in museums. Since the field of archaeology had yet to develop, 

these early excavations were led by engineers who had no archaeological 

knowledge or experience, including Rocque Joaquin de Alcubierre and Karl 

Weber (Özgenel 2008). Due to the depth of the volcanic material, excavations at 

Herculaneum were carried out through tunnels, resulting in dark and dangerous 

caverns. Early descriptions of the excavations at Herculaneum described dark 

and miserable conditions in the tunnels by which visitors had to view the site.  
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Some of the earliest criticism of the sites’ management practices used at the time 

spread with a publication by German art historian Johann Joachim Winckelmann 

(Winckelmann 2011). He believed that the Bourbon treatment of the site and of 

visitors such as himself showed that they had little concern with cultural tourism 

(Wallace-Hadrill 2011, 375-376). Winckelmann’s letter about Herculaneum 

detailed the unprofessional treatment of artefacts and his own opinions regarding 

the capability of those in charge: 

They found a large public inscription…without first recording the 
inscription; they ripped the letters from the wall, threw them together into a 
basket and showed this mess to His Majesty. The first thought ought to 
have come to anyone should have been ‘What do these letters mean?’ But 
nobody knew enough to ask that question. (Letter 19) 

From this publication we also learn about some of the earliest conservation and 

restoration attempts. When speaking of wall paintings, he mentions that 

‘someone came forward with a varnish intended to preserve the paintings and all 

the paintings discovered were coated with it (Letter 30) Most of his observations 

were laced with criticism:  

Most of the bronzes in the museum have been subjected to fire during 
their restoration and repair and they have lost their [patina]. They have 
applied a similar colour, which differed significantly from the ancient patina, 
and looks disgusting on some of the heads. (Letter 40-41)  
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The early, official records of the site are limited but offer good detail and 

description of the methods of excavation that were being carried out. 

Winckelmann praises Karl Weber for his systematic approach to the site and 

recording, but noted that his work was also limited by Alcubierre who had ‘as little 

to do with antiquities as the moon has to do with a crayfish (Letter 19) Weber’s 

successor, Francesco La Vega, kept detailed journals regarding the excavations, 

which serve as an important data source for the site today. During this time, there 

was also the growing realisation of the importance of tourism and visitors, as well 

as the visitor experience. In 1792, La Vega created a detailed plan for the future 

of the excavations that included building a hotel at Pompeii to encourage visitors 

to extend their stay. He realised that many visitors had to travel from Naples and 

this limited their time on-site (Parslow 1995).  

4.4.2 Pompeii and the Emergence of the Open Air Museum 

With the criticism voiced by Winckelmann and others, Herculaneum increasingly 

became an embarrassment to the Bourbon Kingdom. This encouraged the king 

to shift focus to Pompeii, where focus remained until the mid-20th century. The 

king enacted a new policy that would leave excavated buildings unburied and 

more frescos and mosaics left in-situ. This had not been possible at Herculaneum 

due to the excavations being carried out in tunnels (Wallace-Hadrill 2011, 156). 

This decision allowed visitors to view artefacts in context and turned Pompeii into 

the open-air museum it is today. It was also the beginning of conservation 

problems at the site. The earliest record of a collapsing wall was in 1784 (Parslow 

1995, 23). As the frescos faded quickly once exposed to the elements they were 

often ‘freshened-up’ by having water thrown on them; they were covered in a 

varnish to protect them; or they were restored by painter’s in-order to bring out 

their colours and details (Moorman 2003; Wallace-Hadrill 2011). Other 

interventions included the use of clamps to secure stucco to walls, and tiles were 

applied to cap and preserve walls, a technique known as early as 1775.  
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At the end of the 18th and through much of the 19th century the idea of preserving, 

instead of restoring, was a foreign concept in Italy as it was throughout the world. 

Conservation and restoration work focused on returning already deteriorated 

materials to their original splendour, rather than preserving remains. This 

philosophy extended to standing ruins (Jokilehto 1999, 58-59). However, the 

Vesuvian sites required consolidation of the remains as they emerged in order to 

ensure that they remained in their current state, which lead to the need to develop 

new methods of restoration, protection, and reconstruction, many which can still 

be seen on-site today. Methods such as anastylosis, the re-erection of a building 

or monument using the original architectural elements, were carried out in areas 

such as the forum and temples, and walls were rebuilt in houses. However, it is 

impossible to know the full extent of those early reconstructions due to limited 

documentation.
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Despite the growing interest in Pompeii, visitors still felt disappointment in the site 

due to the fact that the site was ‘too ruined’ and they had a difficult time imagining 

the city as it would have been. Visitors in the 19th century were met with a much 

different experience of the site than visitors of today. Piles of excavated material 

lay around the site, and buildings were still emerging from the volcanic material. 

Today visitors see a more complete image of the site with buildings roofed and 

walls rebuilt; though many seem to be unware that most structures over 3 meters 

in height are often reconstructions (Beard 2008, 5). Author James Fennimore 

Cooper (1838) wrote of his visit in the 1830’s that ‘It would be possible to render 

Pompeii immeasurably more interesting than it is at present, by roofing a few 

houses, or by covering them with arches and using them as places in which to 

exhibit the different articles found there. 

Figure 42 (Previous page) Photograph of the Basilica in 19th Century. Image courtesy of Université de 
Strasbourg, Service Commun de la Documentation (France). 

Figure 43 (Above)Image of the Basilica today, after reconstruction. Author’s Own. 
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The earliest ‘reconstructions’ of the sites were done in paintings and drawings. 

Artists such as William Gell (1837)) used tracings of the original excavation 

drawings and later embellished these with decorations and people. It was Gell’s 

image of the Casa del Poeta Tragico in Pompeiana that inspired Edward 

Bulwer-Lytton’s The Last Days of Pompeii (1834), a novel that was often 

regarded as a fictional textbook and widely read by the visitors at the time, heavily 

influencing their interpretation of the site (Harrison 2011) Along with other 

contemporary works, the Casa del Poeta Tragico became idealised as the 

quintessential Roman house seemingly verified by the writings of Vitruvius 

(Bergmann and Victoria 1994). During the 19th century, there was particular 

interest in recreating the former glory of the ruins (through art, on-site 

reconstructions, and by the construction of new structures such as the Pompeian 

Court in London that was modelled on the Casa del Poeta Tragico (Hales 2011). 

 

Figure 44 Photograph of the Casa di Marco Lucrezio Frontone as it emerged. Courtesy 
of Université de Strasbourg, Service Commun de la Documentation (France)  
 



 

153 

 

 

 

Figure 45 Photograph of the same house after its restoration. Courtesy of 
Université de Strasbourg, Service Commun de la Documentation (France)  

Figure 46 Casa del Poeta Tragico reconstruction by William Gell (1837, ii, pl.36) 
(pompei.sns.it/) 
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4.4.3 Changes to Approaches in Archaeology 

After years of changing politics, Italy was unified into the Kingdom of Italy in 1861. 

The Vesuvian sites became a centrepiece of the new kingdom, a symbol of the 

unification and a tangible link to Italy’s classical ancestry (Berry 2007; Figurelli 

2011, 148). Giuseppe Fiorelli was appointed director of the sites in 1863. He is 

often recognised for his role in turning Pompeii into the foremost archaeological 

site in Italy. Regardless of whether the changes to the site during his time in 

charge were entirely of his doing (see Cooley 2003, for discussion), there is no 

doubt that Fiorelli had a major impact on the way archaeology was approached at 

the sites.  

Excavations and recordings at this time were still unscientific by modern 

standards, but Fiorelli recognized the importance of the stratigraphic layers and 

the context of artefacts (Amery and Curran 2002, 40). His publications set new 

standard about/for how excavations were to be accurately recorded. In his 

publication of an overall map of the excavations, Fiorelli introduced a system of 

addresses for the city whereby Pompeii was divided into nine Regii (city regions); 

these were in turn divided into Insulae (city blocks); and each doorway was given 

a numerical address (Cooley 2003, 88; Ling 2005, 164). Prior to this, buildings 

were given names which referenced some aspect of the house. For example, the 

Casa del Chirurgo was named for the surgical instruments found inside; Casa del 

Poeta Tragico was named for the artistic representations of myths that adorned 

its walls; and the Casa del Principe di Napoli was named for the Prince of Naples. 

This older system was both misleading and not regulated. The Casa del Fauno 

has been known by eight different names since its excavation. A combination of 

both systems is used on-site today. The address system is used to pinpoint 

specific places among academics without confusion, and the colloquial names 

are provided on properties for visitors.  
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A major shift in Fiorelli’s stewardship of the site was the way that he approached 

excavations. Pompeii was finally recognised as an unparalleled source of data for 

reconstructing ancient history that was not sufficiently addressed through ancient 

texts alone (Cooley 2003, 92). Fiorelli recognised the importance of viewing the 

city as a complete unit, as opposed to individual houses and buildings. Therefore, 

excavation work during Fiorelli’s time was aimed at connecting the previously 

disconnected parts of the site. August Mau wrote that ‘Fiorelli put an end to 

haphazard digging, to excavating here and there, wherever the site seemed most 

promising (Mau 1907, 28). What Fiorelli is best known for is developing the 

method of casting the voids left by decayed materials in plaster, mostly human 

forms, but also those of plant roots and wooden objects (Ling 2005, 165). This 

practice had been carried out before but Fiorelli perfected it. Between the casts 

and the systematic excavations, a fuller picture began to emerge of the city and 

its inhabitants, including elements of their lives and the flora of the city at the time 

of the eruption in AD 79.  

The 19th century was also an important time for tourism at the sites as it marked 

the beginning of mass tourism. In 1839, a railway opened, transporting visitors 

directly to the entrance of the site (Beard 2008, 23), the same way visitors often 

arrive today. The first guidebooks, such as the Handbook for Travellers in 

Southern Italy and Sicily (Murray 1892) and Fiorelli’s own guide (Fiorelli 1875) to 

the site became available. A particularly important change was that Fiorelli 

opened the site to paying customers, not just elite visitors (Berry 2007, 53; 

Cooley 2003, 94), and in 1864 that the first excursion group led by Thomas Cook 

arrived at the site. This was a major change in the accessibility of the site as it 

broadened the range of people that the site impacted. This also broadened the 

diversity of visitors that came to the site.  



 

156 

 

4.4.4 Spinazzola and the Via dell’Abbondanza 

In 1874 Fiorelli moved to a position in Rome; however, the subsequent 

superintendents continued Fiorelli's methods at the sites. There was an 

increased interest in preserving the wall paintings in-situ, due in part to August 

Mau’s publication that classified the wall paintings into four styles to be used as a 

dating technique for the reconstruction of the walls on which the paintings 

appeared. His work still provides the standard framework for the classification of 

these ancient Roman paintings. However, it is no longer used as a failsafe dating 

technique for the walls. As a result of the paintings remaining in-situ, roofs began 

to be constructed on buildings to protect the frescos at end of the 19th and into the 

early 20th century. The first full scale reconstruction of a house, Casa delle Nozze 

d’Argento, occurred in 1893, followed shortly by the reconstruction of the Casa 

dei Vettii (Berry 2007, 56-57). These two houses served as models for future 

restoration works that included the construction of roofs, reconstruction of walls, 

and the retention of artefacts and decorations at the site. However, unlike the 

previous reconstructions that were primarily based on textual sources to create 

an idealised versions of what houses should look like, these new reconstructions 

took into account archaeological evidence as much as possible that was attained 

at the time in which the reconstructions were carried out. The Casa dei Vettii soon 

became the most visited house at the site. Today it remains one of the most 

sought out buildings; however, it has not been opened to the public for about 10 

years due to Italian health and safety laws.  
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Vittorio Spinazzola became director of the sites in 1910. He noticed that Roman 

houses were depicted in frescos with upper floors and balconies similar to the 

houses that had been discovered and reburied at Herculaneum. His campaign 

was to reconstruct the façades of the houses along the Via dell’Abbondanza 

retaining their balconies, upper floors and roofs, using well planned excavation 

techniques. In so doing he demonstrated that it was possible to understand the 

dynamics of how the buildings had been buried, and what the original structures 

of the houses had been, thus making it possible to restore them more accurately. 

Spinazzola was also the first to use photography as a recording technique; this 

made possible a record of the archaeology, the excavators, and process of the 

excavations. Unfortunately, the onset of World War One put an end to his work. 

After the war he was forced to step down because of his opposition of Fascism, 

which was taking hold in Italy.  

4.4.5 Amedeo Maiuri: a New Pompeii and Herculaneum 

Amedeo Maiuri became the director of Pompeii and the Vesuvian sites in 1924. 

He had the economic and political backing of the fascist regime. Excavations at 

the Vesuvian sites benefited greatly. Herculaneum particularly benefited from 

large scale excavations after being ignored for over a century. The Fascist 

government used the Vesuvian sites to celebrate the greatness of Ancient Rome 

in the present day in much the same way the sites were used in 1861 during the 

unification of Italy. The public image of the sites was important for the political 

message. Maiuri set up a system where excavators, conservators and 

maintenance crews worked on-site at the same time. This holistic approach 

resulted in properties being excavated, conserved and opened to the public 

quickly; often within two years (Camardo 2006, 206). Maiuri completed a huge 

amount of work at Pompeii and Herculaneum during the time he was in charge. 

However, his work has also left current generations with a much more difficult job 

at preservation.  
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Maiuri was trained as an archaeologist and his work reflects this. He saw the 

importance of using archaeological evidence when creating a living museum. He 

was equally concerned with the visitor presentation of the site and aimed to 

enhance the visitor experience. At Herculaneum, houses were conserved in 

detail and restored to their original style and splendour, but many of his 

restorations were fuelled by his desire to tell a story or to recreate the feel or spirit 

of the city. While most items were displayed where they were found, there are 

records of complete restorations that were not based on any archaeological 

evidence, and some artefacts were displayed in areas other than where they 

were found (Camardo 2006, 206-207; Wallace-Hadrill 2011).  

From the visitor presentation perspective, Maiuri’s work was ideal for presenting 

the site to the public because it gave visitors a fuller picture of the ancient world. 

However, his work also required continual maintenance of the buildings and 

artefacts. Due to exposure, many of the artefacts he put on display rapidly 

decayed and were subsequently placed in storage after a few years (Camardo 

2007, 207). One example of Maiuri’s work at Pompeii that can be seen today is in 

the Complesso di Giulia Felice. Originally excavated by the Bourbons, this large 

complex was fully excavated by Maiuri in 1951-52. Surviving site reports are 

limited; however, there is some record of the restorations carried out by Maiuri, 

which included roofing the structure, commissioning copies of marble pillars for 

the entrance, and adding new marble veneers some places (Parslow 1988).  
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Figure 47 Photograph of the Foro Triangulare from the 19th century. Courtesy of 
Université de Strasbourg, Service Commun de la Documentation (France) 

Figure 48 Image of the Foro Triangulare today. In addition to reconstructions 
based on archaeological evidence, Maiuri planted a number of trees across 
the site to make it more pleasant for visitors. Authors own.  
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After World War II Italy was in a state of rebuilding and recovery from the 

devastations of the War. Excavations began again as part of a five year plan to 

provide employment to citizens in the region (Berry 2007, 62). Emphasis was 

placed on completing as much work as possible, as quickly as possible, in order 

to increase the area of the site open to tourists. However without the large 

financial backing he had under Fascism, the workforce was much smaller, and 

work ceased completely with his retirement in 1960. Without the constant 

conservation and maintenance of the site, the exposure to the elements and the 

impacts of tourism became immediately apparent. Conservation work shifted 

from a holistic approach to the focusing on individual rooms. The Vesuvian sites 

began to decay at a rapid pace. 

 

Figure 49 Marble pillars in Casa di Giulia Felice put in by Maiuri (pompiiinpictures.com) 
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4.5 Conclusions 

The stories of the Vesuvian sites have been of interest to people across the globe 

for over 250 years. Pompeii and Herculaneum played important roles in political 

movements and helped to establish the legitimacy of newly developed political 

entities. From the moment of their discovery, the sites were put in the spotlight, 

directly linking excavation and conservation decisions with public perceptions 

and the presentations of the site. Originally this was restricted to elite audiences, 

emphasis placed on recovering art works and artefacts as a political move by the 

Kingdom of Naples. Later access was given to wider audiences whose opinions, 

and often criticisms, lead to excavations and conservations aimed at providing a 

complete picture of the sites. While decisions regarding the presentation of the 

sites in the past were not always well thought out, these early site directors 

understood the importance of engaging with the various audiences of the sites. 

They also saw the relationship between conservation and presentation, 

something that seems to be less understood today. 

This chapter highlights, importantly, that the current state of the Vesuvian sites 

are not perfectly preserved Roman remains, as often is claimed. Prior to the 

eruption in AD 79 the Vesuvian region was diverse and multi-cultural. This is 

reflected in the archaeology. Equally, if not more important, it must be 

acknowledged that the remains of the sites are a patchwork of over 250 years of 

excavation, conservation, and interpretation. Due to the limitations of early 

excavation records and methods, it is often difficult to know the extent of those 

restorations; yet/but these are an important aspect of the sites’ histories. Parslow 

states that this is often overlooked by scholars or limits their choices for research, 

because ‘too often scholars have failed to recognize that at Pompeii what is 

visible one day can be gone the next, and, even more surprisingly, that was not 

there one day can suddenly appear; what was new one day eventually becomes 

old and often passes for ancient (1995, 25) The importance of understanding the 

full history of the sites cannot be ignored because it has important ramifications 

for the management planning and decision making at the Vesuvian sites.
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5 Cultural Heritage Management and the Vesuvian Sites  
5.1 Introduction 

The current approach to heritage management in Italy is the result of a number of 

social and ideological influences that have emerged since the unification of Italy 

in the 19th century (2.2.1; 4.4). Originally fuelled by the nationalistic desire to unite 

the country, the centralised approach to heritage management has also 

produced an approach that is highly political and bureaucratic. The current 

management framework is a result of the development of Italy into a Republic in 

1946 and the resulting constitution (Repubblica 1947). Italy is unique in that it is 

one of the few countries where the constitution explicitly addresses the 

government’s responsibility for the safeguarding of natural and cultural heritage; 

thus the national government plays a crucial role in the management of 

archaeological sites (Article 9). In the wake of World War Two and Fascism there 

was a general distrust of the idea of a single ministry managing heritage due to 

Mussolini’s use of the Ministry of Popular Culture primarily for propaganda 

purposes (Gordon 1995). As a result, the management of cultural heritage is 

spread throughout numerous levels and ministries of government, resulting in no 

clear or effective overarching cultural policy (Gordon 1995). This chapter 

presents the administrative framework of cultural heritage in Italy with special 

attention to the current cultural policy and its impact on the management of the 

Vesuvian sites, and the approaches to presentation and interpretation. The 

intention of this chapter is to provide an understanding of the development of the 

management system that is in place today, thus providing the context for this 

research. 

5.2 Administrative Framework of Cultural Heritage 
Management 

In his report on cultural policy in Italy Gordon found that the dispersion of the 

different elements of cultural heritage across different ministries and levels of 

government resulted in an ‘an ad-hoc mixture of unitary and federal systems, in 

which all tiers have concurrent powers, making for confusion and scope for 
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interference’ (Gordon et al. 1995). Many of the elements that are now recognised 

as part of sustainable heritage management are fragmented. The 

underdeveloped links between ministries and unclear priorities within the cultural 

policy greatly impede on the development of holistic and sustainable heritage 

management in Italy.  

In accordance with the Italian constitution, political and administrative 

responsibilities are between national, regional, and local authorities. The national 

government is comprised of seventeen ministries charged with the administrative 

responsibility of areas of national concern; including foreign affairs, education, 

cultural heritage (5.2.1), the economy and finance, among other areas. Regional 

authorities are autonomous and decentralised in accordance with Article 114 of 

the national constitution (1947) and are responsible for the management of 

region wide areas including health, public works, and tourism for example. The 

local level of government is primarily limited to local civic functions.  

Within the national level of government, there are a key number of ministries that 

are, or should be, concerned with cultural heritage policy. The primary one is the 

Ministero per I Beni e Le Attivita Culturali e del Tourismo (MIBACT) that is in 

charge of the management of cultural heritage. In Figure 50 the other related 

ministries and their internal departments are listed, highlighting how dispersed 

the elements of culture and heritage are across the national government. 
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Responsible for the protection and 
valorizzazione of cultural heritage  

Ministero per I Beni e Le 
Attivita Culturali e del 

Tourismo 

Education, Universities and Research.  

Sets the national curriculum. 

Ministero dell'Istruzione, 
dell'Università e della 

Ricerca 

Economic development, including territorial 
cohesion 

Ministero dello Sviluppo 
Economico 

Natural heritage and the sea 

Ministero dell'Ambiente 
e della Tutela del 

Territorio e del Mare 

Economy 

Ministero dell'Economia 
e delle Finanze 

Infrastructure and transport 

Ministero delle 
Infrastrutture e dei 

Trasporti 

Foreign affairs 

Ministero degli affari 
esteri  

Figure 50 List of the govermental ministeries that are related to cultural hertiage 
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5.2.1 Il Ministero per I Beni e Le Attivita Culturali e del Tourismo 

Il Ministero per I Beni e Le Attivita Culturali e del Turismo (MIBACT4) was 

developed in 1974 as the centralised organ for the protection and conservation of 

cultural heritage (L. 657/1974). It has undergone a number of reforms since that 

time with the most recent in 2013 when the interests of national tourism merged 

with MIBACT (L. 24/2013). There is also an upcoming overhaul of MIBACT that 

aims at addressing some of the concerns about fragmentation and congestion 

within the Ministry, and other considerations and it will be interesting to see how 

this plays out past 2015. 

MIBACT is divided into ten direzioni that are responsible for different aspects of 

cultural heritage management (Figure 50). The day to day management of 

cultural heritage, including archaeological sites, museums, and commercial 

archaeology is under the control of regional soprintendenza. MIBACT is 

responsible for two broad areas of heritage management: preservation and 

enhancement (Dubini et al 2012; L. 42/2004). Preservation activities, tutela, 

include those related to the protection and conservation of heritage. 

Enhancement, valorizzazione, ‘consists in exercising the functions and regulation 

of the activities aimed at promoting awareness of cultural heritage and to ensure 

the best conditions for public use and enjoyment of the same heritage…It also 

includes the promotion and support of conservation of cultural heritage’ (L. 

42/2004, Article 6).  

                                            

4
 As was the case with the SANP, I have chosen to use a consistent acronym for MiBACT.  

However, it has changed since its original incarnation. 
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In general the tutela stays under the control of MIBACT; however other activities 

such as those related to the promotion and enhancement, and services are often 

outsourced to outside organizations. As a result of recent financial and human 

resource cuts outsourcing is increasingly used with restoration and maintenance 

works (Dubini 2012, 61; Landriani and Pozzoli 2014, 10; L. 4/1993). The ability to 

outsource to private companies throughout Italy means there is little control over 

the quality or specifications of certain types of work (Landriani and Pozzoli 2014).  

Within MIBACT there are departments relevant to this research;  

 The Direzione Generale per la Valorizzazione del Patrimonio Culturale 

(hereafter called the Directorate of Valorisation for simplicity), which is the 

department of MIBACT that deal with the ‘valorisation’ of cultural heritage 

has taken the first steps towards reintegrating social value into the 

definition of cultural heritage of Italy. The Directorate of Valorizzazione 

encompasses much of what falls into the definition of presentation and 

interpretation.  

 La Direzione Generale per le Antichità, another directorate within MIBACT 

was established in 1998 and is responsible for the coordination and 

direction of activities related to the protection of archaeological sites (L. 

368/1998, L. 3/2004) as identified in the Codice dei Beni Culturali e del 

Paesaggio. This directorate supervises the institutes that have special 

autonomy, including the Vesuvian sites. Its primary role is administrative; it 

monitors works at the sites and provides advice. 

 L'Istituto Superiore per la Conservazione ed il Restauro (2.2.1) is a 

technical body of MIBACT that specialises in the conservation and 

restoration of cultural heritage and artworks (L. 5/2008). Its primary role 

has remained much the same as when it was established by Brandi, and 

includes the research and study of conservation and restoration with the 

goal of establishing national standards for conservation work and ensuring 

work is carried out on a scientific basis.
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Figure 51 Simplified version of the organizational structure of MIBACT. The full 
organizational structure and details of the different bodies can be found on the MIBACT 
website (www.beniculturali.it/mibac/export/MiBAC/) 
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5.2.1.1 The Franceschini Commission and Pilot Plan for Umbria 

The current fragmentation in the management of cultural heritage in Italy is not 

new; and there have been concerns regarding it since the mid-twentieth century. 

In 1964 an inquiry began into the threat of unregulated development was opened. 

The Franceschini Commission consisted of delegates from the government and 

specialists in the fields of heritage and law. They carried out a revision of the 

current legislature, funding and laws regarding cultural heritage in Italy. From 

this, they developed nine recommendations (Figure 52); however little resulted 

from this (Lambert 2010, 18). Bruno Zanardi (1999) indicates that the failure of 

the commission was due to three things: obstructions from real estate lobbying in 

an emerging market, the inefficiency and slowness of Italian bureaucracy, and a 

shift in priorities towards other social problems in the late 1960s. Another key 

factor was the input of financial resources that would have required a large initial 

deposit. 

 

 

Recommendations 
from the 
Franceschini 
Commission 

Establishment of a security service to protect cultural heritage 

A call for a temporary halt to projects concerning monumental, 
archaeological and environmental interest 

Systematic inventory of Italy's cultural heritage 

Increase public accessibility of state used buildings 

Eliminate unacceptable interventions and treatments 

Establish head quarters for research, conservation, restoration, 
etc. 

Training of scientific and technical staff 

Promote contemporary heritage 

Raise public awareness of the importance of respecting cultural 
heritage through a national campaign. 

Figure 52 Recommendations of the Franceschini commission for addressing the 
fragmentation and unsustainable nature of the Italian heritage management. 
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A second plan, aimed at the lack of planning on a regional scale, was presented 

in 1976 by Giovanni Urbani. Urbani felt that heritage conservation should be 

integrated with natural conservation and that the focus should be on large 

samples, not individual objects or buildings, thus allowing for planned, preventive 

conservation (Lambert 2010). However beneficial this plan would have been by 

allowing the government to make decisions based on evidence collected 

systematically, it failed as well. This resulted in the continuation of the 

fragmentation and centralised system described above. Again this plan would 

have required a large amount of funding at the beginning, with much of the results 

delayed. It was also seen as taking much of the decision making out of the hands 

of the ministry officials.  

While both of these initiatives failed to change the way cultural heritage 

management was approached in Italy, they are important because they show that 

there has been, for a number of decades, the recognition of the importance of 

sustainable planning, public engagement, and holistic management of cultural 

heritage sites. However, what is equally important is to note that many of the 

possible causes of these failings have remained unchanged. There still tends to 

be a resistance to putting forth the large initial investments, both financial 

resources and the time and planning, that a holistic and sustainable management 

would require. The benefits of such planning were not deemed important enough 

to warrant such actions. This is somewhat understandable given the financial 

downturn that has impacted Italy and much of Europe in the 21st century. 

However, the focus on the economic benefits of heritage is not necessarily a 

sustainable approach. There also needs to be a shift away from the political and 

bureaucratic management that comes with centralisation. While cultural heritage 

was once an important tool for the development of Italy as a unified nation, with 

the centralised management it has become less accessible to the local 

stakeholders that hold value in it. Universal and national heritage values are 

important but these should not overshadow the local social values that produced 

and protected these heritage sites prior to centralisation.  
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5.2.1.2 Ronchey’s Laws 

In 1993 Ronchey’s Laws were introduced, there was a new awareness of the 

recognition that heritage places were places of social importance and enjoyment. 

These laws allowed for the outsourcing of visitor related services at heritage sites 

and museums (L. 4/1993; Figure 53). Prior to this, the services available at 

heritage sites and museums across Italy were limited, even more limited than 

they are today, because of the emphasis that the government placed on the 

preservation of these sites and not their promotion and necessary services. 

Concessions are assigned through a process of bids and tenders (bandi di gara) 

which are usually awarded based on economic offers. The process requires that 

the bidding organization pay a concession and royalties to MIBACT based on 

their sales revenues.

 

 

Services 
allowed to be 
outsourced 
according to 
Ronchey's Law 

Catalogues, publications and other information materials 

Reproduction of archive material and lending library services 

Management of museum bookstores 

Assistance and ticketing services 

Children’s entertainment 

Audioguides and educational services 

Restaurants and cafes 

Cloakrooms and Left Luggage 

Exhibitions and cultural events programs 

Safety and security 

Figure 53 Additional services that are allowed to be outsourced. Note that many of these 
fall within the realm of presentation and interpretaton. 
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When originally enacted, this law aimed to help the flagging Italian economy by 

allowing private companies to be involved with state run organizations, providing 

a less expensive option for the government to keep the financial benefits 

generated by the sites. However, this system has not been without its faults and 

criticisms. The success of the added services and increases in visitation to places 

added importance on the revenues gained from these services. Less emphasis 

was placed on the quality of the services provided. The additional services which 

are allowed to be outsourced are thought of as secondary to the protection and 

conservation of cultural heritage.  

5.2.2  Codice dei Beni Culturali e del Paesaggio  

This emphasis on tutela over valorizzazione is reflected in the current cultural 

policy and the terminology used to describe cultural heritage in Italy. This has led 

to a separation between cultural heritage sites and the people who value them. 

Pinna (2001) argues that the placement of cultural heritage under an impersonal, 

central government resulted in the ‘deliberate destruction of the symbolic and 

cultural significance’ of heritage that has resulted in the current emphasis on 

preservation over use. This is reflected in the role of museums and heritage sites 

as ‘storehouses’ and research centres which was prevalent until Ronchey’s Laws 

(5.2.1.2). This is mirrored in the approaches to presentation and interpretation 

that are found at sites and museums. Reducing cultural heritage sites and 

museum to a purely functional role diminishes their symbolic value. As a result, 

heritage is viewed as an asset, not an integral part of society. In Italy this is 

reflected in the terminology used in official documents regarding cultural 

heritage-beni culturali. This translates as cultural goods or assets (Pinna 2000, 

1). This is used as opposed to the more general term, like heritage (patrimonio), 

which would encompass the broader range of the elements of heritage, including 

symbolic and social values such as those discussed in Chapter 2. Pinna (2001) 

interprets this choice of language as indicating neglect in recognising the 

importance of the social role of cultural heritage, instead focusing on objects and 

buildings in isolation, and focusing on their material aspects. The Direzione 



 

172 

 

Generale per la Valorizzazione del Patrimonio Culturale which uses the term 

patrimonio culturale (cultural heritage) is the exception, not the norm.  

The most recent document regarding cultural policy in Italy is the Codice dei Beni 

Culturali e del Paesaggio (L. 42/2004)5. This document lays out the legislative 

policy for cultural heritage that the national, regional, and local governments must 

work in accordance with. It also defines the different elements of cultural heritage, 

and the role of the different government levels. Article 101 of the Codice defines 

what places are deemed cultural heritage (Figure 55). This document also 

differentiates between valorizzione, the enhancement of cultural hertiage, and 

tutela, protection of cultural hertiage. These are terms that are common 

throughout Italian heritage legislation and literature and how they are applied in 

hertiage managment has large implications on the ability to implement a 

values-based approach to hertiage managment, and the presentation and 

interpretation.   

The tutela of cultural heritage is defined in the Codice as the 

‘The exercise of the functions and the regulation of the activities aimed at 
identifying…the properties constituting the cultural heritage and at 
ensuring the protection and conservation of the aforesaid heritage for the 
purposes of public enjoyment.’ (2004, Article 3)  

Tutela refers to activities regarding the conservation of heritage assist and their 

associated values.  While the Codice does explicitly say that places of cultural 

heritage should be available for public enjoyment, the definitions of heritage 

places gives no indication that use is seen as one of their inherent roles. The term 

‘public enjoyment’ is not defined in the Codice and use is limited in definition to 

education and study.  

                                            

5
www.normattiva.it/atto/caricaDettaglioAtto?atto.dataPubblicazioneGazzetta=2004-02-24&atto.c

odiceRedazionale=004G0066 
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Tutela activities are linked to the material integrity and cultural values of a site.  

Within these definitions there is little indication of the relationship between tutela 

and the social values of heritage sites. The social values, those that come from 

the use of the site by local communities and internationally is instead defined as 

valorizzazione.  The Codice defines the valorizzazione of cultural heritage as 

‘activities aimed at promoting knowledge of the cultural heritage and at ensuring 

the best conditions for the utilization and public enjoyment of the same heritage’. 

Enhancement also includes the promotion and the support of conservation work 

on the cultural heritage (Article 8). It is interesting to look at this in terms of this 

research as many presentation and interpretation activities would fall into this 

category. However, the wide breath of possible activities also makes it difficult to 

know exactly what is included and what is acceptable. Unlike conservation work 

(Figure 54), enhancement activities are not explicitly defined and can be 

outsourced to private organizations.  

•a set of activities capable of limiting situations of risk connected to 
the cultural property within its context 

Prevention 

•all activities and work carried out for the purpose of controlling the 
conditions of the cultural property and maintaining its integrity, 
functional efficiency and identity of the property and its parts 

Maintenance 

•direct intervention on a property by means of a set of operations 
aimed at the material integrity and the recovery of the aforesaid 
property, and the protection and transmission of its cultural 
values. 

Restoration 

Figure 54 Definitions of conservation—tutela—related activities. Codice dei Beni 
Culturali e del Paesaggio (L. 42/2004) 
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The distinction between activities aimed at protecting already defined and 

identified values of cultural heritage, such as historical or artistic values, and the 

process of giving added value to heritage places is important, but potentially 

unsustainable within heritage management.  Tutela, the protection of these 

Article 101 The 
following 
definitions 
apply: 

"museum" shall mean a permanent facility which acquires, 
conserves, arranges and exhibits cultural property for the 
purposes of education and study; 

"library" shall mean a permanent facility which gathers and 
conserves an organised collection of books, materials and 
information, written or published on any kind of support, and 
ensures consultation for the purposes of promoting reading and 
study; 

"archive" shall mean a permanent facility which collects, 
inventories, and conserves original documents of historical 
interest and ensures consultation for purposes of study and 
research; 

"archaeological area" shall mean site characterised by the 
presence of remains of a fossil nature or of artefacts or 
prehistoric or ancient structures; 

"archaeological park" shall mean a land area characterised by 
important archaeological evidence and the presence of historical, 
landscape or environmental values, organised as an open-air 
museum; 

"monumental complex" shall mean a collection of a number of 
structures which may have been built in different periods, and 
which over time have, as a whole, acquired autonomous artistic, 
historical or ethno-anthropological importance. 

Figure 55 The definition of places of cultural heritage according to the Codice dei Beni 
Culturali e del Paesaggio (L. 42/2004)  
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already identified values, is rigorously regulated by legislature while the 

valorizzazione, the processes of identifying and eliciting unidentified values is 

less so.  Thus there is a greater chance of protecting these identified values, and 

risking letting others—particularly the social and associated values—go 

unprotected.   

The participatory process of values-based management has the potential to 

overcome this, however only if these unidentified values are elicited and 

communicated to the broader stakeholders, and in particular the management 

authority.  The potential to achieve this, particularly through the process of 

interpretation and presentation is discussed in this thesis. Through the 

recognition of valorizzazione, through presentation and interpretation, as a tool 

for identifying values is key for sustainable heritage management.         

5.3 Management of the Vesuvian sites 

The Soprintendenza Speciale per i Beni archeologici di Pompei, Ercolano e 

Stabia (SANP) was established in 1982 to manage the archaeological sites of 

Pompeii, Herculaneum, and the surrounding villas. Its responsibilities include 

excavations, research, conservation, the day to day maintenance of the 

archaeological sites, and the providing of assistance to building and construction 

projects that uncover archaeological material in the surrounding region (Bonini 

Baraldi and Zan 2005). The SANP is directed by a soprintendente 

(superintendent) and divided into six sections (Figure 56). Three of these 

sections are for the on-site management; Pompeii, Oplontis and Boscoreale, 

Herculaneum, and Stabia. The remaining three sections are the central offices 

that include the administrative, scientific and technical aspects of the sites’ 

management. In general the administrative, scientific, and technical offices are in 

charge of the duties that span all three of the sites; and the others are specific to 

the archaeological sites. However, there is often cross over in the personnel.  

 



 

176 

 

At the end of the 1990s superintendent Pier Giovanni Guzzo hired the economist 

Luca Zan to do a detailed analysis of the management system of the SANP. This 

analysis shows the complexity of the organization; particularly in regards to 

personnel and their job skills, the financial resources, and the accounting that 

results in ineffective management. In 1997/1998 the SANP had over 700 

employees, many of whom did not have the technical skills needed for working at 

archaeological sites (Bonini Baraldi and Zan 2005, UNESCO 1997). Of the 

employees, 16 were professionals including archaeologists, architects and 

conservators. In contrast there were 87 manual labourers and 124 administrative 

staff who were poorly distributed between the sites. The jobs are narrowly 

defined, and staffing arrangements are mapped out by MIBACT; this makes it 

difficult to move employees from one job to another, or to positions where they 

would be most effective. Also, due to complex power relations with the local trade 

unions, this can also only be done after complex negotiations. One of the greatest 

limitations with the autonomy of the SANP, discussed below, is that human 

resources are still controlled by MIBACT, thus limiting the SANPs ability to hire 

the people they need. As a result there have been minimal human resource 

changes made during this autonomy; currently it is nearly impossible to hire new 

personal through MIBACT. This resulted in an organization is that not staffed with 

enough fully qualified employees. Therefore most of the technical work, such as 

conservation and maintenance, is outsourced in a costly manner to expensive 

companies, many of which do not necessarily have the archaeological or 

conservator experience ideal to carrying out quality work at heritage sites. The 

ability to outsource to private companies throughout Italy means there is little 

control over the quality or specifications for various types of work (Landriani and 

Pozzoli 2014). 
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Figure 56 Organizational Chart of the SANP 
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At the same time, the SANP became the first in an experimental decentralization 

of the management of cultural heritage sites in Italy aimed at allowing greater 

autonomy in regards to funds and decision making. The autonomy means that 

the SANP is responsible for its own administration, planning and management, 

and finances.  This allows them control over the financial aspects at the 

Vesuvian sites and they were given the ability to retain the money collected from 

ticket sales. Prior to this the revenue from ticket sales was retained by MIBACT to 

be distributed between all the sites in Italy. In the early stages of the autonomy, 

the SANP built a large surplus of funds to use towards works on-site. By 2008, 

31% of the buildings on-site reached safety compliances and were opened for the 

public, versus just 14% in 1998 (Zan 2010, 10). The autonomy and financial 

independence made it possible for more work to be completed on-site but it was 

still a long process due to the tendering process, which now was made even 

longer due to new anti-mafia laws. In 2006, law 51/2006 declared that MIBACT 

could withdraw up to €30 million of SANP unallocated funds to go towards other 

projects in the ministry. Funds that had already been approved and tendered 

were safe; however, those waiting approval were not. The €30 million made up a 

large chunk of the surplus previously saved by the SANP. Later, that same year, 

MIBACT also declared that 30% of the revenue from ticket sales at the SANP 

could also be retained by MIBACT (L. 368/2006). These two decisions went 

completely against the idea of autonomy and greatly hindered the 

superintendent’s ability to spend money effectively.  
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The autonomy of Pompeii was suspended for two years from 2008-10 after a 

State of Emergency was declared by the then Minister of Culture Sandro Bondi. 

During the state of emergency a commissario straordinario (special commission) 

was declared. A commissioner was appointed who, along with a five person team 

was tasked to arrange and implement an intervention plan for the site, among 

other duties (Zan 2010, 6). Under a special commission, control over funds, 

tendering decisions and human resources reverted to the commissioner (Fioritto, 

2009). Currently, the use of special commission is becoming more common in 

Italy as part of a trend that seems to be replacing ordinary work with special 

administrations; from 2008-2009, there were over 160 special commissions put 

into place by MIBACT (Fioritto 2009). Unfortunately, at Pompeii it has emerged 

evidence that many of the works carried out under the special commission were 

done without proper archaeological investigation and with fraudulently allocated 

funds. As of June 2014, investigations and trials regarding this were ongoing.  

Only a few months after the end of the special commission, the Schola 

Armaturarum collapsed at Pompeii. This collapse brought a few changes to the 

site, primarily the assignment of a new superintendent in March 2014 after a 

series of interim superintendents. Also, ongoing is the Grande Progetto Pompei, 

a large scale EU funded conservation project. This is discussed in Chapter 7, 

along with further details regarding the current management at the Vesuvian sites 
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•L. 456/1981 decreed the foundation of the Archaeological Superintendence 
of Pompeii (SAP) 

•Created a separation of the Vesuvian sites from the rest of Naples and the 
National Museum of Naples. 

1981 

•L. 352/1997 granted the SAP scientific, administrative, financial and 
organizational autonomy.   

1997 

•L. 223/2007 established the Special Superintendence for the Archaeological 
Heritage of Naples and Pompeii (SANP). 

•This re-joined the previously separated territorial scope and included the 
Vesuvian sites, the Phlehraean Fields (Cuma, Pozzuoli, and Baiae), the 
City of Naples and the National Museum of Naples. 

•Increased the scale of sites that the SANP was responsible, however, did 
not provide the necessary changes to the financial or administrative 
frameworks. 

•Funds were no  longer limited to Pompeii and the SANP; MiBACT began to 
withdraw funds from the SANP. 

2006/2007 

•Presidential decree declared a state of emergency at the site of Pompeii 

•Resulted in the establishment of the special commissioner 

•Activities returned to normal after the end of the Special Commission 

•Long term Superintendent Guzzo retires in 2009 and Mariarosria Salvatore 
is put in charge. 

2008-2010 

•Vesuvian sites are the topic of much publicity due to the poor state of 
conservation at Pompeii among news of collapses at the site. 

•There are a number of changeovers in the role of Superintendent after 
Salvatore retires in April 2010 

•Salvatore Proietti (April 2010) 

•Jeannette Papadopoulos (September 2010-December 2010) 

•Teresa Elena Cinquantacinque (December 2010-2013) 

•Massimo Osanna (March 2014 - Present) 

•The Implementation of the Grande Progetto Pompei 

2010-2014  

•Pompeii and the Vesuvian sites once again separate from Naples and 
becomes the Special Superintence for the Archaeological Heritage of 
Pompeii, Herculaneum and Stabia (SSPES) 

2014 

Figure 57 Timeline highlighting the major changes and inconsistency in the recent history 
of the management at the Vesuvian sites. 
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What is important to note from this time of instability and change at the Vesuvian 

sites is its implications on resource deployment and effectiveness at managing 

the complexities that are present at the Vesuvian sites. The initial manifestation 

of the SANP (the SAP) served as a centralised, yet peripheral, body of MIBACT 

where duties and organization were still carried out by the central government. 

The autonomy of the SANP, in 1997, opened a lot of doors to the sites, allowing 

the SANP to make its own decisions regarding what interventions were needed at 

the sites, as well as providing more funds that were directly used at the sites via 

the ticket revenue. However, the aforementioned changes that MIBACT 

imposed—the ability to claim back funds from the SANP, the merging with the 

Superintendence of Naples—in many ways took a step back from this managerial 

reform and added further to the responsibilities of the SANP without adding the 

necessary resources. While this merger with Naples was imposed with the idea 

of cutting out unnecessary costs through getting rid of unnecessary jobs, and to 

create an synergy between research and conservation of the sites and the 

National Museum of Naples, it in fact, added to the already hi stresses that the 

SANP faced with conservation by limiting the resources even further. 

While this section has briefly looked at the recent history of MIBACT, it had been 

noted that there have been a number of changes to the SANP in the past decade 

and a half (Figure 57). While these changes have not had major implications on 

the management of the sites as a whole—the sites are still managed by the 

central authority—they have impacted the continuity of this management, 

something that has historically been seen to be detrimental to the sites long term 

preservation (see Chapter 4.4). These changes have been both in terms of the 

administration of the sites, as well as the continuity of directors and 

superintendents. The changes to the SANP, while seemingly indicate only small 

changes to the name of the organization in fact indicate changes to the scope of 

responsibility of the superintendence.  In addition, these changes were often not 

intentional; for example the changeover of the numerous superintendents was 

linked to the fact that the superintendent is considered legally responsible for all 
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works at the sites.  When the collapses happened in 2010, it is then seen as 

politically and legally important to remove the superintendent at that time and 

replace her with another. This was also done with the site director. This reactive 

approach has limited the consistency that is achieved with a long term 

superintendent, who carries out consistent, long term goals. However, there is 

potential for long term management planning, particularly through the use of the 

UNESCO management plan in the future, that this inconsistency could be 

avoided even with personal or managerial changes.        

5.3.1 Implications of World Heritage Status of the Vesuvian 
Sites 

Pompei, Ercolano and Torre Annunziata are inscribed on the World Heritage List 

for meeting criteria 3, 4 and 5 put forth by UNESCO (Figure 6). According to 

UNESCO, Pompeii and Herculaneum are the best preserved examples of 

Roman commercial and coastal towns. Along with the villas at Oplontis they 

provide a full picture of the architectural, urban, and decorative aspects of Roman 

life during a precise moment in time. Originally the sites at Boscoreale and Stabia 

were not included; however this is changing since there are petitions for both to 

be included in the new buffer zone (MIBACT 2013). In the 1997 advisory body 

evaluation by ICOMOS of the nomination flagged a number of possible problems 

with the sites that required attention. These primarily relate to the management of 

the sites and their conservation; including the staffing concerns previously 

mentioned in 5.3. This evaluation referenced the staffing issues at the sites, as 

well as the lack of a management plan. While conservation and restoration 

activities were planned, there was no site management plan in action. However, 

at the time of inscription funds had been requested from MIBACT to conduct a 

survey to serve as a basis for the management plan (UNESCO 1997, 50-51). As 

discussed below, the Vesuvian sites now have three management plans (see 

5.3.1.1 below). It appears, however, that they have never been used as guiding 

documents.  
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It is unclear if the inscription as World Heritage Sites had any real effect on the 

sites. Since its inscription, the annual visitation to Pompeii has grown on an 

average of 20%, primarily from foreign visitors, but it is difficult to link this to world 

heritage status as the sites do not reference this status or use the world heritage 

logo in their publications and promotion material (Ciambrone 2009). As shown in 

Chapter 4 Pompeii and the Vesuvian sites have always been well known and of 

interest to both visitors and academics. What can be said about being a World 

Heritage site brought forth a larger number of stakeholders and values that must 

be considered in the management process.  

5.3.1.1 Management inside the Buffer Zone 

According to the UNESCO World Hertiage Convention text, propreties inscribed 

on the World Hertiage List should take the necessary steps to ensure that the 

area surrounding the world hertiage proprety is protected as well as the proprety 

itself.  This is refered to as the buffer zone and should include ‘the immediet 

setting of th nominated proprety, important views and other areas or attributes 

that are funcutionally important as a support to the proprety and its protection’ 

(UNESCO 2013, 27).  When originally inscripted, the buffer zone at the 

Vesuvian sites only included small sections of the area surrounding the sites and 

was aimed primairly at protecting already detected, yet still buried, archaeological 

remains (ICOMOS 2014, 31).  

The 2011 the joint UNESCO/ICOMOS mission reccomonded minor modifications 

to this buffer zone which have been proposed to include a larger area at 

Herculaneum and the surrounding town, the villas at Stabia, and the villa at 

Boscoreale, which were previously not a part of the world heritage site or its 

buffer zone (ICOMOS/UNESO 2013).  The ICOMOS evaluation of this extention 

indicates that the rational behind this is that the broader inclusion of these other 

sites ‘bear whitness tothe daily life and the settelment patterns of the wider 

landscape’ and would thus strengthen the OUV of the inscription (ICOMOS 2014, 

31).  The modification of the buffer zone to this extent would require futher 
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justification and explanation as ICOMOS views it as a major modification to the 

World Hertiage inscription and it remains to be seen if it the boundaries are 

indeed extended to include the sites of Boscoreale and Stabia. 

While the primary focus of this thesis is the management of heritage sites within 

their site boundaries, it is impossible to have a thorough discussion on the 

sustainable management of heritage sites without considering their relationship 

with their surrounding communities and landscapes. This is particularly the case 

with World Heritage Sites, whose buffer zones often limit the extent and types of 

works that can be carried out. If the extended buffer zone is implemented it will 

greatly increase the number of local comuni, and in turn stakeholders, who will 

need to be included in the planning process.  This can become difficult, as some 

of the smaller communities and those further away from the sites may not identify 

with the values that are being protected and if not approached correctly, they may 

reject the rules and regulations that are being placed on them and their properties    

To date there are a number of regional urban and landscape plans 

(ICOMOS/UNESCO 2015; MiBACT 2014d) that identify places where building is 

regulated; and the inclusion of the stakeholders within these areas into the 

planning process is essential if the large area of the potential extended buffer 

zone is to be managed sustainably. 

5.3.1.2 The Management Plans of the Vesuvian Sites 

Pompeii and the Vesuvian sites have three management plans. The first of these 

are Il Piano di Gestione del Sito UNESCO Aree Archeologiche di Pompei, 

Ercolano e Torre Annunziata (SANP 2002) and a supplemental plan Integrazioni 

a aggiornamento del Piano di Gestione UNESCO (SANP 2010a). The 2002 

document was officially adopted by the SANP and local municipalities, while the 

second was not. The management plans do not resemble what would be seen as 

an effective or typical management plan (see Chapter 2.4.4.1). These documents 

were compiled and produced by the now defunct TESS Costa del Vesuvio, a 

local organization aimed at the promotion and assistance with the social and 
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economic development of the territory. The documents produced by TESS 

included a large amount of valuable information; however, very little of it 

pertained to a management plan. In a way, the TESS documents could be 

described as the prelude to a management plan, since they formed the basis for 

effective management planning but without the necessary analysis. The 

supplementary Integrazioni a aggiornamento del Piano di Gestione UNESCO 

(2010) was never officially adopted by the SANP. It includes much of the work 

done under the special commission, including the PompeiViva and Accessible 

Pompei initiatives (see 5.5), which have subsequently been stopped completely 

due to allegations of corruption in the special commission. A draft of the most 

recent management plan was submitted to UNESCO in 2013 and made 

publically available in 2014 and is discussed in depth in Chapter 7.6, along with 

the recommendations UNESCO has put forth for enhancing the effectiveness of 

the plan. The UNESCO mission in 2010/2011 showed that the SANP did not use 

either of the earlier documents as management tools or within its decision making 

process and the newest is yet to be fully finished (UNESCO 2011). 

5.4 The Conservation of the Vesuvian Sites after Maiuri 

In the second half of the 20th century the increased fragmentation of works 

conducted at the Pompeian sites made it difficult to maintain the levels of 

conservation that Maiuri achieved during his time in charge. The end of Fascism 

also meant the end of large scale funding for the sites; and the process of 

excavation, conservation and presentation works carried out together onsite 

became a thing of the past (2.2.1; 4.4). The vast amount of work that Maiuri 

completed during his time as superintendent required long term planning and 

continual maintenance. That was no longer possible. Instead, excavation and 

conservation work shifted to patching things that became damaged and dealing 

with emergency situations, as opposed to approaching the site as a whole (De 

Simone 2014). In the mid-to-late 20th century excavation work at the Vesuvian 

sites as whole was minimal, with a few exceptions including the Villa di Oplonti; 

this was not was not excavated until the 1970s. In the early 1960’s, due to the 
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growing conservation problems, an awareness grew of the need to prioritise 

conservation decisions (De Simone 2012, 53). Excavations were halted in the 

areas of Pompeii that remained buried and focus was on cleaning up the restored 

areas of the site, which had become overgrown with weeds. This began to bring 

together a unified vision of the city as a whole; however, the earthquake in 1980’s 

caused enormous damage to the ruins, thus changing priorities once again.  

Recent collapses reinforced the awareness of the problems that have faced the 

management concerning conservation of the Vesuvian sites throughout their long 

history. The lack of regular maintenance has made extraordinary events like the 

collapses more frequent. The use of inappropriate materials in the past made 

current conservation that much more challenging, and severe lack of funds made 

it difficult to carry out the work necessary to prevent such collapses. However, it is 

important to note that the vast area of the sites in need of conservation and 

preservations works is massive for any organization to take on.  Over the past 

few decades there have been attempts at addressing the conservation problems 

at the sites; although these have thus far proved unsustainable.  

Italy has often followed a trend in which conservation is approached in a more 

reactive, rather than a preventive manner. This has become more pronounced in 

recent years as witnessed by the introduction of numerous special commissions 

(commissari straordinari), which have been introduced in emergency situations. 

As a result of this reactive approach to conservation, coupled with the funding 

and personnel limitations that the SANP has been faced with, conservation 

initiatives at the Vesuvian sites have often been limited to individual properties, or 

select areas of the sites. There is also a number of small scale conservation 

projects carried out by universities or research programs. Some of the more 

major ones which are either ongoing or recently finished further highlight changes 

that need to be made to the management framework.  
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5.4.1 Conservation Initiatives 

Following the 1980 earthquake there was a large scale restoration project that 

restored 19 city blocks of Pompeii (De Simone 2014, 2). This project approached 

each city block as a whole entity, as opposed to concentrating on individual 

buildings and areas. This approach allowed for the careful planning of the works 

to be carried out in each area. What was done included the replacement of 

previous reconstructions and putting in place new interventions such as roofs (De 

Simone 2014, 3-10). De Simone (2012, 2014) indicates that each property was 

taken in its own context after an extensive survey was carried out at Pompeii and 

Herculaneum. This project is interesting to look at since it provides some insight 

into how conservation decisions have been made at the Vesuvian sites regarding 

the interventions and choices made during the conservation process. Some 

houses were reconstructed with new roofs in order to protect wall the paintings 

inside, such as the Casa del Menandro, which had been closed due to the risk of 

the old roof collapsing (ibid 2014, 9-10) . Other properties, such as the Casa del 

Citarista, were simply repaired and stabilised since all of the artistic elements 

were removed during the original excavations of the 19th century (ibid 2014, 13. 

De Simone also suggested that attention be paid to the impact that restorations 

would have on the site and its visitors. Roofing styles, for example, were made to 

match the original as much as possible; and in some cases reconstruction was 

avoided due to its potential impact on the visual elements of the site (2014, 18). 

Unfortunately the situation at the Vesuvian sites continued to decline even after 

this project because of the lack of regular maintenance and haphazard planning. 

Many of the properties which were restored at this time were later subject to 

further work. This was limited to individual properties with an emphasis placed on 

properties with artistic values over the site as a whole.  
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Another conservation initiative was the Un Piano per Pompeii (Guzzo 2011, 57). 

In 1996, and again in 1998, Pompeii was placed on the World Monuments Fund 

(WMF) Watch list. Pompeii was included because of the threats from exposure to 

the elements and its poor state of repair. As a result American Express funded Un 

Piano per Pompeii, a plan for the conservation and presentation of Pompeii that 

included the development of a GIS (Geographic Information System) database 

that mapped out the conditions of the buildings and materials on-site. This plan 

also included the emergency restoration on the Tomb of Vestorio Prisco, and the 

hosting of the Conservation in the Shadow of Vesuvius symposium in 2003. The 

goal of this plan was to provide the knowledge and basis for prioritising 

conservation decisions and long term planning.  

The GIS database was an interactive map developed by architects Giovanni 

Longobardi and Andrea Mandara of the Studio di Architettura. It was to be used in 

conjunction with specific criteria to fully evaluate the physical properties of the 

city, thus providing a baseline for measuring and monitoring decay. The GIS was 

to be an instrument for guiding decisions and managing conservation activities at 

Pompei (Longobardi 2003). Initially the database was a success and was used in 

conjunction with many projects on the site; however, it appears that it went out of 

use about 10 years after its implementation. As of 2011 there was no data more 

recent than that of 2007 (UNESCO 2011) and the aforementioned guidelines 

were never developed.  
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The Conservation in the Shadow of Vesuvius symposium was hosted in support 

of the SANP. It brought together a number of professionals who had been 

involved in archaeological conservation and research at Pompeii and the other 

Vesuvian sites. At the end of the symposium, a number of conclusions were 

drawn regarding the site’s management and conservation, which are 

summarized in Figure 58. The conclusions and ways forward that came out of 

this symposium suggested a number of issues relevant to this research and to a 

sustainable site management and to the importance of a holistic approach, both 

within and between the sites. Also, this symposium highlighted the potential of 

the Vesuvian sites to be viewed as a laboratory of conservation studies and live 

archaeological sites in addition to just serving as tourist sites, thus linking aspects 

within the sites themselves and throughout the region. 

Unfortunately, without proper planning and funding, the goals of the symposium 

were never fully carried out, and the site continued to deteriorate. Since the mid 

1990’s there has not been any large scale conservation initiatives at the Vesuvian 

sites aside from the Herculaneum Conservation Project and the Grande Progetto 

Pompei, both of which are ongoing and discussed in detail in Chapter 8. 

Conservation works have primarily focused on single houses as special research 

projects and it has become more frequent that this is emergency work rather than 

regular maintenance. 
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•Conservation has always mirrored the culture of the times 

•Some structures have been restored three or four times in the last 100 
years 

Evolution of Pompeii 

•Tendency to isolate houses out of the entire insula  

•Slow but unchecked degradation of architectural fabric 

•Lack of a manual with agreed upon intervention criteria and procedures 

The Average Architectural Fabric 

•The site is an exhibit and laboratory of the history of conservation  

•As much of the site has already been reconstructed in one way or 
another, the idea of reconstruction is seemingly more acceptable at 
Pompeii than at other places. 

Reconstruction and Conservation 

•Highlighted the issues between restoration/reconstruction and the need to 
conserve the archaeological context for the future. 

Preserving the Archaeological Context 

•While the Un Piano per Pompeii GIS database was seen as an important 
tool, there was some question about its constraints, particularly the 
complexity of such high levels of technology. 

Developing a Planning Tool 

•Need to move past managing crisis, but the legislation regarding the 
tendering process makes this difficult-long, drawn out process that often 
goes to lowest bidder. 

Maintenance 

•Visitors limited to the same areas of the site, which gets smaller each 
year  

•Engaging visitors with history AND archaeological and conservation 
practices 

Interpretation and Tourism 

•Planning, maintenance and interpretation are all parts of successful 
archaeological site management. 

•Sustainability depends on maintaining a balance 

Site Management 

Figure 58 Summary of symposium conclusions. Adapted from Conservation in the 
Shadow of Vesuvius (2003) 
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5.4.2 Public-Private Conservation Initatives 

While the WMF was a short term fix, a law enacted in 2004 allowed for the 

development of public-private partnerships at the Vesuvian sites. These are the 

Herculaneum Conservation Project (HCP) and the Restoring Ancient Stabia 

Foundation (RAS), as well as the Pompeii-Sustainable Preservation Project 

which is in its early days. These initiatives are on-going. Their differing 

experiences and success are discussed in-depth in Chapter 7. However, it is 

worth noting here the implications that this introduction of public-private initiatives 

has had on the management of the Vesuvian sites, as well as others in Italy, for 

example, the Egyptian Museum in Turin. What these initiatives offer that many of 

the others have ignored is the importance of developing long term collaborations 

between the stakeholders involved and of working within the limitations of the 

SANP in order to create a long term, sustainable, effective approach to 

management. The two projects have different approaches and have been met 

with different levels of success, but thanks to the law that they helped to instigate 

there is potential to use these initiatives further at the sites, and across Italy to 

address the problems regarding funding and staffing, as well as provide an 

opportunity to build up networks and relationships with local communities.  

5.5 Presentation and Interpretation since Maiuri 

During the end of the 20th and early 21st century there have also been a number 

of changes regarding the visitor services and presentation of the site; including 

an on-site restaurant, a guide-book and audio guide, more visitor facilities like 

bookshops and different entrances, with organized booths for guided tours. 

These visitor facilities will be discussed further in Chapter 6 but this was an 

important step as the superintendent at this time, Guzzo, used this time to 

standardize the presentation and interpretation on the site under the SANP brand 

(2011). 
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During the special commission there were a number of changes on-site in 

regards to visitor services and the presentation. Initiatives were introduced to 

make the site more accessible and there were more toilet facilities opened, more 

signs put up and special exhibits, special itineraries developed. There were also 

the more permanent interventions like the reconstruction of the Large Theatre to 

be used for modern performances, and the paving over of parts of the south-east 

sector of the site to make it buggy and wheel-chair friendly. Others included the 

restoration of the Casa di Giulio Polibio which was turned into a multimedia 

exhibit, and the ‘open-laboratory’ of the Casa dei Casti Amanti and the Casa dei 

Pittori al Lavoro. These changes are laid out in the second ‘management plan’ as 

part of the PompeiViva initiative which aimed at the ‘conoscenza, tutela, 

valorizzazione di uno dei siti archeologici più straordinari del mondo’ (the 

knowledge, protection and enhancement of one of the most special 

archaeological sites in the world). However, due to criminal investigations into the 

misuse of funds, much of these initiatives have gone unfinished or are now 

closed although the theatre reopened in summer 2014 for performances again. 

There have been minimal changes to the presentation at the sites since the 

beginning of the 21st century. However, there have been a few conservation 

projects aimed at the valorizzazioneione of specific buildings, alongside their 

conservation. However, in addition to their conservation, they also have 

important implications regarding the presentation of the site. From these 

buildings it is possible to see that when carrying out conservation work there is 

consideration of the impacts it has on the interpretation of the site; yet most of 

these properties are not open to the public and the conservation guidelines that 

are used make no mention of visitors or the public interpretation of these 

interventions. In many ways, the current approaches to the presentation and 

interpretation show how the management of the site has moved away from a 

visitor oriented approach of the site as a whole, like that of Maiuri, to one more 

focused on individual properties for the benefit of researchers and academics.  
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5.6 Conclusions; The current context 

In June 2010 the state of emergency was declared over as it was seen that the 

commission of Fiori was successful and resulted in a number of positive changes 

(MIBACT, 2010). Only a few months after the emergency was declared over the 

Schola Armaturarum, often erroneously referred to as the House of the 

Gladiators in media reports, collapsed on-site. While the collapse of the Schola 

Armaturarum is by far one of the largest and most public collapses, it isn’t alone 

and there have been a number of collapses that have followed. The collapse was 

blamed on heavy rainfall that made the foundation to the building unsteady, 

coupled with a heavy cement roof that had been put in as an earlier restoration 

when the building was re-built after bomb damage during WW2. This collapse 

was followed by international attention being brought to the state of conservation 

at the site as well as criminal and financial investigations into neglect of the site 

by the special commission(Bone 2013; Osser and Harris 2011). 

This collapse prompted a joint ICOMOS and UNESCO mission to the site to 

assess the current state of conservation. This mission was carried out in two 

parts between December 2010 and January 2011, and, again flagged a number 

of the same concerns regarding the management of the site and its conservation 

(UNESCO 2011). One of the primary ones was the effectiveness of the current 

management system, particularly in regards to the lack of institutional stability 

that has impacted the site over the past five years. Since the retirement of Guzzo 

in 2009, there have been a number of changes in regards to the SANP, MIBACT, 

and the Italian government as a whole. The SANP has seen five different 

superintendents during this time with the current one entering the position in 

March 2014. While there has been increased stability since then, it remains a 

concern for the future. In Italy, there is no concept of institutional liability; thus 

when something goes wrong, it is often blamed on an individual (or individuals). 

This often results in both a reactive response from MIBACT, or above, where 

individuals are moved out of their positions in an attempt to save face instead of 

addressing the problems regarding the institutional framework which may have 
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led to these problems.  

UNESCO and ICOMOS also expressed concern regarding 1) the Grande 

Progetto di Pompeii (discussed below Chapter 7.2.5), 2) the still unchanged 

problems regarding staffing, and 3) the fact that the available resources so not 

seem to be focused on key conservation priorities. This has recently begun to 

change with MIBACT announcing the recruitment of new staff (although it 

appears to be on a temporary basis) and changes within the upcoming 

restructuring that aims to address this. However, it is still a concern regarding the 

number of custodi and professional/technical staff needed to carry out the daily 

work like maintenance and security (this is discussed more in Chapters 7 and 8), 

What this all seems to indicate is that the current management framework of the 

Vesuvian sites is not fully effective at identifying and addressing the needs of the 

sites and that until the upcoming overhaul of MIBACT proves sustainable, it is 

necessary to continue to look for alternative means of managing the needs of the 

site within this complex framework. The most recent initiative aimed at the 

conservation of Pompeii is il Grande Progetto di Pompeii. This is a large scale, 

EU funded conservation project that boasts five objectives; knowledge, advanced 

planning, improvement of services and communication, safety, and to strengthen 

technological and capacity building. Officially implemented in 2012, this projects 

has received quite a bit of international attention; not all positive. The Grande 

Progetto is included in both the UNESCO mission report and the newest 

management plan. UNESCO expressed concern about the timeline given for the 

project, as the funds given must be spent by 2015. This plan is on-going and like 

the above, will be discussed further in Chapter 7. 
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6 The Visitor Experience at Pompeii and the Vesuvian sites 
6.1 Introduction 

The relationship between tourism and the archaeological sites in the Vesuvian 

region is tenuous. As discussed in 2.4 there is an assumption that a good 

experience will encourage visitors to be more aware and respectful of 

archaeological sites; thus they become more inclined to see it conserved for 

future generations. This relationship is difficult; the closer the visitor gets to the 

archaeology (physically and intellectually) the deeper the visitor experience, but 

this closeness can threaten the preservation of a site. This chapter presents the 

results of a portion of the data collected in this research with the goal of 1) 

understanding the visitor impacts, and 2) analysing the current state of 

presentation and interpretation. The emphasis in this chapter is on Pompeii but 

the other sites are discussed in 6.4. This is due to the time constraints of this 

research and because Pompeii suffers more from the impacts of visitors than the 

other site due to the large number of people who visit the site each year. In 2013 

Pompeii received 2,443,325 visitors, while Herculaneum received 356,562, and 

the other three sites receiving less than 100,000 combined (pompeiisites.org). 

While the visitor experience at Pompeii is unique to the site in many ways, the 

relationship between this experience, visitors, and conservation is reflective of 

situations at the smaller sites.  
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6.2 Visitors to Pompeii 

In order to use presentation and interpretation as a tool for conservation at the 

Vesuvian sites it is necessary to understand what the visitors actually want from 

their experience while at the site prior to making any changes. Who is visiting 

Pompeii, their motivations for visiting, and their expectations for the visit are 

important factors when looking at the visitor experience (Chapter 2.4). 

Demographic and geographic factors are much easier to measure but can only 

provide limited information. Psychographic factors like attitudes and values are 

much more difficult to quantify but reveal deeper, more meaning results. Masberg 

and Silverman (1996) use a phenomological approach by using visitors own 

responses to understand their experiences at heritage sites. This research felt a 

similar approach was necessary to elicit the information desired to understand 

what visitors want from their experience while at Pompeii. At a site as 

internationally known as Pompeii the visitors are more diverse than those visiting 

smaller heritage sites, and there are often a higher percentage of visitors not 

motivated by culture or heritage. Thus it is important to understand these differing 

levels  

6.2.1 Visitor Demographics and Travel Itineraries  

A large scale visitor study was conducted in 1997 to determine the volume and 

characteristics of visitors to Pompeii, Herculaneum, and the Sanctuary of the 

Madonna in modern Pompei (Manente and Minghetti 1998). The results of this 

survey, despite being a number of years old, provide data that is still relevant 

today and is reflected in the results of this research. This survey indicated that a 

majority of visitors (69%) visit only Pompeii and many visitors had not even heard 

of the other sites like Herculaneum (1998, 14-15). They also found that visitors 

tended to be foreigners and spent minimal time in the area; 94% of the visitors to 

Pompeii spent only a few hours at the site and limited time in the local area, if at 

all. Despite visitors expressing an interest in cultural heritage as their primary 

reason for visiting the site it was a minor factor in their decision to visit the region.  
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According to the official Agenzia Nazionale del Turismo (ENIT) statistics the 

Naples province received 2,817,393 overnight guests in 2010 of whom 1,211,281 

were foreign. Pompei received 86, 873 overnight visitors, fewer than 40,000 of 

whom were foreign (www.enit.it). These numbers are compiled through tourism 

registration at the campgrounds, hotel or B&B where they are staying. For this 

reason it does not include visitors who are staying outside the region, in private 

accommodation, on cruise ships, or if they are not correctly registered by their 

place of accommodation. In the town of Pompei foreign visitors tended to stay an 

average of 2 nights and the shortest stays were during the summer months. 

Throughout the province the average stay was 3.5 nights which indicates that 

while visitors are staying in the region, very few stay in the town of Pompei and 

those that do are only for a limited time.  

Visitor interviews and regional statistical information provide a clearer picture 

about what types of tourists are coming to the region and to Pompeii. The visitor 

demographics collected from interviews carried out during this research indicate 

that visitors are primarily international and due to the time when the interviews 

took place, there are a higher number of British and European interviewees 

(Figure 59). Most visitors travelled in pairs but there were also individual visitors 

and larger groups represented (Figure 63). Approximately 1/3 of the visitors were 

between the ages of 20-29, and over half were staying in or near Sorrento (Figure 

59; Figure 61). This research found that most visitors were first-time visitors who 

only visited the archaeological site of Pompeii (Figure 62; Figure 64).  
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Figure 59 Distribution of Nationalities represented in research interviews with visitors  

Figure 60 Distribution of ages of visitor’s interviewed in this research. 
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Figure 61 Distribution of Location of Stay amongst interview subjects. Other Campania 
includes places like Salerno and Torre Annunziata. 

Figure 62 Percentage of first time visitors within the interview subjects. Mixed groups refer 
to those with at least one repeat visitor and one first time visitor. 
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Figure 64 Distribution of visitor itineraries to the Vesuvian sites, Vesuvius and the 
Museum. 
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6.2.2 Visitor Motivations 

It is generally thought that visitors to archaeological sites are cultural tourists. As 

discussed in 2.6.1.1 cultural tourists are defined in a number of ways and the 

primary characteristics are traveling with the intention of learning new information 

or experiencing something new at their destination. However, Pompeii visitors 

are not necessarily driven by these motivations. Many simply visit because it is on 

the ‘list of things to do.’ The different levels of cultural tourists indicate different 

levels of engagement, expectations, and desires from a trip to a cultural site 

(Figure 65). These levels are not in isolation and can overlap, particularly within 

visitor groups where one traveller can be highly motivated and their partner can 

be an accidental visitor.  

 

 

Accidental 

Adjunct 

In-Part 

Highly 
Motivated 

Figure 65 Different levels of cultural tourist. The inner circle is the most motivated by cultural 
experiences, while the outer layers are those who have minimal to no cultural motivation. 
Adapted from Silberberg 1995 
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During the interviews visitors were asked Why have you chosen to visit Pompeii 

and How did your experiences compare to your expectations before arriving. The 

responses from these questions were used to establish 1) motivations for visiting 

the site, 2) their expectations, and 3) prior knowledge. Of the respondents 34% 

fell into the Highly Motivated category and indicated that interest in Pompeii was 

their main motivation for visiting the region. This number may be slightly higher 

due to the number of the interviews had taken place with people staying in 

modern Pompei, but the high number of respondents staying elsewhere who 

gave this response lends to its validity. There was also an equally large group of 

respondents in the Adjunct cultural tourist group who indicated that Pompeii was 

not their primary reason for travel but they decided to visit the site as it was in the 

area. The other respondents were dispersed between In-part and Accidental 

tourists. What this indicates is that for many visitors, cultural motivations play a 

role in their visit however there is an equally high percentage of visitors (47%) 

who were visiting simply because they were in the area but did not express a high 

cultural motivation.  
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16% 
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Highly Motivated  In-part  Adjunct  Accidental

Figure 66 Percentage of Level of Motivation among interview subjects based on 
Silberberg’s levels of cultural tourist which was introduced in Chapter 2. 
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Pompeii is one of the most well-known, evocative, and publicized names in 

history and is the subject of countless books, documentaries, the setting of 

famous television shows like Doctor Who and Up Pompeii, films, and concerts by 

well know musicians like Frank Sinatra and Pink Floyd. Pompeii is known in one 

way or another to most cultures across the globe and due to this visitors who 

expressed a cultural interest ranged from visitors who viewed it as a ‘must-see’ or 

‘on the list of things to see,’ to those who had studied the site, including a fellow 

PhD student researching the baths. Cultural motivation did not necessarily mean 

that the visitors were familiar with specifics about Pompeii, but also indicated a 

general interest in history, art or architecture. When asked about their prior 

knowledge the most common response was ‘general knowledge,’ which included 

responses like ‘what I saw on TV,’ ‘that it was an ancient city buried by a volcano,’ 

or what they had learned in history class as children. Thus the presentation and 

interpretation cannot assume that visitors have extensive prior knowledge about 

the site, and must take this into consideration when addressing the themes and 

content of interpretive materials (6.4).  
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To determine what attracts people to Pompeii I analysed the responses given by 

interview subjects when asked Why did you choose to visit? Their responses 

were prompted by the follow-up question Was there anything in particular that 

you were interested in while here? The responses indicate that visitors do not 

visit the site purely to learn or acquire knowledge. Visitors used visitors used 

terms like experience, feel, visualize, see and touch in addition to the terms know, 

learn and understand to indicate the motivations for their visit. These sensory and 

emotive responses indicate that visitor motivation and their expectations 

regarding their experience are on multiple levels; both educational, and personal, 

internal motivations. This is not necessarily a surprise as previous research has 

shown that visitors tend to have more personal and emotional reason for visiting 

heritage sites (Chen and Chen 2010; Poria et al. 2003; Timothy and Boyd 2006). 

As the experience at heritage sites is individually made, it is necessary to 

understand what elements of the site make up this more personal experience. 

The presentation and interpretation of the site needs to evoke this; however at 

Pompeii it currently does not necessarily provide this experience in a sustainable 

manner. 
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6.3 Visitor Services and Current Interpretation Methods 
6.3.1 Visitor Services and Accessibility 

The archaeological site of Pompeii has three entrances; the Porta Marina, Piazza 

Esedra, and Piazza Anfiteatro. The Porta Marina is the main entrance and by far 

the busiest, as it located directly by the Circumvesuviana train station, on the 

Napoli-Sorrento line. The Theatre entrance is located about a five minute walk 

from the Porta Marina but it is primarily used for large tour groups and visitors 

who arrive to the site by car as it is located near the public car parks. The third 

entrance is located in modern Pompei about a 10 minute walk from the Pompei 

Santuario train station, which is located on the Napoli-Poggiomarino line. This 

entrance is used primarily by school groups and other organized groups. During 

peak season, especially in August, the Porta Marina entrance can become overly 

busy, while the lesser known entrances remain relatively slow. The number of 

ticket attendants is often no more than two at the Porta Marina, and one or two at 

the smaller entrances which results in queues throughout the day, particularly 

during peak travel times or after the arrival of large groups. Excursion and large 

tour groups are meant to enter through the Theatre entrance; however this is not 

always the case, particularly when the excursion requires that the visitor 

purchase their own ticket at the time of the visit. The Piazza Anfiteatro entrance is 

used for school groups and the general public although non-school groups do 

enter there at times. Visitors with mobility restrictions or strollers are 

recommended to enter through Piazza Anfiteatro entrance; however this is not 

well communicated or enforced.  

The range of visitor services at Pompeii is not extensive; the entrances offer a 

range of services like guides, toilets, information points and maps, however only 

the Porta Marina offers a bookshop, a place to purchase an audio guide, or a 

cash point (Figure 67). In the past, the Theatre entrance also had a bookshop but 

this has since closed and remains empty. Outside each gate there are vendors 

selling souvenirs, water, hats and guidebooks. 
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Porta Marina 

•Book Shop 

•Audio Guide 

•Cash Point 

•Guided Tours 

•Info Point 

•Toilets  

Piazza Esedra 

•Guided Tours 

•Info Point 

•Toilets 

Piazza Anfiteatro 

•Guided Tours 

•Toilets 

•Info Point 

Figure 67 Distribution of Services at entrances at Pompeii. Note that the Info Points are 
not always staffed despite being where visitors should go to get a map or Brief Guide 

Figure 68 Queue of visitors waiting to buy entrance tickets at the Porta Marina entrance. 

. 
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Figure 69 Former bookshop at the Piazza Esedra entrance. It remains empty and has 
not been put to a new use. 

Figure 70 Random empty building at the Piazza Anfiteatro entrance that could be used 
for some form of visitor info or orientation to the site. 



 

208 

 

The ticket offices take only cash payments and offer a range of concession prices 

for elderly, EU students under 25, teachers, and others with a valid ID. As of 2013 

it is possible to purchase advance tickets online for Pompeii or Herculaneum but 

it remains unclear how many visitors do this option. With the purchase of an 

admission ticket, the visitor is meant to receive a map of the site and Brief Guide, 

which is available in six languages (English, French, Italian, German, Spanish 

and Japanese). The Brief Guide offers small amounts of information for 68 

properties on-site; however, these are not always available and the English 

language booklets are almost always out. During the summer of 2011 when this 

research was conducted, all three of the ticket windows were out of maps and 

English booklets. Visitors were given a much smaller map which is an 

advertisement for the special exhibits on-site and provided no detail about the 

site, names of places or streets (Figure 71). Visitors do of course have the option 

of purchasing guide books or maps outside of the site; these are discussed 

below.  

Once inside the excavations the visitor services are minimal. There is there is one 

restaurant, currently outsourced to Autogrill, with a small gift shop and toilet 

facilities (Figure 72). This is the only building on-site with ample seating and air 

conditioning. Other than this there are only two vendors in the Casa del Fauno 

and the Macellum who sell their own artworks work with special permission from 

the SANP (Figure 73). Toilet facilities are located at the Villa dei Misteri, Porta di 

Nola, Teatro complex and the before mentioned entrances. Since this research 

was completed, there has been another toilet facility opened along the Via 

Abbondanza. There is a picnic area located outside the Porta di Nola but is rarely 

used except for by school groups. Water fountains are scattered throughout the 

site and provide drinking water to visitors, although many visitors are unaware 

that the water is safe to drink. 
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Figure 71 A copy of the temporary map that was handed out during summer 2011 when 
this field work was conducted. Actual size is 20cm x 13.5 cm, not much larger than here. 

Figure 72 The inside of the Autogrill, the restaurant on-site which offers a range of food, 
drinks, toilets, and an air conditioned area for visitors to sit and relax. 



 

210 

 

 

 

There are a few information points on-site but they are never staffed. The custodi 

are the only source of information to visitors but it is often limited to directions and 

general info as the custodi are security, not guides or interpreters. Many of the 

custodi only speak Italian but are usually able to communicate directions and 

general facts to the public in a range of languages, particularly English and are 

usually quite friendly and willing to help out. However as they are not often in an 

official uniform it is difficult for visitors to identify them (UNESCO 2011). Also, 

during the hot months, the custodi are often out of sight or seen lingering in the 

shade, instead of making their presence known. 

Figure 73 Image of one of the few vendors on-site. This one is located in the Casa del 
Fauno. 
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6.3.2 Current Presentation and Interpretation at Pompeii 

There is range of ways in which information is communicated at Pompeii. While 

this thesis considers all of the methods, the primary focus is those that are used 

by visitors that arrive at the site not as part of an organized group. This includes 

visitors that take a guided tour as a family or join one of the groups formed 

on-site. Due to time limitations it was decided to not go in depth looking at large 

groups that arrive as part of an excursion or bus tour and their itineraries are set 

before their arrival. As these larger groups do form a large part of the visitors to 

Pompeii they are not totally ignored but their methods of visiting sites and 

acquiring information are vastly different to individual and small group visitors.  

Figure 74 Custodi lingering in the shade during the summer months. 
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For visitors that are not a part of an excursion, there are four main options for 

visiting the site; 

1. Information provided with the purchase price (map, brief guide, signs and 
 panels), 

2. Guidebooks and Travel books,  
3. Audio guide, 
4. Guided tour. 

Each of these provides different methods of communication and engaging with 

the site. Visitors who choose to visit the site with only the information provided 

on-site and with the purchase of a ticket are limited in the amount of information 

they receive. The brief guide provides visitors with a short paragraph and small 

photos of sixty-nine properties and a glossary. The sites are marked on the map 

and correspond with the number that is on the property label (Figure 75). This 

numbering system is also used for the audio guide and the official guide book. 

Most of the older signage (Figure 76), and those put into place by the PompeiViva 

initiative (Figure 77) do not correlate. 

 

Figure 75 Example of a property label. The number (5) is used by all interpretation 
provided by the SANP including the brief guide, map, audio guide and official guide book. 
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Figure 76 Image of older interpretation sign. These are often found in poor condition; 
either dirty or faded beyond recognition. 

Figure 77 Newer PompeiViva sign and navigation sign post.  
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The number of interpretation signs on-site is limited. The PompeiViva initiative 

has put about 30 into place and there are about 10 left of older signs. These 

numbers are approximate as some of these signs have since gone missing 

during subsequent field work visits. In addition, the signs that are present are not 

necessarily accessible, like the sign below which is located in a closed off 

building at a far distance from the entrance (Figure 78). 

 

 

Visitors also use a range of guide books and travel books to lead them around the 

site. These vary on the quality and quantity of information provided and the 

number of sites it takes visitors to on-site. Observations during this field work 

have allowed for the most common guide and travel books to be identified (Figure 

79). In general, the site specific guide books provide detail about a larger number 

of properties but many are not updated regularly and many of the properties in 

these books have never been open to the public. Also, while many of these books 

also provide a map with them, the names and numbers on the map do not always 

Figure 78 Interpretation sign that is completely inaccessible due to its placement so far 
within a closed property that it is impossible for visitors to read it. 
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correspond with those on-site. One of the positives about many of these books is 

the inclusion of a number of photos of artefacts, mosaics and frescos that are no 

longer on-site. Travel books tend to provide a small amount of information about 

the ‘must-see’ spots on-site and include small maps or can be complemented by 

an audio podcast like the Rick Steve’s book. 

 

The audio guide takes visitors to the largest number of places on-site of all the 

interpretation provided by the SANP, as well as providing options to learn about 

other topics that may be of interest like history, architecture and art. It also 

includes music and different voices, which aids to make it more interesting. The 

audio guide at Pompeii comes in a number of languages and has one aimed at 

children. The audio guide is more in-depth than many of the guide books or the 

brief guide, and allows visitors to go at their own pace. However, like the guide 

books, it includes a number of properties that are not open to the public due to the 

fact it has not been updated in a number of years.  

Guide Book # of Places Pictures Map Itineraries Cost 

How to Visit Pompeii 89 Yes Yes Yes €8-10  

Pompeii: A day in the 
Past 

53 Yes No No €10  

Pompeii 
Reconstructed 

46 Yes Yes but 
incorrect  

No €10-15  

Pompeii, 
Herculaneum, 
Vesuvius 

27 and 
Herculaneum 

Yes Yes  Yes €10  

Pompeii: Guide to the 
Site** 

59 Yes Yes, small Yes €10  

Pompeii 2000 years 
ago and Today 

100 Yes Yes No €10 

Figure 79 The most common guide and travel books observed at Pompeii being used by 
visitors. ** Indicates the official guide of the site. 
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Guided tours are a common way for visitors to experience the site. These tours 

are formed at the entrances and are meant to be limited to 10 people in a group 

however are often larger. This tends to be the most personal experience for 

visitors as it allows visitors to communicate 2-ways with the guide as well as other 

visitors. However, the guided tours tend to take visitors to a small number of 

places, chosen for being considered what visitors want to see. The guided tours 

last for about two hours and the material presented depends on the guide. While 

all the guides are licensed by the Regione Campania there is no regulation as to 

the content that the guides provide, which means in some cases the guides 

provide information that is not necessarily true or based on legitimate sources as 

well as elaboration of stories. The methods of visit and visitors experiences with 

the on-site interpretation are discussed below (6.4). 

6.3.3 Method of visit for interviewees 

The visitors to Pompeii are diverse and come for a variety of reasons and 

information cannot be communicated effectively in the same manner to 

everyone. The visitors interviewed in this research choose differing methods for 

completing their visit (Figure 80).  

 

 

28% 

25% 
23% 

4% 

12% 

8% 

Method Of Visit 

No Interpretation

 Guide Book

 Audio Guide

 Map Only

 Travel Book

 Guided Tour

Figure 80 Percentage distrubution of visitor’s choices for method of visit among interview 
subjects. 
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Most of visitor groups chose to visit the site independent of a guided tour or the 

audio guide. These visitors used travel books (12%), guide books (25%), map 

only (4%) or no interpretation at all (28%). These visitors indicated that their 

choice was due to 1) the desire for more freedom in their visit, 2) the price and/or 

additional costs, and 3) the expectation that there would be more information 

on-site/available, or that their choice would be adequate for their visit. Note that 

visitors in the ‘no interpretation’ category would usually have the option of the 

Brief Guide and the map, which were not available during this summer. Visitors 

that purchased the audio guide indicated that this was because they felt that 1) 

that the audio guide provided more information than a guide book, 2) that it 

offered more freedom than a guided tour, and 3) because it was recommended to 

them or they had have previous good experience with audio guides at other sites 

or museums. The five groups interviewed, who opted for the guided tour, chose 

to do so for primarily the reason that it offered the ability to interact and ask 

questions with the guide, as well as previous recommendations.  

The levels of satisfaction with the visitor’s methods of visit varied. Those who 

participated in guided tours tended to have higher levels of satisfaction with the 

material and its presentation, although some felt they rushed and wished to visit 

more properties on their visit. Among the remaining visitors, there were three 

primary limitations that impacted negatively on their satisfaction; the availability of 

information, the ease of its use and navigating the site, and the intellectual 

accessibility of the content of the material which are discussed below in 6.4.  

6.4 Visitors and Presentation at the other Vesuvian sites 

The methods and approaches to presentation at the other Vesuvian sites vary. 

Herculaneum offers similar services to those at Pompeii, except there is no 

longer a café on-site. Methods of visitor management and interpretation are 

much the same, including guide books, a brief guide, and a map, as well as audio 

guides and guided tours. Signs and interpretation panels at Herculaneum are 

even less than those at Pompeii and most of those on-site have been put up as 

part of the Herculaneum Conservation Project (Figure 81.) 
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The Villa of Oplontis is the only other site where a map or brief guide is provided 

but guide books are limited and guided tours or audio guides are not available. 

There is a small ticket office with toilet and water facilities but these are limited. At 

the time of this research, there were a number of interpretation signs at the site 

celebrating the 40 anniversary of the excavations (Figure 82).  

 

Figure 81 Interpretation Sign put in place by the HCP 
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Currently the Villas at Stabia have the least amount of services and interpretation 

available, including limited toilet services and no official ticket window. However, 

the Restoring Ancient Stabia project is in the process of building more visitor 

services for the site but at the time of writing, they had not been completed. Both 

villa sites at Stabia have a random scattering of signs and interpretation panels 

that dates to various past exhibits; including the 150 year anniversary of the 

Unification of Italy celebrations which took place in 2011 (Figure 83).  

Figure 82 Temporary interpretation sign at Oplontis (as of Summer 2011) 
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At Boscoreale, while currently the Villa is closed for restoration, the site is home 

to the Antiquarium of Boscoreale, a small museum that holds items from the villas 

there, as well as some from Pompeii. The antiquarium is primarily in Italian and 

looks at three main areas; the first being the floral and faunal of the region 

including uses of plants and the artefacts associated with this. This also includes 

carbonized seeds and nuts that have been used to reconstruct the diet at the 

time. The second section of the Antiquarium is with items specifically from the 

Villas at Boscoreale as well as a model of the villas. The third section, which is 

upstairs and not well advertised, is a temporary exhibit on the process of making 

the plaster casts as well as some images of the early excavations. Services at 

this site are limited to toilets, and no map or guide is available. 

Figure 83 Example of interpretation sign at Stabia 
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Figure 84 and Figure 85 Images from the inside of the museum at Boscoreale 
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6.5 Impacts of the current presentation on the visitor 
experience 

Visitor observations were conducted to look at how visitors carried out their visit; 

through the visitor tracking discussed below (6.7) and through longer 

observations made at specific houses. These observations were made to look at 

how long visitors lingered at properties and if there were any correlations 

between this and the presentation of the site. These properties were spread 

throughout the site (Figure 86; Appendix C ) and showed that on average visitors 

spent less than 5 minutes in a property. However this did change by property and 

setting factors, like the amount of presentation, the location of the property, if the 

property offered shade, and how busy the property was. When a property was 

very busy, due to the presence of large tour groups for example, visitors were 

observed entering and leaving a property in less than one minute. 

Levin-Richardson found similar behaviours at the lupanare where visitors went 

through the property in an average of 30 seconds (Levin-Richardson 2011, 319). 

Levin-Richardson points out that most visitors to the brothel are reliant on 

sources of information other than the building itself. Thus it can be concluded that 

the current interpretation and presentation of Pompeii does not engage visitors in 

the manner it should.  
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The interviews and observational studies conducted in this research were 

analysed to establish what visitors were looking to experience from their visit, and 

how well the site currently met these expectations. If a site does not meet the 

expectations of visitors and provide them with the experience they are looking for, 

there is the greater risk of having unsatisfied and ‘mindless’ visitors. In this 

section, the most common problems and limitations visitors expressed with the 

current site experience are presented, while the positive elements are presented 

below in 6.6. What can be seen from these results is that there are commonalities 

among the visitor’s experience as well as important differences that highlight the 

difficulties with making archaeological sites like this appealing to the diverse 

visitors. While the focus of this research is primarily on interpretive presentation, 

the use of non-interpretive interpretation is equally as important. How willing and 

able visitors are at engaging and enjoying a visit relies on visitors being 

comfortable and well informed. When using presentation as a tool for 

Figure 86 Proprieties observed for linger-time. 1) Casa del Forno, 2) Casa della Caccia 
Antica, 3) Panificio, 4) Tempio di Iside, 5) Fullonica di Stefano, 6) Casa della Nave 
Europa, 7) L’Orto dei fuggiaschi and 8) Casa di Octavius Quartio. 
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communication it has the ability to assist in creating mindful visitors (2.6.1) 

through giving them the feeling of control in their visit, enhancing cognitive and 

physical orientation. Giving visitors the tools to make decisions and be in control 

of their visit is a key way of opening the doors to successful engagement. 

6.5.1 Availability 

One of the most important elements of site presentation and interpretation is that 

the information, whether informative or interpretive, be available to visitors. This 

is the only way visitors will be able to utilize the information. While visitors can 

make the active choice to use the information, if it is not available they can be left 

with the feeling that something is missing from their visit. Visitors come to an 

archaeological site with expectations both about the site and the facilities it will 

offer. As Pompeii is a world renowned site, visitors expect facilities to match. 

These expectations affect how a visitor plans and goes about their visit, 

particularly with regards to interpretation and information. This was a particular 

issue when this field work was completed as the Brief Guides and maps were 

unavailable during the summer months of 2011. The complete lack of available 

resources to answer these questions was often frustrating to visitors. Some 

remarked on how they would have to guess what a room was, and while this 

could be a social process for groups as they would converse among themselves, 

for individual visitors is could lead to frustration at the continual repetition of not 

knowing. While visitors do not expect (or want) every house or shop to be 

labelled, there is a necessity to provide visitors with the material to answer the 

questions they need.  
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Figure 87 Image of a visitor reading an interpretation panel 
Figure 88 Sign at entrance indicating that there are no more maps available. 
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While most visitors expressed a desire for more signage and on-site 

interpretation (63%), there was an equal desire to keep the site from becoming 

full of modern interventions. There was a mixed response to the idea of putting up 

more panels and signage; some visitors felt that having signs would make their 

experience better by providing information and clarity about what it is they are 

looking at, others felt that the modern signs and panels could take away from the 

experience and interfere with the atmosphere and sense of place that Pompeii 

provides. Most of the visitors who indicated that they felt more interpretation 

would be an intrusion were either repeat visitors or visitors who were familiar with 

other Roman and archaeological sites. These visitors indicated that they had 

travelled to other archaeological sites and/or studied history, which gives them a 

level of acceptance that visitors who are unfamiliar with Roman history or 

heritage sites don’t have.  

6.5.2 Ease of Use and Navigation 

In addition to availability of information the visitor experience is impacted by how 

easy it is to use the presentation materials in regards to both communicative 

presentation and interpretive presentation. By far the most common comment by 

visitors interviewed was expressing frustration and difficulty with finding places 

on-site and navigation (34%). Pompeii is a large site and its size can be 

intimidating, especially to visitors who did not know the size before arrival. The 

lack of on-site signage, navigation aids, and clarity was an issue expressed by a 

majority of the interview subjects.  
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The first issue with use was due to the numbers not matching up. In each guide 

book, map and audio guide, the properties are labelled with a number. In the 

interpretation provided by the SANP, these numbers correlate to the numbers on 

the property on-site. Unfortunately, if the map or guidebook comes from a 

different source the numbers often do not match. There was also much confusion 

with the marble numbers put in by Fiorelli in the 1800’s (Figure 89). Also, as much 

of the interpretation uses the English translation for the properties, it was not 

always easy for visitors to know if they were in the right place. The problem with 

following numbers was particularly difficult for those with the audio guide as was 

following the guide itself; and some visitors stopped listening to it during their visit 

due to this. Part of the problem with the audio guide is that it has not been fully 

updated since 2000. Houses that are on it are closed, entrances blocked, and 

visitors moved in a different way due to barriers or conservation work.  

 

Figure 89 Sign and Numbering scheme by the SANP. Next to it is an earlier number put 
in place by Fiorelli and his postal system 
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6.5.3 Intellectual Accessibility to Information 

Equally as important as the physical availability is the intellectual accessibility of 

the material being presented. In general, the information provided in museums 

and at heritage sites is written at a much lower level than academic writing. At 

Pompeii there is an assumption of knowledge about the site, Roman history and 

archaeology. This was pointed out by a number of visitors who expressed that the 

information provided in the guidebooks and audio guide was too technical and 

that they didn’t know what it was talking about. It is also apparent on the signs 

which use terms like portico, without providing a definition. By doing this, the 

interpretation has the risk of distancing itself from the visitors and in fact making 

the visitors mindless as they no longer feel in control of their visit. But too 

simplistic of interpretation can leave visitors bored. 

It’s really good but…a lot of the words they are using, you can kind [of] say 
'yeah, i know what that means' but there is this assumption that you know 
what a portico is or even the word fresco…When it starts describing the 
architecture of the buildings, I don’t know the language. It would be helpful 
to have a guide about this or to simplify it. 
 
It’s quite wordy…there was an assumed knowledge, an assumption that 
you know the history of the place or of these people so it sort of picked up 
half way through. There is an assumed knowledge that you already have 
for when you are reading and it creates a sort of distance between you and 
the sign…It didn't read personal; it read quite distant and a little academic 
maybe. 

The personal connection is essential to creating mindful visitors in regards to the 

themes presented as well as the language used. Wordy or academic language 

can distance a visitor from the experience. It was observed that this was best 

avoided in guided tours. Guide 1 did not use technical terms or lots of dates in his 

presentation, saying he wanted the visitors to remember the themes and the 

stories, not the terms (TG1 Interview). This is easier in a guided tour setting 

where the guide can adapt the information to the audience. With on-site 

interpretation, it is more difficult as there are a wide range of audiences. For that 

reason, the level of interest and motivations must be considered. 
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6.6 What Visitors Want 

Presentation and interpretation have the ability to make l visitors mindful by 

engaging visitors with the site, its history and its significance. No presentation or 

interpretation is fully objective and is filtered through a number of sieves before it 

even gets to the public. Both the archaeologists and heritage managers play a 

role in what gets presented (Duke 2007, 22). However, the interest of the 

academic world is often much different than those of the casual visitor. At 

Pompeii, particular areas, buildings and themes are chosen as those to be 

interpreted but these are not necessarily the ones that visitors deem the most 

important. For interpretation to be an effective engagement tool, it must be made 

relevant to the audiences in order for this to work. As few sites have the funding to 

continually change and update their presentation and interpretation, this needs to 

be thoroughly understood before any decisions are made.  

There are a number of ways to present and interpret archaeological sites but for it 

to be successful, the most important thing is to ensure that the themes covered 

are those that are of interest to the visitors. During this field work, visitors were 

asked what they liked the most and the least about their visit. This was done in 

order to get an in depth understanding of what engages visitors and what does 

not. A number of the problems were discussed above in regards to accessibility 

and use but this section will delve deeper into understanding how to engage the 

visitor so that their experiences at the site match their motivations and 

expectations. As was shown above visitors go to Pompeii for two main reasons; 

to seek knowledge, and emotive and sensory motivations. What this this section 

seeks to do is understand what elements of the site provided these experiences 

or have the opportunity to provide these experiences to visitors.  
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6.6.1  Closeness with the Site 

One aspect visitors enjoyed was how open the site was and the ability to wander 

and explore on their own. Many were surprised by this and did not expect to be 

able to interact so closely with the ruins. They particularly liked how it was not 

closed up like at museums and other sites.  

I love the fact you can get in there and actually walk around in the parts 
that are open and actually touch it… just be able to be up close with it, not 
just look at it from glass.  
 
I think that it was a live, open museum. It wasn’t behind glass. You could 
touch it and see it and I really felt when exiting, that I was exiting a time 
warp.  
 
There are a lot of areas you can go into, walk through and you can really 
get close to, you can touch stuff. I kind of thought more would be blocked 
off and barricaded off, where you really couldn’t get as close.  

It is part of human nature to investigate using our senses and the tactile link to the 

past was important to most visitors. This physical link to the past has 

consequences on the conservation of fragile material like the frescos. One of the 

visitors interviewed indicated that she enjoyed being able to touch the walls and 

the frescos, despite indicating that she knew she shouldn’t;  

There were some you could just touch, which is cool, and I know you’re not 
supposed to but I did it…I’m a very touch oriented person so it really brings 
it home...reach out and think about the life that painted this.  

At Pompeii this freedom is more a result of inadequate visitor management than 

of creating an engaging experience (6.8.2). However, there is a way of limiting 

negative behaviours and not losing any aspects of the visitor experience. The 

communication of what can and cannot be touched is a key way of achieving this. 

This has been done to a minor extent at Herculaneum through the development 

of a multi-sensory itinerary aimed at the blind and deaf (SANP 2010b). This 

itinerary takes visitors through the site highlighting ways of experiencing the site 

through the senses and objects people can touch, like certain stones or lapilli. 

While this type of guide is intended for disabled audiences, there is no reason it 

could not be amended for the wider public. 
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6.6.2 Themes of interest  

Another important element of the visitor experience and visitor engagement is 

ensuring the themes presented in the interpretation are indeed those that interest 

visitors. When asked about the interpretation at Pompeii, visitors replied that they 

would like to know more about who lived there and what they did. There was a 

strong emphasis on daily life and social aspects of the city. The current 

interpretation both provided by the SANP and by other sources is heavy in 

technical and descriptive elements. For example, in the brief guide the Forum 

Baths, one of the most highly visited buildings on-site, begins with the history and 

architecture of the building. There is nothing about the social aspects of baths in 

Ancient Rome. For much of the other books and on-site interpretation like the 

signs, it is the same.  

 

 

Figure 90 and Figure 91 Examples of text from on-site panel. As you can see, the text is 
technical and does not provide detail about the daily life or society. 
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When visitors were asked what they wanted more information about or what 

interested them; daily life and social aspects of the city were by far the most 

common answers; 

A day in the life sort of things would be nice, a bit more personal. But it 
would be really hard to portray without making stuff up, so I guess its 
factual, they are not romanticizing it, which is good, you can get the other 
stuff from a book. 
 
I just wish it went into the stories behind it, as well as the basics. The gist of 
what the places were used for. 
 
So the book is very much ‘this is here and this is there’ like when it was 
talking about their temples, it would have been nice to have described who 
Dionysus is or...it doesn't really describe the why. It would be nice to know 
the social stuff. 

Visitors expressed understanding that specific detail about individual people 

could not be known, but it was these types of stories that were of interest. People 

also expressed interest in the development of the city and broader topics. More 

recent research at Pompeii and the Vesuvian sites has shed light onto many 

aspects of the social functions of the region and its history. While the relationship 

between stakeholders, including archaeologists will be discussed further in 

Chapter 8, the current interpretation at the site highlights this gap between 

academic research and public knowledge. As the interview subject above stated, 

they did not want stories to be made up, which brings to question what the best 

ways to interpret daily life are. The Casa di Giulio Polibio, which was open by 

special booking only at the time of this research and now is no longer available to 

the public, is an example of some of the ways to interpret the complexities of daily 

life to visitors (Allison 2002). The case of this house highlights that archaeologists 

are still learning from the site and thus the interpretations of evidence changes. 

Presentation should consider this in order to be sustainable; otherwise it can 

result in outdated and ineffective presentation. 
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This interest in the daily life could be linked to the similarities visitors found with 

modern cultures. For visitors, this was one of the most impressive and surprising 

elements of their experience. Many expressed awe and surprise at how similar 

the Pompeians were to us. One visitor, who expressed that they were not 

particularly interested in the site, said that this link to modern society is essential 

for a visitor like himself; 

Here, they don’t think about that not everyone is interested in archaeology 
but they might be interested in the courthouse, or something, because it 
relates to their work …. I think, like all these things, it works real well if it’s 
two-way traffic. If it reflects a bit about your life and reflects about their life. 
And this is one-way traffic; it’s about how they lived… ‘We don’t know 
anything about you, there is a million of you coming through each year and 
that’s your problem.’ And I think that’s ok for people who are interested in it 
but for [Indicating himself], it doesn’t work. 

This can be easily done to many visitors from western cultures, however it 

becomes more difficult with cultures that come from different backgrounds. Ilaria 

Tartaglia, a guide interviewed for this research, indicated that this was a 

particular issue with many Asian visitors who were completely unaware of 

western mythology and gods (Interview Tartaglia). In these cases she found that 

using the names was ineffective at communicating the stories to the visitors and it 

was necessary to use more general descriptions. What Ilaria highlights is 

important, as interpretation can too easily assume knowledge of the most general 

information and is often based on specifics. It is not necessary to explain 

everything but there needs to be balance between specifics and generals. While 

some visitors from Asian cultures may not be familiar with mythological gods; 

there are parallels regarding religion, spirituality, and the importance of theses in 

social life across the globe. It is these components that should be highlighted in 

the presentation. 
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6.6.3 Visualizing the past and Authenticity 

In 6.2.2 this research shows that visitor motivations for visiting Pompeii were 

driven by a desire to see and visualize the past. When asked what made this 

possible, visitors replied that it was the high levels of conservation and the 

intactness of the site. Visitors were amazed at how much of the site survived and 

how it felt like walking around a real city, not an archaeological site. The 

intactness of the site played a direct role in the sense of place and feel that 

visitors had while there. Interestingly, there were only a few visitors who 

questioned knowing how much was original and how much was reconstructed. A 

small number of visitors stated that they would like to know what work had been 

done on the site and how to tell the difference; while others accepted the site as 

original and expressed an appreciation in the authenticity of the site. This brings 

to questions some interesting questions in regards to what visitors view as 

authentic and if they require this authenticity. In most cases, visitors were happy 

to remain ignorant to what was original and what was rebuilt. But for many 

visitors, it was the age of the site that held its value; which indicates that 

authenticity is important even if not explicitly stated.  

It’s impressive because it’s a, the structure is really antique and it’s not 
something we are used to.  
 
It’s really impressive to have this city because it’s really old and it’s 
something quite exceptional, if you can say that.  

As visitors expressed their desire to visualize the past as part of their experience, 

they were also asked about their opinions towards reconstructions. A number of 

visitors felt that on-site reconstructions would take away from the feeling and 

authenticity of the site, which is particularly interesting as much of the ruins are 

reconstructed in one manner or another.  
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There are, conversely, a number of visitors who felt that on-site reconstructions 

would be acceptable in certain situations. For example when the building is 

nothing but a shell or if there were multiple of a similar type, like shops or houses.  

I wouldn’t have thought so with the area that this site, 1 or 2 places that are 
reconstructed…and you can get to see things as they are. I wouldn’t think 
it would have much of a [negative] affect.  
 
Maybe it would [take away from the experience] because obviously it’s a 
ruin and maybe you should leave it lie that. But at the end of the day, I think 
it was at Herculaneum, it had 6 spa rooms and if you kept 5 of the best 
ones and re-did one, it wouldn’t lose much. 

This diversity of responses highlights the difficulties faced regarding restoration 

and reconstruction at archaeological sites. People hold a wide range of values 

and opinions regarding this. While this research was able to delve partially into 

this aspect of presentation, it is felt that deeper understanding needs to be 

developed before any decisions are made. There also needs to be a clearer 

communication of the choices made by conservators, as these are reflected in 

the presentation. The link between past and present archaeological work and the 

authenticity of the site is an interesting element of Pompeii that is overlooked. As 

was discussed in Chapter 4 and 5, the current site is the result of over two 

centuries of excavations, conservation and interpretation. However, many 

visitors are still unsure as to what is original and what is not, and this is a missed 

opportunity to engage the visitors in the discussion on what goes into the process 

of archaeological research and interpretation. 
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6.7 Negative Impacts on the Visitor Experience 

Presentation, when used as a tool for visitor management, has the potential to 

mitigate numerous visitor impacts. Visitor management models and techniques 

are discussed in Chapter 2.6; one of the commonly used ones is the carrying 

capacity and limiting the number of visitors that can visit the site or areas of the 

site. Currently to date, Pompeii and the Vesuvian sites have not carried out a 

carrying capacity analysis which could in-part be due to the heritage authorities 

emphasis on visitor numbers as a means of gauging visitor satisfaction. This is 

difficult as it varies according to different factors and there is a risk that by limiting 

the number of visitors, people will leave the site disappointed. An example of this 

happened in November 2011. Due to extremely heavy rains, the SANP made the 

decision to not open the site for the day. However, a number of tourists arrived as 

part of organized tours, some having travelled a long way, and insisted on being 

let in. The SANP relented but was only able to open the site in the area of the 

forum, which many visitors were disappointed in. This is an extreme example but 

a potential problem with limiting access to the site. While visitors are not limited in 

number to the site, they are limited in where they can access on-site. Barriers and 

padlocked doors are throughout the site and can directly impact the visitor 

experience. For the most part visitors were accepting about the fact that certain 

parts were closed off, as they felt what was open was enough. However, visitors 

repeatedly expressed curiosity and intrigue about why places were closed and 

what was behind the gates. While most visitors were respectful of the limited 

access, a few expressed a desire to go into the closed areas and a few even did. 

This happened particularly in the areas where the gates were broken as it came 

across unclear to the visitors if it was open or not. 
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One important factor that, to many visitors, the closed doors and gates 

represented the feel of a working archaeological site. Visitors saw the materials 

and gates as a sign that there was conservation actively being carried out and it 

helped to bring the site to life; 

It’s funny though for me, when i see the barricades and I saw some tarps 
on tops of stuff, we were like ‘oh they are doing work, that’s archaeologists 
in action’ so for me there was this respect that there was something 
actually happening. 

However, this visitor goes on to say that had she known that were not necessarily 

locked for work, she would be disappointed; 

Where if I were to know that that was barricaded and there wasn’t a 
purpose to that barricade, they are just barricading it for the hell of 
barricading it, I don’t know if I’d be too happy with that. But my reaction is 
that this is still a working archaeological site. 

The closed and broken gates also represented neglect and felt that it showed that 

the site was not taken care of. For some, this feeling extended into the state of 

conservation of the site as a whole; not just the barricades. 

I think that they don’t take good care of Pompeii, this is the feeing it can be 
much nicer…I would like to see people working, actually working there. 
Maybe, I’m not sure of its holiday season in Italy, if they have some sort of 
general holiday. I don’t know, but it’s nice when it’s closed down to see that 
there is work in progress, instead of only a sign ‘work in progress ‘ And you 
can see that the tools are grown over with weeds and no work has been 
done in like 2 months. 
 
Some of the sections were really well preserved and well-presented and 
some, as I said, were much more dilapidated than I expected….And there 
was an awful lot that was locked, that was a big thing. Just locked. ‘Locked 
gate-can’t get in there. Locked gate can’t get in there.’ And it was a 
surprise if it was open...Um, but i think it’s a fine balance between having 
this site as an ongoing archaeological dig and a tourist attraction and I 
don’t think they have found that balance quite right. It didn’t feel as though 
it was there... But then other parts it was quite unkempt. It did seem like it 
wasn’t really cared for that much. It wasn’t unified throughout the site. The 
level of restoration for some parts and then other parts, it didn’t match up. 
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For these visitors, this sense of neglect left them with unsatisfactory visits…  

It still doesn’t have the wow factor that I had expected it to have 
I think I was expecting to be in awe more than I was. I mean it was 
fascinating and really really interesting but I don’t think I was as blown 
away as I was probably expecting. 

When archaeological sites are presented to the public, it is often their history and 

the past stories that make up the material. However, visitors like these here 

express a desire to know about the workings of the archaeological site;  

Yeah, tell me what you are doing there, are you reconstructing or taking 
away or preserving, would be useful, what they are doing, what they 
intending to do. 
 
It was interesting to read on one of the things about the discovery of 
actually things earlier than Pompeii and settlements from earlier, like 6 
millennia… and information on what archaeologists are still doing. So it 
was really nice to hit that house that was meant to be open [Chaste 
Lovers], saying what the archaeologists have done and what their plans 
are. And to know...because when you hit the back section of it, you realize 
just how much still under earth. Just to know if they are planning to 
excavate or not? What are the plans for the site? 

At Pompeii, it is too commonly accepted that ‘it has all be dug’ and that 

archaeologists know everything about the site. However, Pompeii is an active 

archaeological site with on-going research that rarely gets communicated past 

academic audiences. 
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6.8 Visitor Impacts at Pompeii 

In the ICOMOS and UNESCO joint missions in 2010/11 highlighted six major 

conservation problems at Pompeii which include ordinary decay, inadequate 

water management, UV damage, overgrown vegetation, earlier restorations, and 

visitor impacts (ICOMOS/UNESO 2013). It is not within the scope of this thesis to 

identify and address all of these problems; instead the focus is on those directly 

and indirectly related to visitors. These impacts have been well documented at 

Herculaneum by the Herculaneum Conservation Project (HCP) which finds that 

visitor impacts primarily enhance decay that is already present; either through 

physical impacts or limiting the resources available for conservation work. In the 

past 40 years, the total area open to visitors at the Vesuvian sites has been cut by 

1/3, and areas closed to the public tend to be quickly neglected as resources are 

put towards the open areas (Thompson 2007a, 93). However, identifying and 

monitoring the visitor impacts at the Vesuvian sites is difficult as they are not fully 

identified and the SANP has no effective monitoring system in place (see 5.4). 

Thus there is no clear understanding of the relationship between visitation on-site 

and the conservation. In this research it was found that visitor impacts are 

primarily the consequence of overcrowding (6.8.1), inadequate visitor 

management and the resulting visitor behaviours that have a negative impact on 

the site (6.8.2). It is also important to note that not all of the visitor impacts are 

direct results of actions and movement of visitors; a number of impacts are also 

indirectly related to visitation at the sites (0).  
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6.8.1 Overcrowding 

At Pompeii there is no doubt that some of the conservation problems are due to 

the large number of visitors causing overcrowding that is limited to particular 

parts of the site. The millions of visitors each year are lead through the same 

areas of the site while other areas are virtually unvisited. Many of the houses and 

buildings that were once open and interpreted to the public are now closed, 

particularly in the North-West sector of the city (Figure 92). In theory, the 

distribution of interpreted properties is spread throughout the site and should 

encourage visitor to visit all areas of the site (Figure 93). Due to both property and 

road closures visitors are limited as to where they can go and this results in 

overcrowding in some areas, while other places remain relatively unvisited. The 

tracking of 100 visitors for 30 minutes of their visit (Figure 94) revealed the 

primary movement patterns of visitors, and ethnographic observations allowed 

for determining possible causes of these patterns (Figure 97). Visitors were 

tracked from five locations; the Piazza Anfiteatro (#5), Piazza Eserda (#4), the 

intersection of Via Stabia and Via Abbondanza going North (#2), the intersection 

of the foro, and Via Abbondanza going East (#3), and the exit of the foro to the 

North (#1). These points were chosen as they represented points on-site where 

visitors would have to make a decision regarding where to go and were not 

limited by barriers or street closures.  
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Figure 92 Schematic map of the on-site interpretation at Pompeii as of summer 2011 when 
this field work was carried out. Green indicates accessible, yellow is occasionally accessible 
and red is closed or not accessible. The other properties are not included in the current 
SANP interpretation.  

Figure 93 GPS mapping of all on-site interpretation at Pompeii. This includes the audio 
guide, guide book, and recommended itineraries provided on map. Also includes the 
PompeiViva itineraries which include signs and interpretation panels. 

 

Figure 94 GPS of Visitor Tracking with start points marked. The different colours 
represent the visitor movement from each of the different start points.  
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Figure 95 Map indicating the GPS routes taken from the 5 points of tracking. 

Figure 96 Map of Visitor Tracking. Numbers 1-5 represent high visitor traffic, 6-10 is 
medium visitor traffic and 11-15 is low/no visitor traffic. 
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Mapping of movement of visitors through the site reveals key areas of the site 

where there is high visitation and overcrowding. In Figure 96 the fifteen key areas 

of high-medium-low visitor tracking are identified. A full table of the details 

regarding the observed causes for their traffic patterns is available in Appendix A. 

Observations made at six properties indicate that overcrowding is not uniform 

and varies throughout the day for both individual visitors and groups. The busiest 

hours observed are from 11-2 pm with some properties, the Fullonica di 

Stephanus for example, receiving 250 visitors in one hour (Appendix C ). I was 

able to determine the causes of overcrowding through observations of the visitors 

while being tracked; including listening in on visitor comments, and observing 

their actions. The visitor tracking highlighted three interconnected elements that 

increase overcrowding and high-traffic in specific areas (Figure 97).  

 

"Must -See" 
properities  

 

Closed 
propreties 

 

Minimal 
navigation 
aids and 

way-finders 

 

Figure 97 These interconnected elements were observed as increasing overcrowding in 
certain places at Pompeii. 
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These elements are discussed below; however it is important to note that this is 

representative of the situation during this field work in the summer 2011. Since 

that time there have been changes regarding what properties are open and which 

are closed. For example, at the time of writing, the Fullonica di Stephanus is 

closed as well as the Casa della Venere and Casa di Octavius Quartio. Other 

properties have reopened including the Casa del Menandro and the Terme 

Stabiane. Regardless of these changes the following causes of overcrowding 

remain valid as there have been no changes regarding the diversification of the 

visitor experience.  

1. Certain areas of Pompeii are considered ‘must-see properties’ and are 

included in most of the interpretation aids and recommended itineraries for 

visiting the site. Some of these properties represent unique elements of 

the city that the visitor can only see at Pompeii. For example, the forum 

and the theatre areas at Herculaneum remain buried. Other properties like 

domestic houses and the baths are properties that are common 

throughout but only 7 are open to the public and of the four different bath 

complexes at Pompeii, only one is regularly open to the public.  

2. The lack of communication regarding the closure of properties is a key 

issue as well. Many visitors spent long times looking for places that are not 

open like the Casa dei Vettii or the Casa del Menandro. Visitor traffic was 

increased in these areas as a result of visitors walking back and forth 

looking for houses. At this time these properties had been closed for a 

number of years due to conservation work however there is no signage or 

information indicating this to visitors. 
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3. Due to the limited navigation aids and way-finders on-site many individual 

visitors often flock to areas with crowds; taking that as a cue that it is 

something worth seeing. This behaviour was observed a number of times 

during the visitor tracking and was also recorded in the interviews 

conducted in this research. This inability to find properties has both 

negative impacts on the site with increased foot traffic, but also on the 

visitor’s experience which is discussed in 6.4. 

Guided tours and larger tour groups are also causes of overcrowding as they face 

the same limitations as individual visitors. The itineraries of the guided tours is 

important for the overcrowding as many of the busiest spots were due to the 

visitors being lead there by guides. While tours formed on-site are limited in size 

to around 10 people, the groups from excursions from organized travel or cruise 

ships are often 20 to 40 persons. In general tours last around two hours and 

primarily lead visitors along similar routes throughout the site. In this research I 

interviewed tour guides in-order to determine how they decided on the places 

visited on their tours. There is no requirement for guides to visit particular places 

or to take specific routes through the city however most tours follow similar routes 

through the site. The responses of the tour guides indicated three main reasons; 

1) what visitors are interested in and expect 2) the best examples/best preserved 

of each type of property, and 3) which properties are open.  
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The guides indicated that they would diversify their tours if possible and often the 

decision on where to go varied day to day. As one guide, who chooses to remain 

anonymous, said ‘I never know what will be open. One day I visit a house and the 

next [day] I take a group there and it is closed. It’s always a mystery.’ Cevoli 

surveyed a number of tour guides who work with excursion and tour companies 

to establish their itineraries through the site (2011). His findings are similar to 

those of this research in that the areas with the highest visitation are in the same 

areas; the foro, the teatro, the Terme del Foro and the Casa del Fauno. He also 

found that certain areas that are difficult for individual visitors to find, like the 

brothel and the Tempio di Iside, are frequently visited by tour groups. The guides 

surveyed by Cevoli indicated similar responses to that of those interviewed for 

this research; that the choices for their itineraries was due to the expectations of 

1st time visitors, and to the fact a number of properties and streets were closed 

indicating that these are problems for both independent and group led visitors. 

6.8.2 Visitor Behaviours and Management 

As discussed in Chapter 2.5 and 2.6 visitor management and security are 

common ways of mitigating visitor threats at archaeological sites. However for 

these to be effective they must be actively maintained and enforced. Currently 

there is limited active visitor management or security at Pompeii. The principle 

problems with current methods of visitor management are;  

1. The lack of clear communication of what behaviours are acceptable;  
2. The lack of enforcement of these behavioural restrictions;  
3. The varying physical barriers that do not communicate clear messages.  

Observations carried out during this research indicate that a number of the 

negative impacts caused by visitor behaviours could be lessened through 

communication and more active management.  
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Upon entry to the site there is a small sign at each ticket window that lists the 

rules and regulations (n.213 dated 22.01.01) for the site. This is also printed in 

the Brief Guide that visitors are given when it is available. Few, if any, visitors 

take the time to read these regulations as they are part of a much bigger sign and 

not clearly indicated (Figure 98; Figure 99). Rules and regulations at 

archaeological sites should aim to inform visitors as to what is and is not 

acceptable behaviours while during their visit. However they can only be effective 

as a means of visitor management if they are clearly communicated and 

enforced.  

 

Figure 98 Rules and Regulations for visiting the site. 
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Visitor behaviours observed during this research varied and visitors were 

generally respectful of the barriers and locked doors. However on occasion 

visitors were observed entering closed areas when there was a broken gate or a 

door left open. The most common behaviours I observed were sitting, standing, 

or leaning on walls to either rest or to get a better view (Figure 102, Figure 104). 

Visitors were also observed splashing water on mosaics to ‘freshen’ them up; and 

while this action has a negative effect on the mosaics conservation it is 

recommended in the Fodor’s guide book and done by numerous tour guides. 

Visitors were also observed touching frescos and walls, although this was not 

done maliciously. There is evidence on-site of modern graffiti (Figure 105), 

however, this behaviour was not observed in the course of this research.  

Figure 99 Close up of the Rules and Regulations 
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When part of a guided tour the visitor behaviours are monitored more closely. 

However the extent of this varied by guide. I asked guides what do you do to 

ensure that your tours don’t have a negative impact on the conservation of the 

site? Each guide expressed a keen concern for the conservation impacts of 

visitors but their responses varied greatly and participant observations made 

during their tours revealed that guides tended to enforce one aspect or another. 

For example TG 1 responded that he made sure that visitors stayed out of closed 

off areas however was observed touching walls and frescos himself during his 

tour. Similarly, TG 3 indicated that he made sure that ‘if visitors liked their fingers, 

not to touch the frescos’ but said nothing to visitors sitting on the benches in the 

Forum baths or leaning on walls.  

The responses and actions of tour guides indicate that there is no clear 

understanding of the impacts their actions had on the conservation of the site, or 

the importance of enforcing these actions. Two main reasons for this appeared 

from this research; one being the level of knowledge of the guide. TG2, an 

archaeologist and student of archaeology, had the best-rounded understanding 

of the conservation of the site that stemmed from her work and studies. The 

second reason appears to be that there are no actual regulations regarding 

content or the behaviour of the guides. There is no requirement for them to learn 

about conservation impacts for their qualification exam and thus they are free to 

communicate what and how they want and it is left to them to decide what is 

acceptable 

The enforcement of the rules and regulations regarding visitor behaviours is 

minimal. On-site security, custodi, is limited to 23 employees at any given time. 

During the linger-time observations custodi were observed entering properties 

less than 15 times, during which their enforcement of regulations varied. For 

example in the Fullonica di Stephanus the custodi were observed telling visitors 

to watch their bags against walls but they were not told about flash use, touching 

or leaning on walls (nor was there any attempt to stop dogs from urinating on the 

walls).  
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Visitors are physically managed with fences, barricades and locked doors that 

keep them out of areas that are closed. These vary from the newer PompeiViva 

fences and gates (Figure 101) to old wooden ones what are often falling apart 

(Figure 100), as well as rope barriers, plastic tape, or metal barricades. This 

mish-mash of different barriers is often confusing to a visitor, as a broken gate 

can be interpreted as open or closed (Figure 103). Visitors will move temporary 

barricades or step over ropes, other visitors will follow suit as it is seen that if it is 

ok by one, it is ok for all. As will be discussed below, broken barriers are often 

interpreted as neglect by visitors and thus can have a negative impact on their 

visitor experience.  

 

 

 

 

Figure 100 Example of the older, wooden fencing and gates. They can often be found in 
a state like this, broken and incomplete. 
 



 

251 

 

 

Figure 101 Newer PompeiViva fences 

Figure 102 Visitor standing on a wall in a closed off area to take a picture. Broken gates 
like this can leave a visitor unsure the area is open or closed. 
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Figure 103 Visitors by the Casa del Menandro. The barricades in the foreground had 
been moved by the visitors to get access to the house, which was closed for restoration 
at the time of this photograph. There was no signage at this entrance indicating why the 
house was closed. 

Figure 104 Visitors resting in the shade-without clear communication, they are unaware 

of the impacts of their actions on the conservation of the site. 
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6.8.3 Indirect Impacts of Visitors at Pompeii 

The above has focused primarily on overcrowding and visitor management at 

Pompeii but these processes do not work in isolation. Overcrowding and 

inadequate visitor management have an obvious impact on the areas of the site 

where they are present. As this is primarily limited to the main areas of the site, 

these are the ones prioritized in regards to conservation work. The lesser visited 

areas (13, 14, and 15 on Figure 96) are rarely visited, and are the most poorly 

conserved areas of the site. It is likely this is due to limited resources, human 

more than financial, that are needed to adequately maintain these areas in 

addition to those already opened (see Chapter 5). There is also an equal chance 

this is the result of unclear priorities in the planning process (see Chapter 8) 

which leaves these areas neglected as they are not as highly valued. Whether 

their closure is due to their conservation or their conservation is due to their 

closure is unclear but there is a clear relationship between the two. This 

Figure 105 Modern Graffiti on fresco in Fullonica di Stephanus. Some visitor impacts are 
intentional and due to inadequate security 



 

254 

 

behaviour has been recorded by the HCP where it was shown that properties 

closed to the public often decayed at a quicker rate due to the fact that they no 

longer received regular attention and is discussed in Chapter 8 in regards to the 

priorities of the SANP and MIBACT, who make these decisions. 

 

Figure 106 Example of conservation problems not directly related to visitors 
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Figure 107 Resources are often put towards the areas open to the public; thus limiting 
the resources in other areas 
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6.9 Conclusions 

This chapter has looked at a number of elements regarding the presentation and 

conservation at Pompeii, particularly in regards to the visitors. It has highlighted a 

number of specific issues regarding visitor impacts and the visitor experience. 

Most of the decay from visitors comes from overcrowding and poor 

communication; factors that can easily be addressed. However, there needs to 

be an acceptance that certain levels of decay will happen. A full SWOT analysis 

of the current presentation and interpretation is available in Appendix E From this 

research, seven key considerations have developed. At this stage, these are only 

general and the researcher acknowledges that they are ideals; 

 Recognition of which buildings are unique and which are not; and look for 

alternatives in lesser visited areas to diversify the visitor experience through site 

 Unify the security and visitor management; replace broken fences—make 

clear what is open and what is not. 

 Provide a clear understanding of what are acceptable behaviours. This 

can be done through active and passive enforcement, as well as looking for 

alternative methods like multi-sensory tours. 

 There needs to be a consideration of a visitor or orientation centre; this 

can be used to communicate history and orientate visitor. Also provides an area 

where visitors can plan their visit. 

 Presentation on-site should be increased moderately; signs need to be 

sympathetic and should address the key topics discussed above (daily life, 

society).  
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 Further development of ways of ‘reconstructing’ the past needs to be 

done; this should be taken as an opportunity to explain the process of 

archaeological research and conservation. The long history of conservation at 

the Vesuvian sites provides the opportunity to present this together, in its actual 

element.  

 Need to address that the site is not entirely original and that there is still 

active work being undertaken. It is a live archaeological site, not a ‘city frozen in 

time’ and the presentation needs to reflect this 

While these considerations address the key issues that were revealed in this 

chapter, it is important to note that the implementation of these is much more 

complex. As discussed, the presentation of archaeological sites should reflect the 

values of all the stakeholders. Decisions regarding the above considerations 

need to be made in conjunction with these other values. In Chapter 7 and 8, the 

wider perspective of presentation is looked at, in regards to other stakeholders 

and the socio-economic frameworks. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

258 

 

7 Heritage Management under a Centralised System 

7.1 Introduction-Assessing the Heritage Management System 

Chapter 6 explored the current presentation and interpretation at the Vesuvian 

sites, highlighting how the current approach to presentation and interpretation is 

not sustainable for the sites (6.8), and how it does not adequately engage visitors 

(6.4; 6.6). For the presentation and interpretation to be sustainable it needs to be 

reassessed for the needs of the sites, local communities, and the current 

generation of visitors. The Ename Charter (1.3) states that The interpretive plan 

for a cultural heritage site must be sensitive to its natural and cultural 

environment, with social, financial, and environmental sustainability among its 

central goals (ICOMOS 2008b). This seems unlikely to be achieved without 

overcoming the current fragmentation within the heritage management authority 

as sustainability is often achieved through a holistic approach with organizations 

working together on multiple levels.  

 

This chapter explores how the current practises of MIBACT and the SANP impact 

the sites, their conservation, and interpretation. An analysis of the current 

heritage management system provides the foundations for understanding the 

limitations and difficulties for integrating presentation and interpretation into the 

management planning process. While this chapter covers a lot of ground, it also 

highlights the complexity that is faced in a system such as this. This data was 

collected during a time of many changes to the SANP and Italian heritage 

management; thus it has been an ongoing process of collecting and analysing 

data in order to stay up to date with those changes (Chapter 3.3.4). As was 

mentioned in Chapter 5, there are a number of more recent initiatives that have 

yet to come to fruition. These will be considered for their potential to provide the 

necessary changes.  
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This chapter also, importantly, looks to answer the broader theoretical question of 

how a values-based approach of management at the Vesuvian sites can be 

successfully and sustainably implemented. As was discussed in Chapter 5.2.2 

the distinction between valorizzazione and tutela in Italian heritage management 

is not simply a separation of terminology; but is seen as a distinction between 

practices. The importance placed on the preservation of already identified values 

means that often the social values and economic values are often not fully 

understood (see Chapter 8.3) and results in an unsustainable approach to 

heritage management. If valorizzazione of heritage sites is to be used as a tool 

for conservation, it must be clearly identified how this can be used in a broader 

social sense within Italian heritage management, as opposed to being seen as 

additional services used commercial exploitation.          

In order to understand how best to achieve a system where presentation and 

interpretation are sustainable tools for site preservation, it is necessary to look at 

how the elements of heritage management are addressed in the centralised 

heritage authority. When considering plans for sustainable management, 

sustainable tourism, and sustainable development in the context of the Vesuvian 

sites, it is necessary to bring together a wide range of stakeholders to achieve 

success (2.4; 2.4.4.2). Yet the current management authority works in a manner 

that separates planning from the local and regional communities, as well as from 

the other ministerial departments, in some cases even physically, as will be 

discussed in regards to Herculaneum.   

 

While certain aspects of this system are unlikely to change, the centralised state 

authority for example, we can instead look at ways for working within this system. 

Chapter 5 introduced the organization and administration of MIBACT and the 

SANP and this section looks at how the management system translates into real 

life. Following the guidelines discussed in 2.4.3.2 (Wijesuriya et al. 2013) the 

following pages the elements of the heritage authority are presented with their 

strengths and weaknesses which are further discussed in the following sections.   
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ELEMENTS OF 
MANAGEMENT 

SYSTEM 
 
 

Italian Constitution 
(1947) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Codice (see 5.2.2) 
 
 
 
 
 
The Codice indicates 
that regional 
municipalities should 
cooperate with 
MIBACT for 
protection of cultural 
heritage. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L. 20/2006 gives 
WHS priority for 
interventions and 
funding for the 
development of 
management plans. 
 
 
 
 

ASSESSMENT OF 
ADEQUACY 

 
 
 
Adequate legal 
protection; however, 
this adds to the 
complexity of 
management. 
 
 
 
Emphasis on 
protection over 
use-tutela is highly 
regulated while 
valorizzazione is not. 
 
Lack of collaboration 
between the central 
MIBACT, local 
communities, and 
those working at the 
site. 
 
The regional and 
urban planning 
encompasses over 9 
municipalities and is 
currently not clearly 
laid out in duties or 
expectations. 
 
Currently this limits 
this to Pompeii, 
Herculaneum, and 
Oplontis and gives 
them priority over the 
other sites in the 
region, including 
Boscoreale and Stabia 
which can negatively 
impact on the value of 
the sites as a whole, 
within their landscape. 

IDENTIFICATION OF 
LIMITATIONS AND 

ADDITIONAL 
MEASURES OR TOOLS 
 
Works are often held up 
at a national/ministerial 
level due to legal 
proceedings- this needs 
to be addressed. 
 
 
 
DG of Valorizzazione 
addresses some of this. 
 
 
 
Need to develop more 
precise urban and 
landscape planning 
regulations, particularly 
for properties inside of 
the proposed extended 
buffer zone. 
Development of a World 
Heritage Office at 
Pompeii has the potential 
to aid in this. 
 
 
 
 
 
Need of a fully 
implemented 
management plan with 
effective planning and 
monitoring 
 
Extended Buffer Zone 
 
Recognition of all values, 
not just OUV 
 

Figure 108 Detail of the elements that make up the heritage management system. 
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MIBACT 
 

Minimal integration 
with other Ministries 
and aspects of cultural 
heritage 

Need a mechanism to 
link MIBACT with the 
other elements of 
sustainable heritage 
management. 
 
The Integration of tourism 
into MIBACT could 
potentially be a step in 
the right direction.  
 
GPP has integrated 
some of this 

SANP 
Governs the sites 
and their day to day 
management.  
 
SANP works with 
limited autonomy 

 
Planning and Priorities 
are unclear and 
potentially  
Unsustainable. 
 
Lack of participatory 
management and 
stakeholder 
involvement 

 
Need to develop a means 
of bringing together 
stakeholders and 
involved in the decision 
making process. 
 
HCP and Public/Private 
partnerships 
 

R
e

s
o

u
rc

e
s
 

Human: 
Regulated by 
MIBACT 
 
Guaranteed until 
retirement 

Inadequate staff for 
ordinary maintenance. 
 
 
Limited professional 
and technical staff 
leads to outsourcing. 
 
Conservation work is 
based primarily in the 
construction field, not 
the professional realm 
(although this is 
changing) 

Need to address staffing 
limitations 
 
 
Need for more training 
and capacity building 
 
 
Management Plan 
addresses this and the 
need for more training. 

 Financial:  
Funds retained by 
the SANP from ticket 
sales 
 
Currently receiving 
EU Funds as part of 
the GPP 

Financial resources 
are vast but limited by 
staffing limitations. 
 
 
Inconsistent 
management and 
planning leads to 
funds being wasted on 
unsustainable 
projects. 

GPP and Public/Private 
initiatives cover many 
costs and thus free up 
funds for the SANP.  
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The elements presented in the table above indicate that within the management 

of the Vesuvian sites, there is both positives and negatives that impact how the 

sites are managed, both as the World Heritage Sites of Pompeii, Herculaneum 

and Oplontis, and as the broader Vesuvian sites including the villas at Stabia and     

Boscoreale.  While the national government provides adequate legal protection 

to the Vesuvian sites, in practice, the rigid legal and administrative elements limit 

management being carried out in a sustainable manner. In the following sections, 

specific aspects of these elements are looked at in practice at the Vesuvian sites 

while the second half of this chapter will identify the positive changes that have 

come about through various projects and initiatives.  While there is still much 

work to be done, the most recent management of the Vesuvian sites is beginning 

to show potential for a participatory, values-led management.  

 

7.2 Decision Making and Planning at the Vesuvian Sites 

The Vesuvian sites are state owned, and despite having partial autonomy their 

management is highly centralised (5.2). As a result many decisions are still made 

at the ministerial level. In addition, given MIBACT’s emphasis on the protection of 

archaeological sites over their public use, there has historically been minimal 

emphasis on sustainable planning or integration with the other elements of 

heritage management such as tourism and sustainable development (5.2.2). 

Each of these is importantly related to presentation and interpretation in one way 

or another. It is often seen that certain values and priorities receive emphasis 

over others, depending on who has the decision making power. While this is 

present in all types of management, centralised, top-down systems like the one in 

Italy are perhaps more prone to this because of the level at which decisions are 

made.  While there have been some changes to this, it remains that the focus is 

still primarily on the preservation of historical and archaeological values, despite 

the growing recognition of the importance of other values. 
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Understanding the priorities that drive decision making at the Vesuvian sites is 

not straight forward. At the SANP level, decisions are made regarding 

conservation and works based on the identified threats to the site. The technical 

staff (see Chapter 5.3) are responsible for identifying these threats, but there is 

no official guidelines in use to drive these decisions. The only official guiding 

document is the Codice dei Beni Culturali (see 5.2.2).  

 

As discussed in Chapter 2.4.4, the purpose of a management plan is to be used 

as a guiding document for decision making. The various management plans of 

the Vesuvian sites have not been used (see 5.3.1.1) and the draft UNESCO plan 

has yet to be implemented. The draft copy of the 2013 management plan, which 

is further discussed below, states that the basis for decisions regarding 

conservation projects should be with D’Agostino el al (2009), which consists of 

recommendations regarding the implementation of conservation projects at 

archaeological sites in Italy. This document was produced by the Direzione 

Generale per le Antichità, who is responsible for ensuring that work at 

archaeological sites is carried out in conjunction with the regulations of the 

Codice (5.2.2).  

 

This document offers guidelines for prioritising and implementing conservation 

projects, as well as ensuring proper use by the public. Section 6.1 states that ‘The 

intervention criteria will obviously vary according to the value to be attributed to 

the historical artefact in the local urban context and to the general guidelines for 

territorial or metropolitan development’ (2009, 84, own emphasis). Decisions 

regarding the level of intervention thus rely on the perceived value of the 

property. The levels of intervention at the Vesuvian sites vary from stabilising 

walls, to protective shelters, to the full scale restorations of buildings. This can be 

interpreted to mean that the greater degree of conservation interventions used is 

indicative of the perceived higher value of that property and thus the greater 

importance of protecting it from threats. 
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The process for how works are decided upon and prioritised lies within the SANP, 

and in particular with the superintendent who is legally responsible for all works 

carried out at the sites (ICOMOS/UNESCO 2015). Works are carried out in three 

primary ways; ordinary works by the SANP, works planned and funded through 

the HCP and other public-private initiatives, and works carried out through the 

GPP.  All works at the Vesuvian sites and in the surrounding area must get the 

approval from the superintendent. 

 

7.2.1 Analysis of Works Completed 2003-2013 

In order to determine the perceived values and priorities of the management of 

the Vesuvian sites, I looked at a ten year span of contracts tendered at the sites. 

This data was taken from three main sources: the tendering results published on 

the SANP and MIBACT websites (pompeiisites.org, www.garemibac.it), the 

annual reports of the HCP (2008-2011; herculaneum.org), and the Rivista di 

Studi Pompeiani (2003-2012), which is produced by the Amici dei Pompei 

(amicidipompei.com) and is an annual publication regarding works completed at 

the Vesuvian sites.  As this research was carried out during a time of instability 

within the SANP, the collection of this data as not straightforward as repeated 

requests for further information was often ignored by the SANP.  Thus, in 

addition to these primary sources, I utilised published papers and personal 

communications with interviewees to compliment the primary sources.  I chose 

to cover a ten year period (2003-2013/14) to provide a broader picture of 

financing priorities over the past decade (Figure 109). This figure identifies the 

percentage of works carried out at the sites showing that a majority of the work 

carried out was at Pompeii. The outcomes of tenders are not available before 

2006. However, the years from 2003 to 2005 have been looked at by Ferri and 

Zan (Ferri and Zan 2014), and this was used in conjunction with the other data 

sources and a fuller inventory of works competed is published in the Rivista di 

Studi Pompeiani. 
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Due to the fact that the available data sources do not use the same reporting 

methods, it was not a straight forward set of comparable numbers. I chose to 

focus on the distribution of factors, over the financial elements, since the HCP 

annual reports and the Rivista Studi di Pompeii do not list financial figures; thus, 

projects were identified by the property name or the area identified. I analysed the 

tenders and reports by site, property type, type of work, and physical distribution 

of the site throughout Pompeii. The same work for the same properties was 

counted for each instance; however, it was only recorded once for each data 

source in order to not replicate. For example, tender reports for restoration are 

separate for architectural restoration and artistic restoration; however, in the 

Rivista Studi di Pompei this was sometimes recorded as simply restoration. Thus 

it was counted as one case of restoration within the analysis. 

  

72% 

17% 

7% 

1% 
1% 2% 

Pompeii

 Herculaneum

 Stabia

 Oplontis

 Other Sites

 Boscoreale

Figure 109 Percentage distributions of works tendered by site 
 
 
 



 

266 

 

The SANP does not specifically define terms regarding conservation work at the 

Vesuvian sites, but the assumption is made that the SANP is using the same 

definitions as used in the Codice. dei Beni Culturali (Figure 110). This is important 

because some of the tenders indicated that work was for the restauro e 

valorizzazione of a property. Thus, in conjunction with the information in the 

Rivista, it can be seen that in this sense the valorizzazione of sites is not about 

improving the site’s presentation and interpretation, but refers to one of the many 

other elements that falls into its broad definition (see Chapter 5). For example, 

the tender for Consolidamento e valorizzazione della scarpata nord di Ercolano 

(2007) does not refer to interpretation of the area but refers to the enhancement 

of the border around the site, making it more accessible visually to locals.  

 

 

•Direct intervention on a property aimed at material integrity and the 
recovery of the property, the protection, and the transmission of its 
cultural values. 

Restauro (Restoration) 

•All activities carried out at a property for the purpose of controlling 
conditions, maintaining integrity, functional efficiency and the identity of 
the property and its parts. 

Maintenance 

•The set of activities capable of limiting situations of risk connected to 
cultural heritage. 

•Includes sicurezza (security) 

Prevention 

•Functions and regulation of activities aimed at promoting the knowledge 
of cultural heritage and ensuring the best conditions for its utilization. 

Valorizzazione 

Figure 110 Definitions of works at heritage sites from the Codice. dei Beni Culturali 

 
 

http://pompeiisites.org/Sezione.jsp?titolo=Restauro+e+valorizzazione+della+Casa+di+Trebius+Valens+in+Pompei+Scavi&idSezione=376
http://pompeiisites.org/Sezione.jsp?titolo=Restauro+e+valorizzazione+della+Casa+di+Trebius+Valens+in+Pompei+Scavi&idSezione=376
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Within the tenders, restoration and preventative works—tutela—accounted for 

over 50% of the total projects (Figure 111). Preventative works include repairing 

roofing, fixing drainage systems, or other works done to secure the site, including 

fences and security systems. Valorizzazione works accounted for 10% of the 

total and these include things such as installing toilets and luggage storage at the 

entrances. 

 

35% 

2% 16% 
16% 

17% 

10% 

4% 

Distribution of Types of Work from 2003-
2014 

Restoration  Unknown  Roofing Repairs  Maintenance

 General Works  Valorisation  Security

Figure 111 Distribution of types of work tendered. Unknown indicates a tender for 
‘general works’ when it was not possible to identify the specific work undertaken. 
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Figure 112 indicates that it is primarily individual houses (63%) that received 

restoration and conservation works. This was followed by area wide work (23%). 

This represents less than 25% of the total works tendered. It is important to note 

that the elite properties and houses with artistic elements at Pompeii that 

received work are significantly more than those that did not. Figure 113 and 

Figure 114 represent the distribution of conservation works at Pompeii. In Figure 

114 it can be seen that the N/W sector of the site, primarily Region VI, which 

includes a high number of the elite properties at the site, including the Casa dei 

Vettii, Casa dei Vestali, Casa del Fauno, and Casa della Fontana Grande.  

 

21% 

62% 

17% 

Distribution of Conservation Works by 
Property Type 

Whole Areas  Domestic Properties  Other Specific Buildings

Figure 112 Percentage distributions of conservation works by property type. 
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8% 
7% 5% 

1% 

28% 
25% 

14% 

6% 
6% 

Distribution of works Tendered by Region at 
Pompeii 

I

II

III

IV

V

VI

VII

Figure 113 Distribution of works by area (Regio) at Pompeii 

Figure 114 Distribution of works tendered by area at Pompeii. The red region represents 
the areas with the most works done; blue is medium and pink represents a low number of 
tenders. 
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7.2.2 Tendering of contracts at the Vesuvian sites 

At the Vesuvian sites there is limited in-house professional staff (see Chapter 

5.3). While there has been proposals for new positions, these do not include the 

necessary technical specialists necessary for increasing the capacity to 

undertake in-house works, because the tenders for new staff over the past year 

have been primarily administrative positions (SANP 2014a) or for temporary 

positions as guardians through the month of August or as part of the GPP (SANP 

2014b). As a result most conservation work is outsourced to private companies 

through long, complex, and bureaucratic procedures.  

 

The process of tendering begins with the SANP identifying the needs and 

priorities of the sites. The Superintendent of the SANP is required to compile the 

identified works into what is called a programmazione triennale, a three year 

program detailing the works and costs planned for the following three years. This 

is developed by the SANP and sent to MIBACT each year, after which MIBACT 

must approve the suggestions as viable projects. While the SANP has autonomy, 

outsourced works need to be approved by the central ministry. Once the works 

have been approved by MIBACT, they are entered into a tendering process 

which is carried out through MIBACT (www.garemibac.it). The tenders include 

the legal and financial context of the project, the classification of the work 

required, and the time scale, among other administrative information. 

 

http://www.garemibac.it/
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The tenders are then bid for by appropriate companies in accordance with the 

guidelines laid out in the Codice dei contratti pubblici di lavori, servizi, furniture 

(2006)6. This code of public contracts lays out the specific rules for bidding and 

awarding tenders (Figure 115) and is monitored by the Autorita di vigilanza sui 

contratti pubblici di lavori, servizi e forniture (L. 109/1994). This independent 

authority has the responsibility of overseeing that the bidding process is fair and 

to enforce anticorruption in public works (5.6).  Tenders are often awarded to the 

lowest bidder; however they must still show that they have the skills and 

knowledge to carry out the work. 

  

 

                                            

6
 www.normattiva.it/uri-res/N2Ls?urn:nir:stato:decreto.legislativo:2006-04-12;163 

Codice di contratti pubblici 

•Tendering competitions must be advertised in advance to allow for 
bidding competition. 

•Tenders are generally awarded to the lowest bidder. 

•Heavily regulated; bidding firms need to have both the experience 
and financial resources to carry out works. 

•Works must be carried out adhering to the laws and regulations of 
the Codice dei Beni Culturali. 

 Figure 115 Regulations for Outsourced Works of Cultural Hertiage. 
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Guccio et al (2012a; 2012b) investigated the efficiency of this process in depth. 

They determined that there are two main factors leading to inefficiency: cost 

overruns, and delays. These include changes in cost due to unforeseen events, 

or renegotiations of the tendered costs. Both of these can cause delays in the 

completion of the work. In regards to the conservation of the Vesuvian sites this 

process can make it difficult to react to emergency situations. Once projects are 

tendered and the bidding begins it is impossible to move funds from one project 

to another. The limitations of working within a system that requires each 

restoration or maintenance project to be drawn up and bid upon in the lengthy 

process results in the ineffective distribution of funds and works that do not meet 

the needs of the sites. 

  

In addition, works can easily be held up due to legal proceedings.  For example, 

the work on the Antiquarium at Pompeii and others that were instigated as part of 

the Special Commission have since ceased due to both the criminal 

investigations, and due to tender and contract disputes (ICOMOS/UNESCO 

2015). The ICOMOS/UNESCO 2015 mission found that the work on the 

depository near the Porta Nola cost 4.95 million Euros and remains incomplete.  

The complexity of the legal framework of the works tendering process 

necessitates that works be sufficiently planned and implemented appropriately to 

avoid wasting millions of funds that could be used elsewhere.  
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7.2.3 Professional Training and Skills 

One of the limitations highlighted by ICOMOS and UNESCO is the lack of 

available trained professionals employed at the Vesuvian sites 

(ICOMOS/UNESCO 2015).  This is also recognised by the UNESCO draft 

management plan (see 7.6). This is the case for both those carrying out 

conservation works, which is usually delegated to organizations that fall into the 

category of construction, and for heritage management professionals (MiBACT 

2014d).  To understand this, it is necessary to understand the role of 

archaeologists and conservators in Italy. Under the Codice dei Beni Culturali 

conservation and restoration work can only be carried out by qualified restorers of 

cultural property (2004, Article II.6). The qualifications of who can work on 

archaeological heritage are listed as restorers with certain qualifications and 

experience. In 2014, there has been a push to amend this law: 

secondo le rispettive competenze, di archeologi, archivisti, bliotecari, 
  demoetnoantropologi, antropologi fisici, restauratori di beni 
  culturali e collaboratori restauratori di beni culturali, esperti di 
  diagnostica e di scienze e tecnologia applicate ai beni culturali e 
  storici dell'arte, in possesso di adeguata formazione ed esperienza 
  professionale (Article 22, L. 111/2014).  
 

This change to the law opens the field of professionals qualified to work on the 

conservation and restoration of archaeological heritage to include 

archaeologists; however, it still makes no provision for heritage professionals or 

those who would be involved in the interpretation and presentation of 

archaeological sites. When looking at the educational training for restorers, they 

are limited to the courses available regarding the valorizzazione or 

musealizzazione of sites. This is a similar situation for archaeologists and 

architects. 
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Younger generations are more aware of the importance of presentation and 

interpretation due to the emergence of heritage communication and public 

engagement courses in Italy. However, most of these courses are relatively new, 

and many of the guidelines are based on the technical degrees. Degrees in 

archaeology and conservation include few if any courses on the importance of 

public engagement or communication, and most of the courses that do apply to 

this are either at the post-graduate level or through a separate department, such 

as Humanities (Figure 116).  

 

 

Thus many of the superintendents, conservators, and site directors throughout 

Italy, the SANP included, have a historical background without training for public 

engagement. This is even more so in the case with higher up people in the 

Ministry. This is not necessarily to say that they do not recognise the importance 

of the valorisation of heritage, but when it comes to spending cuts and prioritising 

funds and resources, it is of secondary importance.  

 

Cultural Heritage 

•Tourism Studies: 

•Tourism and Cultural Heritage 

•Cultural Tourism and Enhancement Systems 

Courses are primarily bachelors level and include 

Archaeology and Conservation 

•Conservation and Management of Cultural Heritage 

•Archaeology and Art History, Protection and Enhancement 

Two out of over 50 courses in conservation and 
archaeology 

•Humanities 

•Sociology 

•Administrative Management 

Various other departments 

Figure 116 Examples of the types of degrees at the Masters (or higher degree) level 
throughout Italy. Compiled from data on the www.universitaly.it, the official university 
search website for Italy.  

http://www.universitaly.it/
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The lack of recognition of valorizzazione as a professional field closely 

associated with conservation and archaeology means that in practice it is left to 

either those carrying out the restoration on sites or to outside organisations to 

implement projects related to the presentation of sites. When drawing up a bid for 

a conservation project, the architect and restoration team must produce a plan of 

their intended works, which should adhere to the guidelines in the Codice dei 

Beni Culturali. It is at this stage that ideally any interpretation initiatives would be 

integrated. The open tenders on official MIBACT website (www.garemibac.it) 

provide more detail as to the distribution of funds in the restoration and work 

process. Unfortunately the availability of these tenders is limited to those 

currently open or recently closed, so it is not possible to do a large scale analysis 

of this. However, by looking at a few examples, it is possible to see the 

distribution of the funds. Funds are divided into stages which are These stages 

are further elaborated in D’Agostino (2009) and in Figure 117. There are also 

additional funds provided for security of the work and worksite; however, there is 

no mention of funds towards interpretation or presentation within those funds for 

maintenance, conservation or restoration projects. This is even the case for the 

current tender that includes valorizzazione in its title (MiBACT 2014g).  

 

 

• Identifies the work to be carried out in regards to the criteria and 
requirements of the tender.  

Progettazione definitiva 

• Determines, in detail, the work to be carried out.   

• Interventions and use of modern materials-compatiability with 
ancient material and respect for the ancient techniques 

Progettazione esecutiva 

Figure 117 Brief descriptions of the stages of conservation projects. 
 

http://www.garemibac.it/
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In the D’Agostino (2009, 72,78) guidelines there is mention of the different 

conservation approaches needed for archaeological sites open to the public; 

however, it is confined to the impacts visitors may have on the archaeology and 

the general acknowledgement that archaeological sites are places to be enjoyed. 

There are references, interestingly, to the impact that conservation work would 

have on visitors’ perceptions of archaeological sites, but not any indication that 

the communicating of the conservation process to visitors has the potential to 

engage and inform visitors. The document does indicate that ‘every intervention 

project concerning the conservation of the archaeological built heritage should be 

seen as a historic/scientific study, and that its goal should be to increase 

knowledge of the building in addition to its protection (2009, 111); yet there is no 

indication that this should go beyond the professional community.  

 

7.3 Values and Conservation Planning 

The analysis of tenders and works completed highlights the values and priorities 

that have driven conservation decisions. There is an emphasis on elite houses, 

with artistic elements, that suggests that historical and artistic values are 

emphasised when planning conservation interventions. As the planning process 

is not participatory, this is only reflective of the values held by those in positions of 

power. In addition the emphasis is on works done at Pompeii, with some of the 

smaller sites not receiving any funds for their restoration. For example, the 

tenders for the site at Boscoreale were primarily for short term exhibitions in the 

Antiquarium despite the villa having been closed for years due to its poor state of 

conservation. Regarding many of the tenders for valorizzazione, many were the 

result of the commisario speciale and of the ongoing criminal investigations. 

These works were halted as was discussed above in 7.2.2. 
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One thing that has emerged over the past few years is that Pompeii is still a 

politically isolated force. Herculaneum, has its own conservation project, and the 

Villa sites are not included in the GPP which was originally conceived as an 

‘integrated project for territorial development’ that aimed at the protection and 

development of the Campania area as a whole (MIBACT 2014a). There is still an 

emphasis on the individual sites, as opposed to a regional approach; therefore, it 

is difficult to envision a holistic approach. What this indicates is that despite 

promoting a holistic approach, the GPP has not taken into consideration the 

needs and wants of other stakeholders regarding the planning of conservation 

decisions, an approach to their impact on the plan.  

The current organisational structure and decision-making process makes it 

difficult to ensure that sustainability can be achieved. The emphasis on the 

conservation of cultural heritage and its historical values has demonstrated that 

the public use of the site has received little attention. While the Codice dei Beni 

Culturali guarantees that heritage sites have a role as places of use and 

enjoyment by the public, the current framework does not encourage this. This is 

potentially problematic regarding the sustainability of the site both in terms of 

visitor use, and in terms of guaranteeing that the sites are valued and cared for in 

the future.   
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In the works of De Simone (2012; 2014), which was briefly discussed in Chapter 

5.4, there is an awareness and understanding of the relationship between 

conservation works and interpretation. This awareness goes further back, with 

the work of Missini (see Chapter 2.2) and throughout the history of the 

excavations at the Vesuvian sites (Chapter 4.4), particularly with the work of 

Maiuri. Since this time conservation and heritage management in Italy evolved 

with an emphasis on preservation over public use.  This preservation is 

traditionally linked with the archaeological or historical values of the sites.  While 

this is slowly changing and the importance of the broader social values is 

becoming more apparent, presentation and interpretation activities are still seen 

as additional services within heritage management (5.2.1.2), not as essential 

services inherently linked to the conservation of a site.   

In the table below (Figure 118), the second stage of assessing hertiange 

management authorities is looked at; this is the processes of management and in 

particular how management is planned, implemented and monotered.  
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Planning Carried out by the 
SANP on a yearly 
basis, through the 
presentation of the 
triannual program 

Planning is often short-term and reactive 

Lack of participatory planning outside of 
the HCP. 

Values-Led approach is new and not fully 
implemented 

Implementation Conservation works 
are carried out by 
the SANP primarily 
through outsourcing 

Currently additional 
works are planned 
and implemented 
through the GPP 
and Public/Private 
initiatives 

Presentation and 
interpretation 
activities are all 
outsourced 

Outsourcing is costly, need more 
professional in house staff 

Outsourcing is a lengthy process and 
easily help up by legal proceedings 

Unclear if works planning and works 
through GPP and Public/ Private will 
extend past their expiration dates.  

Monitoring Monitoring is 
carried out by the 
SANP, however 
was outdated for 
many years and 
they are catching 
up on overdue 
works. 

Need a more regulated monitoring 
system. 
Need to have a greater understanding 
of the elements of OUV and other 
values. 

Figure 118 Detail of the processes of heritage management at the Vesuvian sites, 
highlighting the primary limitations and potential needs. 
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From the previous secion it can be seen that some of the primary limiting factors 

for sustainable management at the Vesuvian sites are linked to 1) unclear 

priorities and planning goals, 2) the complex legal framework inwhich works must 

be carried out, and 3) the level of training and professional standards on in-house 

and outsourced staff.  However, there is potential for working within this system 

sustainably which are discussed in the following sections.  Public/Private 

partnerships, the GPP and the draft UNESCO managment plan have all taken 

steps to achiving this participatory approach; either in theory or practice. One of 

the key aspects that each of these initatives offer is the importance of looking at 

ertiage conservation in its wider social context, and the importance of the 

associated social values. 

7.4 Public-Private Initiatives 

Recent projects at Herculaneum, Stabia, and as of 2013 Pompeii have shown 

that there are ways of working within the current management. These were 

introduced in Chapter 5.4.2; however, they are discussed further to demonstrate 

their potential strengths and weaknesses.  

7.4.1 The Herculaneum Conservation Project 

The Herculaneum Conservation Project and the Restoring Ancient Stabia 

Foundation are examples of public-private joint initiatives being carried out at the 

Vesuvian sites with differing degrees of success. The work of the HCP has been 

looked at by numerous heritage management authorities across the globe as a 

potential means of sustainable management within a system of insufficient 

operational capacity, such as the SANP (Thompson 2006; Thompson 2007b; 

Thompson 2007a). One of the misconceptions regarding the management of the 

Vesuvian sites is that they do not have adequate funds to carry out the necessary 

work, thus prompting large funding projects and calls for private sponsorship. 

While the size of the sites and the scale of work that consistently needs to be 

done will always benefit from more resources, funding can in fact be a hindrance 

if there is no means to spend it effectively. It is this mind-set that brought about 
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the HCP. Jane Thompson, Project Manager of the HCP, wrote that the SANP did 

not need the ‘government led, private sponsorship’ in the form of donations, but 

needed a new form of support that would help to conserve Herculaneum for the 

future (Thompson 2007a, 4). 

The Herculaneum Conservation Project launched in 2001 with an agreement 

between the SANP and the Packard Humanities Institute, which would provide 

the financial and methodological support for a conservation project at 

Herculaneum (Thompson 2007b).The project’s personnel work in a small team, 

alongside the SANP, Jane Thompson attributes to their success: 

So often international projects try to come in and do a sort of master plan 

and there is the idea that they are the experts coming in and telling the 

locals how to do it. Packard made some choices and then he empowered 

us to help him make others. He chose to flank the superintendence with a 

very small team of specialists, whom nearly all of which were Italian. 

(Interview Thompson 13:13-17:10) 

The HCP’s public-private partnership has 6 primary objectives 

(Herculaneum.org): 

 to slow down the rate of decay across the entire site so that it 
can be maintained in the future on a sustainable basis; 

 to test and implement long-term conservation strategies that 
are appropriate for Herculaneum and potentially applicable to 
other, similar sites; 

 to provide a basis of knowledge and documentation of 
Herculaneum so as to facilitate its future management; 

 to acquire new archaeological knowledge about 
Herculaneum derived as an integral element of the activities 
devoted to its preservation; 

 to conserve, document, publish and improve access to 
the artefacts found in excavations at Herculaneum; 

 To promote greater knowledge of and discussion about 
Herculaneum among the scientific community, the local 
population and the general public. 

http://www.herculaneum.org/hcp-home/eng/sostenibilita.html
http://www.herculaneum.org/hcp-home/eng/conservazione.html
http://www.herculaneum.org/hcp-home/eng/archiviodocumentazione.html
http://www.herculaneum.org/hcp-home/eng/archeologia.html
http://www.herculaneum.org/hcp-home/eng/museo.html
http://www.herculaneum.org/hcp-home/eng/comunicazione.html
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The HCP is an important project to investigate in this research due to its potential 

to provide a possible means of addressing many of the management problems at 

the Vesuvian sites. The key aspect of the HCP that has proven fundamental to its 

success is its emphasis on capacity building. Capacity-building includes the 

providing of tools and training to individuals and organizations to carry out what is 

necessary for the preservation and management of the Vesuvian sites. This 

includes, but is not limited to, technical training, how to prioritize, management 

planning, and monitoring resources. The HCP works within the current 

management with the goal of providing the heritage authority the tools to work 

sustainably after the end of the project. The World Heritage Convention’s 

capacity building strategy emphasises that this shift from purely a training 

oriented approach to capacity-building, places people at the centre, thus entailing 

the collaboration between individuals and groups (UNESCO 2011, 4) 

 

 

 

Strengthen knowledge, abilities, and skill of the people with direct responsibilities 
for conservation and heritage management 

Improve intuitional structures and processes through empowering decision making 
and policy makers 

Introduce a more dynamic relationship between heritage and its context 

Figure 119 Aims of Capacity Building at World Heritage Sites (Wijesuriya 2013) 
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The HCP provides both financial and operational support to the site; however, it 

is, importantly, not a permanent project. Working in collaboration with the SANP, 

the HCP assists in identifying the needs of the site, decision making, and carrying 

out works at Herculaneum: 

We, for a finite period, are reinforcing the management system with a 
strong institutional framework, exploiting more legal frameworks than 
there were before. We've increased human resources both in terms of 
professional specialists and workers, so our existence, inevitably, has 
reinforced for the period we are present, with the existing management 
system present on all different levels. Also in heritage processes, 
planning, communication, monitoring-and that’s increased the results. And 
that’s a kind of finite program (Interview Thompson 4:30-10:00). 

The HCP had developed as a project working within the SANP and the current 

heritage framework; however, they have also become influential in changing the 

ways that the heritage authority views heritage and its values; 

If you know the Italian heritage system, especially for archaeology as it’s 
publically owned, it’s very traditional. It doesn’t work in terms of values, it 
works in terms of materials. Conservation ideals--it’s the object that 
matters; it’s not who it belongs to and why that’s significant. So you are 
working in a system that gives importance to all these things which makes 
it quite hard to forge change. But gradually, gradually, shifting the 
way...the criteria for decision making, we’re influencing the way the 
heritage authority thinks and works… it’s very inter-sectorial. So it’s a very 
healthy process because <it’s> without telling the heritage authorities you 
are an arrogant bunch. You need to realise that archaeology doesn’t just 
exist for financial exploitation, and it actually belongs to the people. You 
could never state that as the problem and they aren’t getting it right. But by 
showing an example of the benefits of an open, more democratic 
approach, they can see for themselves. (Interview Thompson 4:35-10:00) 
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In this quote, Jane Thompson highlights one of the key problems that have been 

investigated in this research: the importance that Italian heritage management 

gives to the protection of cultural heritage over its other associated values and 

significance. The HCP has, in many ways, begun to introduce the ideas of 

participatory planning into the SANP and the region. Their work, along with the 

city council in Ercolano, has led to the development of the Herculaneum Centre 

(see Chapter 8.), which has opened a dialogue between the heritage authority 

and the local communities.  

Importantly, Jane points out that this is a slow process and is due greatly to the 

relationships that the HCP has forged over the years. It was not a process of 

telling the SANP what they were doing wrong, but of working together to make 

decisions that are sustainable for the site of Herculaneum in the long term.  

7.4.2 Restoring Ancient Stabiae Foundation (RAS) 

Unlike the Herculaneum Conservation Project, the Restoring Ancient Stabia 

Foundation is not explicitly a conservation project.  The RAS is, instead, a 

public-private partnership between the Unversity of Maryland and the SANP 

which aims to develop an archaeological park at the villa sites in Stabia.  The 

park is designed to bring the landscape of the ancient villa back to life and to 

increase their accessbility and visalbilty to to the wider public. 

The master plan for the archaeological park is ambitious and includes a visitor 

center, car park, a study center, and other elements.  While it began in 2002, 

unlike the HCP, the RAS relies primairly on donations and sponsorship for its 

work. As a result, works have not gone along as quickly as intially planned but 

thre has been much progess, including the Vesuvian Institute, international 

exhibitions, and the early costruction of visitor services (although these have 

since stopped due to funding). The RAS has implemented numerous research 

projects at the site which bring students and professionals from across the globe, 

and hosted numerous traveling exhbitions which have allowed for the artefacts 

from Stabia to be seen world wide. 
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The RAS is in many ways more closely linked to the local community than the 

other projects as it has relied on the support and coorporation of community 

meembers both in terms of landuse and of the project as a whole.  However, as 

the project directon Thomas Howe has indicated this has not always been a 

smooth and supportive relationship and that it has changed throughout the years; 

The real the resistance has usually, but not always, has been with the local 
comuni…at first they were more supportive.  Maybe it was an advantage 
but we were more American when we came, now we are a bit more Italian.  
Being outside the system we were less of a threat because we'd leave 
sooner or later… We had good relations with the early mayor and frankly, 
there we have not done as good a job as we could have and will have to. 
(Interview Howe 19:00-23:00)   

Howe does indicate that this is partially a result of a failure on their own part for 

not maintaining these connections through the changing of political parties in 

Castellamare di Stabia.  However, they have seen continued support from local 

schools and banks, which has increased with the development of the Vesuvian 

Institute as it employs local people. 

One of the biggest hurdles that the RAS has run into is funding. The reliance of 

private donations has made it difficult to carry out work on different levels 

throughout the years; 

Getting the steady funds needed to maintain a research foundation has 
been the tricky bit.  And that in my mind, the key is really difficult, the key 
to what we really want to do is maintaining a small research staff with a 
small budget of 100,000-200,000 a year to do archiving, small 
excavations,...but you can’t do research, conservation, and outreach on a 
budget like that. (Interview Howe 55:00-58:00) 
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This has limited the extent of work that they have been able to carry out over the 

years and, unfortunately, has also resulted in incomplete work such as the visitor 

center.  However, the project is in many ways more of a ‘real-life’ example of the 

difficulties surrounding funding of projects.  While the HCP had extensive 

funding through the Packard Institute that allowed them to carry out the 

emergency works prior developing sustainable capacity- building and 

management practices, the RAS has had to go about it in a different way; building 

up the funds prior to the execution of works.     

7.4.3 Pompeii-Sustainable Preservation Project (PSPP) 

The most recent initative at the Vesuvian sites is the Pompeii-Sustainable 

Preservtion Project.  This is a joint project between a number of agencies 

including Fraunhofer-Gesellschaf, the SANP, ICCROM and ISCR, among others.  

The project has the following goals: 

 Implementation of innovative methods for sustainable conservation in 
order to prevent further damage 

 Training of conservators and researchers as a substantial contribution to 
future preservation of international world heritage 

 Development and adaptation of materials, strategies and methods that 
can enhance efficient and durable restoration in other ancient sites 
beyond Pompeii 

 Hands-on restoration and long-term preservation of building complexes in 
Pompeii 

 Documentation of the buildings and their construction history with the 
newest archaeological and historical building surveying methods 

 Use of botanical research for the greening of the ancient gardens that is 
ecologically authentic 

 Establishment of Pompeii as a centre of excellence for research on 
durable and sustainable conservation of ancient architecture 

 Broad communication of our work and results through online and 
traditional printed media 
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 Outreach to increase awareness for the preservation of the world heritage 
and its value for the present and the future 
(Pompeii-sustainable-preservation-project.org. 

This project is a ten year project that will be financed through private donations 

from individuals and organizations.  The preliminary stage of the project is 

funded though Fraunhofer-Gesellschaft, however it remains to be seen how they 

raise the rest of the funds. 

While in its infancy, the project has carried out a preliminary season in fall of 2014 

that consisted primarily of documentation and planning and the project plans to 

run yearly summer academies for young restorers and archaeologists. As a part 

of their initial campaign they did interview tourists and engage with them 

regarding their interest in the necropolis of the Porta Nocera to broaden the 

dialogue, however it remains to be seen if this will be followed up in future 

seasons or if this will extend to the local community. The potential for this project 

is great; however there are some concerns regarding its sustainability, primarily 

being the securing of monies after the initial funds run out.  As was seen with the 

RAS, this can severely limit the work completed as while it is not necessary to 

have large amounts of funds to carry out work at the sites, it is important to have 

funds be consistently available.  In addition, unlike the HCP, the PSPP is not a 

year round project and thus will be working short term like many of the other 

research projects. This can have serious implications on the sustainability of the 

project goals from year to year, in addition to their goals of outreach.  
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7.5 The Grande Progetto Pompei (GPP)  

The dynamic and changing situation of SANP and MIBACT also provides 

examples of how change is approached at the Vesuvian sites, particularly in 

response to emergency situations such as those Pompeii is facing today. This 

section explores the Grande Progetto Pompeii (GPP) which will be looked at in 

regards to its approaches to the conservation and valorizzazione of the Vesuvian 

sites. The GPP is an EU/Italian funded project carried out with the cooperation 

between MIBACT, il Ministro della Coesione (territorial cohesion), il Ministro 

dell’Interno(internal affairs), and il Ministero dell'Istruzione dell'Università e della 

Ricerca dell’Istruzione (education, university, and research). The Project consists 

of five plans, with funding to be spent by December 2015 (Figure 120). I was 

particularly interested to see how the GPP was working within the current 

management system, how it approached the relationship between conservation 

and tourism at the sites, and of any potential changes to the fragmentation of 

heritage management locally and regionally.  

 

Plan of knowledge 

•Major interventions, investigation and diagnosis. 

•Analytical needs and design of priority interventions.  

Plan of works in advanced planning 

•Projects related to the mitigation of landslide risk, safety measures, artistic and 
architectural restoration  

Plan of use, the improvement of services and communication  

•Development and qualification of visitor paths and green areas; improved signage, 
information and promotion of the archaeological hertiage 

Safety plan 

•Provides jobs for the upgrading and expansion of the surveillance system and for the 
security and care of the plants 

Plan to strengthen technological and capacity building 

•Providing for functional investigation and monitoring of the site and its facilities and the 
improvement of management skills, organizational, operational and technical skills of 
SANP 

Figure 120 The five plans of the GPP from pompeiisites.org.  

http://www.istruzione.it/web/hub
http://www.istruzione.it/web/hub
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Figure 122 Percentage distribution of tenders to date. 
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The tenders to date address some of the needs of the sites, identifying threats 

and responses (Figure 121; Figure 122).  ICOMOS and UNESCO found during 

their 2015 visit that substantial work had been made towards addressing the 

backlog of conservation work at Pompeii (ICOMOS/UNESCO 2015). However, 

while the large amount of funds can be beneficial for addressing the emergency 

situation at Pompeii, without changes regarding the other problems faced by the 

management, there is a risk that the site will deteriorate even further. For 

example, the problems of limited personnel to carry out routine maintenance 

work (5.3) have yet to be addressed; the GPP is an example of the reactive and 

political approach that MIBACT takes, one that focuses on large projects that 

receive media attention without clear consideration of the needs of the sites.  

 

To date, the projects that have been tendered and carried out have primarily 

been aimed at stabilising the site and opening it more to visitors. However, in the 

case of some houses, they only remained open for short periods of time because 

there was still not adequate staff to cover these areas of the site. There have 

been some staffing changes; however, as discussed, these have either been 

short term (SANP 2014a), have been met with much opposition from the local 

trade unions (MiBACT 2014f; MiBACT 2014e), or have been carried out within 

the realm of the GPP. Therefore, it is unclear if these positions will remain after 

the end of the GPP (MiBACT 2014a). There are recently announced future 

tenders for 75 new staff for Pompeii and 50 for the GPP. However, details of the 

positions have not been made clear nor is it clear if these positions will extend 

past the duration of the GPP (MiBACT 2014c). 
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The GPP, like the commissario speciale, is a concern because it takes the 

primary powers out of the hands of the Superintendent. While the plan states that 

it works within the SANP and shares in the decision making, the actual text of the 

agreement indicates that the General Director of the GPP can override the 

Superintendent, which reflects on the powers given to the special commissioner 

in 2008 (Gherpelli 2013; Sciullo 2013).  Like this situation there is still concern on 

how the implementation of the GPP plans will pan out after the end of 2015. One 

of these concerns was about the tight deadline in which the funds must be spent, 

because this risks the spending of funds too quickly, without proper planning and 

documentation (2013, 25). In addition it states that they were ‘concerned that this 

data was not being managed effectively for the long term since the structure for 

doing so will only be created at a later stage in the development of the Knowledge 

Plan’ (ICOMOS/UNESO 2013). Since this mission there has been further work on 

tenders relating to the Knowledge Plan (20%; Figure 122); however, a majority of 

the work has focused on actual physical works on-site such as restoration, 

maintenance, and security. One of the keys to the success of the GPP will be the 

implementation of the knowledge plan. The aim of this plan is to identify, record, 

and monitor the sites and risks to the sites values. This plan, if fully implemented, 

will be linked to the HCP’s GIS and regional urban and landscape planning 

(MiBACT 2014d). This will be integral to the success of long term planning at the 

site.     
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7.6 UNESCO Management Plan 

In the draft of the UNESCO management plan, it is still difficult to see the 

integration of planning and stakeholder values, both on site and at a regional 

level. The management plan covers Pompeii, Oplontis, and Herculaneum; the 

sites of Stabia and Boscoreale are included in the buffer zone only (MiBACT 

2014d). The content of the management plan is general; minimal specifications 

are given regarding planning or implementation of polices and the definition of 

values (ICOMOS/UNESCO 2015).  As the ICOMOS/UNESCO mission points 

out it is also important this this includes not just the OUV of the site, but the 

broader range of values that are identified for the site (see Chapter 8 for a 

discussion on these).    

The introduction of the plan indicates its role as a document for the coordination 

of the interests of cultural heritage and sustainable development in the territory 

and the importance of local community involvement (2013, 11). The Grande 

Progetto Pompei plays a large role in this and is presented in a manner that 

indicates that the five plans of the GPP (see Chapter 7.5) are seen as the guiding 

and decision making policies (2013, 8-9). Despite the GPP being a finite project, 

its management plan states that it will be the catalyst for cultural related activities, 

and developing social cohesion within the region in order to turn Pompeii into a 

‘luogo di ‘produzione attiva di cultura’ oltre che perseguire la sua ‘ordinaria’ 

funzione di oggetto di visita e di studi’ (a place for active the production of culture 

in addition to its ordinary function of visits and study (2013, 9). Although as was 

discussed in the previous section there is no clear identification of how this will 

happen.  
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The approach to the conservation of the site is covered in Chapter 3 of the 

management plan (2013, 14-17). This text refers primarily to the GPP Piano di 

Conoscenza, indicating that works will be carried out in two stages: diagnosis and 

monitoring of the state of conservation of excavated structures, and soil 

investigations in the unexcavated section of the site in order to assess the level of 

risk (2013,14). It indicates that (D'agostino et al. 2009) provides the standard for 

scientific design and implementation of conservation works. The conservation 

section of the management plan gives no mention of presentation or 

interpretation; the entire section is less than five pages long. Importantly this 

section does address the limitations sites faces with professional training and 

skills (MiBACT 2014d) and indicates that a key aspect will be the creation of a 

manual for training of technical staff based on the analysis of previous works.  

Public use is covered in Chapter Four of the document (2013, 20-32; ). This 

section addresses the presentation and interpretation of the sites, as well as 

tourism planning for the region. Like the chapter on conservation, it is quite 

limited in specifics; its focus is on how tourism development can be a driver for 

economic and social development (2013, 25). The management plan does 

explicitly address a number of the changes that need to be addressed concerning 

the use of the site (UNESCO 2013), but it is too early to note how these changes 

will be implemented sustainably and integrated into the holistic management of 

the site. The tender for the works related to this as part of the GPP has only 

recently been opened; it is discussed further in Chapter 7.7.1; Figure 123). 
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Viewing this management plan as a sustainable guiding document is difficult due 

to its reliance on the GPP which has yet to prove sustainable. The text itself gives 

no indication of the relationship between conservation and the presentation and 

interpretation. While the reliance on the D’Agostino el al 2009 text is beneficial for 

standardising conservation works, it is also problematic since that text also 

neglects the close relationships between interpretations and conservation 

beyond physical impacts and basic access. The success of implementing this 

document as a key tool for sustainable management that its final text include 

specifics of the planning and monitoring processes; both on site in regards to 

conservation works, and regionally with cooperation between the local 

communities.  Essential to both of these goals will be an explicit understanding 

of both the cultural and social values that stakeholders ascribe to the site.   
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Elimination of architectural barriers, the creation of new routes, and the creation of 
a dedicated support team 

Increase in area that can be visited as a result of the implementation of safety and 
restoration of buildings 

Upgrading of the system of access to sites...particularly in Pompeii, with the 
opening of access that facilitate cultural exchange between residents and visitors 

Short and clear texts in Italian, English, German, French, Spanish, Russian, 
Chinese, Japanese 

Quota of visits in some portions of the sites to limit the numbers 

Programming of thematic routes according to a logical rotation of the routes and 
"shifts" annually of the areas 

Extension of visitor paths and construction of domestic environments for 
representing the lifestyle of Pompeii and graphic reconstructions  

Planning of alternative routes for school trips  

Planning itineraries and visits with animations, interactive games and virtual reality 
displays  

Creating itineraries integrated with combined ticket sites 

Improvement of ticket info-points, wardrobe, rest room for drivers of buses, 
Kindergarten, distribution and support of the visit, etc 

Improvement of services to visit the site (meeting point, visual signs, lighting, bar, 
catering, picnic areas, first aid, toilets) 

Improvement of services parting from the site (bookshop, gift shop) 

Initiatives that contribute to the management and promotion of cultural heritage 

Figure 123 Necessary changes identified in the UNESCO Management Plan 
in regards to presentation and interpretation 
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7.7 Presentation and Interpretation 

Presentation and interpretation is implemented at the sites either through the 

SANP itself, which covers the official interpretation (see Chapter 0), and other 

initiatives which are usually carried out by the Direzione Generale per la 

Valorizzazione del Patrimonio Culturale, or the Regione Campania. The site 

specific interpretation, as was discussed in Chapter 6, has not been updated or 

reassessed in over 10 years.  

The DG per la Valorizzazione states that their ‘institutional goal is to bring to this 

precious heritage the highest possible number of people, jointly enhancing 

protection and conservation, two concepts essential for correct development 

(MiBACT 2013) .’ However, one of the problems with focusing on visitor numbers 

is that it is often these large visitor numbers that have a negative impact on the 

visitation to the sites. One of the initiatives by the DG per la Valorizzazione is free 

entry on the last Sunday of each month; which in theory is a way of bringing in 

visitors who would not usually visit, such as people in the local community who 

currently have to pay the same rate as visitors to see the sites. However, at 

Pompeii this has increased visitation to over 20,000 on certain days; this 

potentially could have a negative impact on the site’s conservation and the visitor 

experience. It is interesting to note, as well, that the DG per la Valorizzazione has 

not completed any major projects at the Vesuvian sites, with the exception of the 

nation-wide projects 
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On a regional level, interpretation initiatives are organised by InCampania, the 

regional tourism association. InCampania has produced a number of initiatives at 

the Vesuvian sites; these are primarily special events such as the Buried Stories 

event which offered visits to Vesuvius and Herculaneum at night 

(www.campaniartecard.it/buried-stories). InCampania also provides the 

Campania Arte Card, which offers admission to a number of museums and 

cultural sites across the region. Similarly there have been events like this at 

Pompeii in the past; Le Lune Pompeii involved a night time visit to a portion of the 

site with digital projections and live actors. In addition, the summer 2014 saw the 

return of special performances at the large theatre in Pompeii after it was closed 

for years because of the commissario speciale investigations.   

These regional and national initiatives are important since they promote the sites 

on a wider scale and engage visitors with different aspects of the region’s history. 

For example, the Buried Stories event was a part of a wider project focusing on 

the region’s role in the Grand Tour. However, there are some concerns regarding 

this: while they address a more diverse range of interpretation themes and 

methods, they also bring in more people and fixtures, such as scaffolding, 

lighting, and temporary seating, which can potentially heighten the rate of decay. 

It’s unclear how much revenue the SANP receives with its portion of the ticket 

sales from these events since they are organised by other organisations. For 

example, the event Scavi vecchi e Nuovi di Pompei brought in 137, 907 visitors in 

2013. The SANP received only € 383,439 of the total gross proceeds of 

€2,365,557 (MiBACT 2014h). While these are indeed extra funds, they also come 

along with added conservation costs required to ensure the site’s safety for it to 

be open at those times. 

 

 

  

http://www.campaniartecard.it/buried-stories
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7.7.1 Il Piano per la fruizione, il miglioramento dei servizi e della 

comunicazione’  

In the end of November 2014 MIBACT opened the tender for the first stage of the 

GPP plan regarding the presentation and interpretation of Pompeii. Along with 

the tender is a detailed document regarding the approach that the GPP and the 

SANP are taking with the future of on-site presentation and interpretation. The 

tender indicates that the provider of the services be responsible for developing a 

plan of communication, and producing the tools and materials for this plan 

(MIBACT 2014). On the tendering website, this plan falls under the services 

category.  

The tender brief indicated three themes that the interpretation and presentation 

must include (MiBACT 2014f): 

1. Pompeii as a place of the collective 
2. A Completely preserved ancient city 
3. The Customs of the Romans 
4. The Eruption of Vesuvius in AD 79 and its victims 
5. The Birth of modern archaeology 
6. Pompeii as a site for conservation planning  
7. Pompeii as a cultural factor 

Interestingly, this approach includes much of what has been discussed 

throughout this thesis in regards to using presentation and interpretation as a 

means for engaging audiences with these wider themes. Points 2 and 3 above 

are further expanded to include themes relating to the processes of conservation, 

and the idea of broadening the audiences of Pompeii by looking at it as both an 

academic site and a popular one to visit.  
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In addition to the themes that must be addressed, there are also numerous 

services that the winning bidder must supply, including signs, the Brief Guide and 

Map (see Chapter 6.3), as well as constructing and operating a new website. 

Even more interesting is that the team to carry out this plan must include an 

archaeologist with experience in the enhancement of heritage and an expert in 

museum communication or cultural heritage (MiBACT 2014b).  

This does indeed appear to be a step in the correct direction for the presentation 

of the site; however, there remain a few concerns that have yet to be addressed 

given the newness of the tender. The primary one is regarding the integration 

between the conservation of Pompeii itself and this new interpretive 

infrastructure. While including a professional as part of the team is important, the 

tender brief makes no indication that they will be working on this in conjunction 

with the SANP regarding which properties will be interpreted, and how building 

closures for conservation works will impact this. In addition, the tender is for a 

finite duration; thus, it remains a question how this infrastructure will be 

maintained after the period ends. The lack of integration between the SANP and 

this tender could prove problematic in terms of maintenance and keeping it 

updated; it will be interesting to see how this plays out once the tender is 

contracted. 

As mentioned in Chapter 5 and above, the autonomy of the SANP did not offer a 

complete system of managerial reform, and despite their control over financial 

and administrative decisions, the limitations of personnel still has a negative 

impact on the sites, as do the lack of integration with the other elements of 

heritage management and the overly complicated bureaucratic system of 

MIBACT. In response to the growing disillusion in MIBACT’s ability to manage 

Italian cultural heritage sustainably, the current Minister of Culture, Dario 

Franceschini, has initiated a complete overhaul of MIBACT and its organization.  
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7.8 Results- Ways forward with Values and Interpretation 

This chapter has highlighted the complexity of management at the Vesuvian 

sites; in particular the limitations that are present in the current system in regards 

to decision making, carrying out conservation works, and the interpretation of the 

sites to broader audiences.  One key thread that has emerged is the 

unrecognised potential of valorizzazione activities as integral parts of the heritage 

management process. The focus on the preservation and protection of the sites 

identifiable values is clear in regards to the types of work prioritised.  However, 

from this analysis it has emerged that it is essential to identify and include the 

range of values for sustainable management.  The identification of stakeholder 

values is discussed in Chapter 8, however here I would like to address how the 

presentation and interpretation and valorizzazione activities have the potential to 

aid in addressing the current limitations within the management process. 

In Figure 124 the potential results of a participatory, values-led management 

framework at the Vesuvian sites are presented.  The final section of this figure 

indicates some necessary improvements that would aid in this approach being 

applied at the Vesuvian sites.  What is interesting to note is that these 

improvements can all be achieved through increased and integrated 

communication, which is at the core of presentation and interpretation.  The 

inclusion of a wider range of stakeholders in the planning process will identify the 

social values that are often places secondary in Italian heritage management, 

and through this identification of these values, in addition to the already identified 

historical values, it will be possible to drive priorities based on the both the needs 

of the site and its stakeholders.            
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Outcomes 
 

 Targeted Planning that safeguards the OUV and other values 

 Local Community Engagement 

 Enhanced Visitor Satisfaction  

Outputs 

 Sustainable conservation that meets the needs of the site and 
its stakeholders. 

 Management that is able to change and react as necessary 
with changing generations and priorities. 

 More sustainable visitation to the sites. 

Improvements 
 

 Fully implemented management plan that incorporates values 
of all stakeholders. 

 Entities to develop and monitor sustainable planning on site, 
local and regional levels (Study Centres, Specific office in the 
SANP, etc.) that function year round. 

 Training courses for staff on aspects of heritage management, 
interpretation, engagement and the potential to use this in 
their positions. 

  

Figure 124 Potential results that can emerge from a participatory heritage management 
framework. 
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7.9 Conclusions 

The heritage authority of Italy is the result of a long history of centralised, state 

owned heritage. However, along with this there has been an overarching 

emphasis on the protection of cultural heritage over its use. This emphasis 

separated the heritage sites from their local communities and produces a system 

that makes visitation less sustainable. The limitations of this framework are 

difficult to overcome. The HCP has shown that it is possible in individual cases 

through capacity-building and the development of a working relationship with the 

heritage authority. However, the potential for this model to be applied to other 

sites, particularly Pompeii, is hindered by the political and public nature of the 

site. Because Pompeii is seen as such a political force, it is difficult to foresee a 

system where MIBACT would allow outside organizations to drive decision 

making at the site. Another concern regarding the process of capacity building 

within the Vesuvian sites is the lack of integration of the wider elements of 

heritage management, including tourism management, visitor engagement, and 

community engagement. While capacity building within the SANP itself is 

important, there needs to be more of an emphasis on capacity building 

holistically, thus providing the means to assist overcoming the current 

fragmentation of heritage management. 
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8 Collaboration at the Vesuvian Sites; Bringing the Outsiders 
Inside 

8.1 Introduction 

One of the key aspects that emerged from the analysis of the current heritage 

management framework (Chapter 7) is the lack of inclusion regarding outsiders, 

those stakeholders who have an interest in the sites but have little power to make 

changes or decisions. Decisions regarding the management and conservation of 

the Vesuvian sites are made from the top-down; however, it is also important to 

look at how sustainable initiatives can be forged from the bottom-up. Stovel 

(2004) argues that there needs to be a balance between bottom-up management 

and the official top-down management. The premise that heritage is best 

protected through a shared understanding of the importance of the values and 

interests is at the core of bottom-up management. Stakeholder values provide a 

foundation for developing a common vision for management decisions, what 

should be preserved, and why.  
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Presentation and interpretation of archaeological sites can be a tool for 

collaboration among stakeholder groups, resulting in a more sustainable and 

holistic approach to site management. Principle 6 of the Ename Charter states 

that ‘The Presentation and Interpretation of cultural heritage sites must be the 

result of meaningful collaboration between heritage professionals, host 

and associated communities, and other stakeholders’ (ICOMOS 2008, my 

emphasis). Silberman indicates that interpretation cannot be merely a carefully 

scripted presentation prepared by outsiders, but should actively involve the 

participation of associated communities and other stakeholders (Silberman 2006; 

Silberman and Callebaut 2006). In theory presentation and interpretation are 

naturally collaborative processes. There is a direct link between values, 

conservation, interpretation, and collaboration that is often unrecognised in 

practice. Some of the problems that can lead to collaboration failing have already 

been discussed (2.4.2.2). The purpose of this chapter is to explore how 

collaboration can be achieved at the Vesuvian sites, and what limitations or 

obstacles prevent this. In order to understand how best to achieve collaboration 

within the network of Vesuvian stakeholders, it was decided to follow the model 

put forward by Gray (1985), which in turn is based on the ideas of McCann 

(McCann 1983). This model focuses on collaboration of domains, which are 

defined as ‘a set of actors (individuals, groups, and/or organizations) that become 

joined by a common problem or interest’ (Gray 1985, 912). Gray argues that 

many problems with collaboration are due to a failure to identify problems and 

solutions at a domain level (1985, 914) and thus developed a three stage model 

for inter-organizational collaboration from the stakeholder level (Figure 120). Due 

to the level of interdependence among stakeholders at the Vesuvian sites, it was 

felt that it was adaptable to this research. 
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8.2 Identifying Key Stakeholders 

Included in the first stage of this model is the identification of stakeholders. To 

date there has been no official stakeholder analysis conducted in the region or in 

regards to the sites with the exception of a small stakeholder mapping exercise of 

some areas in Ercolano carried out by the Herculaneum Centre, and a larger 

analysis done by the Ministry of Territorial Cohesion in Pompei (Interview Court 

2013). However, these were not exhaustive, and the latter has not been made 

publicly available.  

 

For my analysis of stakeholders I followed the example put forth in the Getty 

Conservation Institute’s didactic case-study ((Myers et al. 2010). This case study 

divides stakeholder into categories and groups, and then further identifies their 

values and interests in the sites (see Chapter 2.4). The basic categories identified 

for the Vesuvian site; International, National, Regional and Local. The 

categories, groups and specific stakeholders that emerged throughout this 

research either through collection of published data materials or through 

interviews are presented below: 
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Figure 125 Three stage model of collaboration. Adapted from Gray 1985. 
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Local and Regional 

•Regione Campania 

•SANP  

•InCampania (Regional 
Tourism) 

•Special Interest Groups  

•Comuni dei Pompei, 
Ercolano,Torre 
Annuzuata, Boscoreale, 
Castellamare di Stabia 

•Other comuni including 
Trecase, Portici, Somma 
Vesuvuana, Scafati and 
others will be included 
with the modified buffer 
zone.  

•Trade Unions 

•MAV 

•Vesuvius Museum 

•Local Residents  

•Hospitality/tourism 

•SANP/Guides 

•Non-hospitality/tourism 

•Herculaneum Centre 

•Vesuvius Observatory/ 
National Park 

•Academics/Scholar 

•Tourists 

•HCP 

•RAS 

National  

•MiBACT 

•GPP 

•Direzione Generale per la 
Valorizzazione 

•Direzione Generale per la 
Antichita  

•Ministro per la Coesione 
Territorial 

•ISCR 

•Ministry of Education and 
Research  

• italia.it (National Tourism 
Website by MiBACT) 

•ENIT (Agenzia Nazionale 
del Turismo 

•Academics  and Scholars 

•Tourists 

•Tourism Companies 

•Invitalia 

International 

•UNESCO 

•ICOMOS 

•ICCROM 

•Academics and Scholars 

•Tourists  

•Tourism Companies 

•HCP and RAS 

Figure 126 Stakeholder Categories and Groups. This is not an exhaustive list; instead it 
shows the key stakeholders that were identified in this research. 
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8.2.1 Identifying the Common Problems and Understanding of 
Interdependency among Stakeholders 

Identifying the common problems or issues that joins stakeholders is essential to 

establishing recognition of interdependence. Gray (1985) argues that without a 

common goal or realization that the actions of one stakeholder impact others, 

otherwise there is no basis for effective collaboration. The primary issue being 

investigated in this research is the role of presentation and interpretation of 

heritage sites.  

 

Presentation and interpretation has long been seen as a tool for engaging visitors 

and communicating to audiences. However, it is also a tool for engaging other 

stakeholders with the site (Chapter 2.4.2), as well as with one another. The 

current inadequate presentation and interpretation at the Vesuvian sites 

(discussed in Chapter 6), however, is one part of a broader picture. It can be 

argued that the primary issue identified in joining stakeholders is the 

unsustainable management of the Vesuvian sites, the fragmentation of heritage 

management approaches in Italy (Chapter 5.2), and the lack of inclusion of a 

wider range of stakeholders in decision-making processes (Figure 127).  
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8.3 Identifying Values  
 

The second stage of Gray’s tools for collaboration includes the identification of 

stakeholder values, and the relationship between values and stakeholder goals 

or priorities. In order to do this I largely used the typology described by Mason 

(2002); however, certain values were better identified in different categories. 

Mason’s typology has appeared previously in research relating to the Vesuvian 

sites (Court and Biggi 2008). The values were determined through the analysis of 

interviews conducted with stakeholders, and existing literature, such as the 

mission statements of organisations. Since this research is concerned with how 

to use the presentation and interpretation as tools for the conservation and 

preservation of the sites, it was important to explore with stakeholders what they 

felt were the most important and valuable elements of the sites, and what it was 

that the sites had to offer them and the various audiences. In the following 

sections I detail the differing values held, and demonstrate the complexity of 

layers that certain values have to different stakeholders.  

 

 

Conservation 
decisions do not 

necessarily reflect 
the values of 
stakeholders  

Fragmentation 
between the 

different elements 
of heritage 

management  

Unsustainable 
approach to 

management of 
the Vesuvian 

sites 

Figure 127 Diagram of the interrelated issues that join stakeholders, thus identifying a 
common goal for collaboration. 

 



 

309 

 

The purpose of this values identification is to demonstrate the diverse values that 

stakeholders hold in the sites, with particular emphasis on how this identification 

can be integrated into presentation and interpretation strategies. Understanding 

complex values is essential to underpinning decision making and prioritizing 

resource allocations (2.4.1; 2.4.3.1). The integration of values into these 

strategies has the potential to both present and maintain these values, and, in 

addition, to drive sustainable management decisions. 

 

8.3.1 Historical Values 

There is no question that the Vesuvian sites have Historical Values. In the 

absence of an official statement of OUV the reason for inscription can serve as a 

substitute: ‘the impressive remains of the towns of Pompei and Herculaneum and 

their associated villas, buried by the eruption of Vesuvius in AD 79, provide a 

complete and vivid picture of society and daily life at a specific moment in the past 

that is without parallel anywhere in the world’ (ICOMOS 1997; See 

ICOMOS/UNESO 2013, Annex 4 for the draft retrospective statement of OUV ). 

The UNESCO inscription goes on to highlight specific elements of all the sites 

that add to this value—the high degree of preservation, human and organic 

remains, and intact examples of residential Roman towns. From this it is easy to 

see that the Vesuvian sites’ historical value does not come from an individual 

element or building, but from the range of things that vary with each site. Thus, to 

use the historical values as a decision making tool, it is necessary to look closer 

at why these elements are significant to the stakeholder groups.  
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8.3.1.1 Academic Perceptions 

Historical values are particularly relevant to the academic community, as well as 

international organizations such as UNESCO and ICOMOS. While there are 

other urban Roman sites, for example Ostia near Rome, the Vesuvian sites offer 

this on a more in-depth scale. The Vesuvian sites offer the ability to view the 

effects of a specific event in time, the AD 79 eruption, over a regional scale. The 

preservation of the 79 AD material is considered extraordinary in providing 

understanding of the last generation to have lived at the sites, of the events of the 

eruption, and of the daily lives of the citizens. 

 

The high degree of preservation also provides an unprecedented amount of 

well-preserved artefactual and ecofactual material, which provides a unique look 

into the city during its final years. As examples, scholars have been able to 

reconstruct diets from the preserved sewage at Herculaneum, and the plaster 

casts of the roots of plants alongside carbonized seeds has helped to determine 

what types of plants were planted and how the gardens were designed. From the 

analysis of these materials in-site, research has been conducted into 

understanding the social lives of the inhabitants, including their use of domestic 

space, indications of trade routes, and the relationship between the rural and 

urban landscapes. 

 

It is this urban scale of Pompeii, the detail of preservation at Herculaneum, and 

their relationship with the other sites throughout the region that makes these sites 

truly valuable. From the earliest excavations in the eighteenth century, these 

sites have intrigued and challenged scholars. While originally much of the interest 

was in the artistic elements, today research has diversified to understand how the 

region developed, over time and space. Michael Anderson, the director of the Via 

Consolare project indicated when interviewed that the intactness of the sites 

provides ‘a better idea of what the end results were’ (Interview Anderson 

2:48-7:50). The scale of the city of Pompeii is immense, providing data across a 

large urban setting that would not be possible in other situations: 
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There are a lot of really nicely preserved sites around, in single instances. 
But what makes Pompeii the centre of so much research in urbanism is 
that it is a city and therefore contains all these elements that if you were to 
study in a single house, in isolation, you couldn’t extrapolate any 
knowledge from it.(Interview Anderson 7:26-16:43)  

 

This feeling was also shared by other researchers at Pompeii, who indicated that 

the detail of preservation of the archaeology, both above ground and below, over 

such a large area is a key element to the site’s historical value due to the vast 

data that it provides: 

The fact that we have this great data set and it reveals a kind of city wide 
management of infrastructure pieces, and sometimes architectural pieces, 
that coincidence is also another reason for coming here (Interview Poehler 
4:16-5:15). 
 
Complexity. It offers a massive urban network, and offers access to that 
network.…You can see its joints and how it works because it’s not covered 
with flesh…I like the fact that it is falling apart because it lays out the 
autopsy. (Interview Ellis, 12:07-15:00) 

 

Another key value associated with Pompeii, as well as the other Vesuvian sites 

as a whole is their integration into the broader discussion about the development 

of Italy. Historically, while research into Pompeii has focused on the site as an 

isolated entity, it is now moving into wider discussions of Roman archaeology and 

the development of Italy because of the ability to compare research at Pompeii to 

that of other sites, or to that within the site itself (Laurence and Newsome 2011). 

Anderson indicates that this contribution to the wider discussion is important 

since Pompeii has often been left out of these discussions;  

Pompeii is important…because of the way it is geographically situated, 
and because the city has for a long time not contributed to that 
discussion....Pompeii had been left out for a while because no one really 
knew anything about that period. Bringing Pompeii into the broader 
discussion can add a lot of detail and actually overturn or maybe change 
the ways that we thought about these things for a long time. (Interview 
Anderson, 2:48-7:26). 
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This broad scope of the potential that Pompeii, and even Herculaneum and the 

villa sites to a lesser degree, have in contributing to further discussions of Roman 

history is essential to its historical value. This is also relevant for the areas of the 

sites that remain unexcavated; while rightly so, there are no current plans to 

excavate these areas; yet, they still hold a great deal of value in contributing 

further to both the understanding of Pompeii as a city, and to the region. The 

necessity of ensuring that these sites remain for future generations, both 

academically and socially, should be the fundamental goal for conservation 

initiatives.  

 

It is also important to understand that it is not only the site of Pompeii that offers 

historical values to academics. While smaller than Pompeii, Herculaneum offers 

an intactness and depth of material because of its deeper preservation (See 

Chapter 4.3.1). At Herculaneum the detail provided by the preservation is unique; 

the carbonized organic remains and intact second storeys provide a ‘much 

stronger insight into Roman daily life than you get at Pompeii’ (Interview 

Thompson 0:00-2:50). This detail of material allows for the reconstruction of 

things such as diets. This is particularly relevant in regards to the planning of 

presentation and interpretation strategies because this insight into daily life is 

something that is more accessible for visitors to engage with (Interview 

Thompson; Chapter 6.6.2). This feeling was echoed by Sarah Court (HCP), who 

indicated that the site provides more personal knowledge of the individuals who 

lived there: 

I know their diet and I know their health and we have a sample of it across 
the population. I have names from the inscriptions; I know their houses, 
and I know what law cases [they were involved in]. I’ve got the wax tablets, 
examples of what people were going through in their daily life. If 
archaeology is about studying the past of us human beings, here I think 
you get an insight into human beings at that particular time, in a way you 
don’t get at other Roman sites.(Interview Court 2:28-6:05)  
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At Stabia value was derived by the fact that the villas are the ‘largest 

concentration of seaside villas in the Mediterranean region that are well 

preserved…and some of the most major events of the republic unfolded in the 

villas of the Bay of Naples’ (Interview Howe 13:27-19:10). Thomas Howe goes on 

to indicate that this is of value even if the actual owners of the villas are unknown 

because it provides another addition to the depth of information that can aid in 

interpretations of another layer of Roman history (ibid.). The smaller villas in the 

Vesuvian area each offer their own complementary values. It is important to note: 

while each site holds individual historical value, there is also an important value 

that is often overlooked in the region as a whole regarding the development of the 

entire area of the Bay of Naples and the areas beyond.  

 

In addition to the historical values associated with the ancient history of the sites, 

the Vesuvian sites also offer a complex post-discovery history in values. The 

original excavations are often seen as the beginnings of modern archaeology and 

are particularly rich at Herculaneum:  

Possibly a marked difference from Pompeii and the other Vesuvian sites 
is the absolute richness of its history in post-discovery, let’s say--the 
Bourbon Era….In the 1700's they surveyed it….On an urban scale they 
wanted to map the city, which is possibly the first time ever of the thinking 
of urban archaeology in Europe.(Interview Thompson 0:00-1:30).  

 

Another layer of this post excavation value lies in the role that the sites had in 

challenging how archaeology is presented to the public, particularly the 20th 

century history with Mauiri under Fascism (Chapter 4.4; 4.4.5): 

You’ve got possibly one of the most coherent, structured excavation/ 
restoration/conservation/maintenance campaigns. Which also included 
the interpretation because it was the first open-museum, so you’ve got a 
very significant contribution to the site’s values in that era as well. 
(Interview Thompson 1:36-2:00) 
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The impact the Vesuvian sites had on the development and evolution of the fields 

of conservation and archaeological research, as well as the origins of cultural 

tourism, is a history that is often overlooked. Interestingly these post-excavation 

historical values emerged only in the interviews conducted with Jane Thompson 

(ibid) and Sarah Court (Interview 2:28-6:05) of the HCP. While the HCP is a 

conservation project, this recognition of the relationship between the historical 

ruins, their history after their discovery, and the value that is held in these as a 

whole is less apparent at Pompeii. There are a few indications why this may be 

the case from the interviews conducted. The interviews at Pompeii were limited to 

summer projects conducted by archaeologists who spent limited time at the sites. 

Their emphasis is on their own research. The HCP is a project that runs 

throughout the year. This is further investigated below but warrants mentioning 

here since it further reinforces the separation between archaeological research 

and the wider heritage context in which it must function. 

 

8.3.1.2 Educational Value 

For visitors, elements of Pompeii that were of interest to them were the aspects 

that allowed them to connect personally with the site, providing the ability to 

visualise the past (See Chapter 6.6). At Herculaneum, Jane Thompson indicates 

that this ability to engage visitors is one of its key values: 

The fact that the nature of the eruption left the upper floors intact, the fact 
that the organic material survived so you have a much stronger insight into 
Roman daily life than you get at Pompeii, which is an aspect of our past 
that is much more accessible to our visitors than major monuments and 
civic tributes.(Interview 0:00-1:00).  
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One of the key aspects of the visitor experience at Pompeii, as was shown in 

Chapter 6, is the links between ancient life and life today and the connections that 

the site allows us to draw with the citizens of the region. This suggests that the 

historical value of Pompeii to visitors lies with the intactness of the site and its 

being a whole city, as opposed to a single villa or monument. It also suggests that 

the preservation of the site as a whole is important, which was reflected in the 

responses that indicated visitors had negative feelings regarding the poor 

conservation of certain aspects of the site and those responses that expressed 

that they were impressed by its intactness. This intimacy that allows deeper 

engagement is even more present at Herculaneum and at the villa sites, as 

indicated by visitors who had seen those as well as Pompeii (VI.30, 7:40-12:50). 

This directly ties in with the potential of the sites as educational resources. While 

the high degree of preservation enables academics to extract more data from the 

sites, it also provides a forum in which visitors can more easily engage with the 

site.   
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8.3.2 Cultural and Symbolic Values 

8.3.2.1 Political Value 

Cultural and symbolic values are directly linked to the historical values of the site 

but also include the symbolism of the sites in modern times; and, with this, the 

political value of the sites emerge. Throughout a number of interviews, the 

manner of the preservation of the Vesuvian sites, and Pompeii in particular, are 

political were mentioned (Interview Anderson, 7:26; Interview Poehler, 

7:45-11:00; Interview Thompson, 17:00-20:00). This comes as no surprise since 

both Herculaneum and Pompeii have served as tools for political movements 

since their first excavations (see Chapter 4). While this historical political value is 

an important aspect, the modern political value is even more so. This can be seen 

through the events since the collapse of the Schola Armaturarum in 2010 when 

Pompeii has been pushed into the media spotlight and with the reactions of the 

Ministry of Culture. In the past few years there have been a number of changes in 

human resources and management structure within the political realm (See 

Chapter 5; Chapter 7). It also is important to note that the different levels of power 

in the Ministry often reflect different values. For example, MIBACT and the SANP 

have demonstrated different priorities for decision making, as was the case with 

the commissario speciale (Chapter 5.3) and that at the Villa dei Papiri in the 

1990’s when MIBACT overrode the SANP to allow for excavations (Interview 

Thompson, ibid). The political value of the Vesuvian sites is difficult to understand 

because of the fluctuations in Italian politics in general.  
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8.3.2.2 Social Values 

The Social Value of the Vesuvian Sites is an important area that is only now 

beginning to be understood. Due to the close proximity of the sites to their local 

communities there is no doubt that the sites are valued by these communities. 

Below, the economic values associated with this are discussed, but the links with 

the local communities are not purely financial. In modern Ercolano there has 

been a recent study of this through the HCP and the Herculaneum Centre. This 

study indicated that the link between the destruction of the ancient site and the 

modern town are strong—Vesuvius is an active volcano and the residents of 

Ercolano live with the constant reminder of this, Vesuvius itself (Court and Biggi 

2008).  

 

There is also a very strong sense of pride in the site held by the local community. 

The above Court and Biggi study showed that local residents were proud of the 

site (2008). In interviews conducted in this research with tour guides, a majority 

indicated that it was from growing up in the region and being exposed to the sites 

as children that led them to pursue their line of work:  

I have been attending this kind of ruins since I was very young, because 
my mother was an elementary school teacher, so she used to bring me 
with her when she had field trips with her pupils. And so I was breathing 
archaeology since I was 4 or 5, and that’s why now I tell my mom that it’s 
her fault that I choose archaeology. (Interview Tartaglia, 00:00-2:39; see 
TG1;TG2:TG3:TG4;TG5 notes for other examples).  
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This was also recognised by academics that stayed in the local community. 

Michael Anderson of the Via Consolare Project indicated that this was something 

he wasn’t as aware of early on in his work at Pompeii, but later developed 

throughout the years he worked at Pompeii, indicating that it is a value that is not 

easily seen which may be why there tends to be the misconception that the local 

residents do not care about the sites (Interview Anderson 32:32-34:00). This 

misconception may have some basis in the feeling that the local communities are 

separated from the management of archaeological sites. Throughout the time 

Maiuri was in charge of the sites, locals served as a major source of employment 

and identified with the sites (Interview Thompson, 1:36-2:50; Court and Biggi 

2008). However, a separation began and has increased since the centralisation 

of the management (see Chapter 5). This is only now being overcome. 
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8.3.2.3 Religious Value 

Another element is the religious value that is often overlooked in determining 

what Pompeii is and its connection to the modern town. The modern town of 

Pompei developed in the late 19th century with the origins of the Sanctuary of 

Madonna and Bartolo Longo (www.santuario.it). The modern town developed out 

of a religious movement against the paganism associated with the ancient ruins. 

The movement today continues to draw pilgrims from Italy and beyond. This 

highly religions site in the modern town is an element that is often overlooked 

when considering the values assigned to the site, despite its bringing in over 

30,000 pilgrims annually during the month of November alone (ibid). In their 

survey of visitor itineraries Manante and Minghetti found that of the 800 visitors 

interviewed only at the church, 46% visited only the church during their visit 

(1997, 13- 14). Noi Italia and ISTAT statistics indicate that 43% of residents in the 

Naples region reported visited a church at least once a week over the past year; 

only 13.2% of the population visited an archaeological site in the previous year 

(ISTAT 2013). This is an interesting aspect of the potential to use the 

archaeological sites to engage with different visitors, as well as to encourage 

tourists to visit the modern town, since the two sites sit in close proximity to each 

other.   

 

8.3.2.4 Sense of Place  

The sense of place and awe-inspiring experience of visitors was discussed in 

Chapter 6, and is an important value for those visitors who felt connected to the 

site but not in a cultural or educational way. This was expressed in a number of 

visitor interviews: 

When we were in one of the private houses, which didn’t have the roof, 
you looked through the gardens, up to Vesuvius and you could just 
imagine the people here seeing that….It brought the history to life. You 
can really imagine the horrendous reality of it.(VI. 10) 
 
One of the things I love the most were the areas where there were natural 
things growing, there were trees, bushes and flowers, because it looked 
like you were there, it felt like a real place where people lived.(VI.1) 
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I think that it was a live, open museum it wasn’t behind glass. You could 
touch it and see it and I really felt exciting, that I was exiting a time 
warp.(VI.2) 
 

What is interesting from these responses, and was discussed in 6.6.3, is that the 

sense of place is an individual construct: for some it is a more reconstructed site 

that provides a more intact image of the past; for others it is the ruined feel of the 

site that emphasis the life and subsequent destruction of its inhabitants. Making 

decisions regarding the conservation of the sites, as well as presentation and 

interpretation decisions, is difficult due to the individual nature of this type of 

value. It ties directly to the discussions on authenticity (Chapter 2.3.3; 2.6.3). 

Decision are even more difficult when considering the diverse audiences that visit 

the site and brings up questions between catering to local and international 

audiences. One potential of the Vesuvian sites is the utilization of the different 

sites for different approaches to sense of place. It is necessary to consider both 

the site itself and the various audiences when considering this type of value. 
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8.3.3 Economic Values 

8.3.3.1  Direct Economic Values 

Use Values tend to be the most tangible of the economic values associated with 

the Vesuvian sites. With over three million visitors a year across the sites, this 

translates into a large sum of funds retained by the site. In addition, the services 

that are outsourced by MIBACT for the site--the Autogrill (www.autogrill.it), the 

official guidebooks and gift shop run by Electa (www.electaweb.it), the audio 

guide through Duvaws (www.duvaws.com), all bring in revenue to the site 

through their contracts (see 5.2.1.2), as do special events such as Le Lune 

Pompeii. There is also a direct correlation with the local communities, particularly 

at Pompei and Ercolano since many local residents are employed in hospitality 

services or by the SANP (ISTAT 2013; SANP 2013). However, as was discussed 

in 6.2.1, few visitors actually stay in these towns; they primarily stay in Sorrento. 

In Ercolano, and the towns with the smaller villa sites, the ability to ‘cash-in’ on 

this revenue has yet to be developed. While Ercolano has in the past attempted 

to address this, many of the information booths and other services have since 

closed. Court and Biggi (2008) say this indicates that Ercolano has yet to identify 

with what visitors are looking for. This can be similarly identified at Pompeii: most 

of the local vendors around the entrance to the site sell much of the same 

souvenirs and gifts. These are frequented primarily by large excursions groups 

and individual tourists can often find the hawkers aggressive (VI.14; VI.59); 

however, it is important to note that in general visitors found them less so than in 

places like Rome, and, often, they simply ignored the venders (VI.1; VI.12; VI.20). 

The potential to engage the local hospitality system with the needs of the tourists 

is underdeveloped, particularly at sites like Herculaneum and the Villa sites 

where there are limited or no services. While Herculaneum at one time did have a 

café, it has since closed and has been replaced by vending machines. While this 

may save on outsourcing costs, it misses an important aspect of the services at 

the site that could be exploited by using local individuals or companies.   

 

http://www.duvaws.com/
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8.3.3.2 Indirect Economic Values 

Existence Value is one of the more difficult ones to measure or for which to 

demonstrate a need. The idea behind existence value is that people’s lives are 

enriched in some way by the Vesuvian sites, even if they themselves may not 

experience the sites. It is felt that the extent of sociocultural values assigned to 

the site are enough to insure its conservation. However, existence value can also 

be held by local communities who do not work in the tourism or hospitality 

industries but who benefit from the tourism in the region--shops, vineyards, petrol 

stations, as well as the international companies that produce Vesuvian site 

products but are not actually concerned with the site itself. 

At a local and regional level, it is important to recognize how the presentation and 

interpretation can be used to stimulate and regenerate the economies of the 

Vesuvian cities. The region of Campania is socially and economically 

disadvantaged in many ways (Figure 128; Court and Biggi 2008; ISTAT 2013).  

 

 

 

Campania Regional Statistics 

19.3% 
Unemployment rate 

(Highest in Italy, 
along with 
Calabria) 

25.8% Living below 
the relative poverty 

line  

50.6% of adults, 
ages 25-64, have 

only a lower 
seconday school 

qualification  

36.1% of 
households 

reported feeling 
they lived in an 

area where crime 
was high. 

Figure 128 Noi Italia and ISTAT statistics regarding the socio-economic situation in the 
region 
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The region has suffered from the impacts of a negative reputation that will be 

difficult to overcome. Both Naples and the ruins of Pompeii have recently been 

deemed two of the sixteen worst places to visit (Willet 2014); and Naples, 

Boscoreale, Ercolano and other nearby towns have suffered from a seemingly 

never-ending trash crisis due to struggles with the local mafia, the Camorra 

(Mesco 2013). The economic and social context of Campania is something that 

will undoubtedly be difficult to overcome in ensuring a sustainable development 

for the future; however, the interpretation of cultural heritage has the potential to 

engage local communities and bring them into the decision making process 

through collaboration, thus enabling them to be a part of the decisions regarding 

their heritage (Chapter 2.4.2.2; 2.4.4) 

   

8.3.4 Sustainability and Future Values 

The purpose of identifying values and how they can be used to guide decisions is 

important for both current and future generations. Option and Bequest Values 

refer to the option possibility of using a heritage site in the future, or bequeathing 

it to future generations. This is the very essence of conservation and preservation 

research; but as Court and Biggi (2008) point out regarding Ercolano, Vesuvius is 

a constant reminder of the possible devastation that could happen at any time. It 

is equally important that our conservation aims allow for current communities to 

enjoy the heritage, as well as the future generations. While the values described 

above relate to current stakeholders, it is also important to consider potential 

stakeholders, primarily those who will be inheriting the heritage in the future. It is 

difficult to plan for the future needs of the Vesuvian sites or the region as a whole; 

however, it is a necessary part of sustainable site management that this be 

addressed. It is the responsibility of heritage managers and other stakeholders to 

not exploit the cultural resource purely for their own values and interests but to 

ensure that future generations will have the option to develop the sites with their 

values and interests as well. This is an ongoing process.  
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While the above represents only a starting point for understanding the variety of 

values associated with the site, a fuller understanding of the site’s value emerges 

which can serve as a basis for guiding preservation in the future, thus ensuring 

sustainability. 

8.4 Decision Making Based on Values 

As discussed above, the Vesuvian sites are host to a wide range of stakeholders 

who hold varying values in the sites and the region as a whole. While recognising 

these values is an important step, it remains that management decision are the 

responsibility of SANP. The heritage authority has placed priority on the 

preservation of historical values, and despite potential changes (Chapter 5.1; 

5.2), there is still an unbalance regarding the top-down approach to the sites. 

However, out of these complex values three elements emerge which might serve 

as a basis for guiding management decision making in the future:  

 The intactness and preservation of the sites as whole entities, as 

opposed to individual elements and structures (8.3.1). This includes 

the archaeological remains, both above and below ground, at all the 

sites, documentation of the sites, current research, and regional links 

between the sites. The intact and preserved nature of the sites is 

valued on multiple levels: as a source of data for researchers, as an 

educational tool for engaging visitors, and as the embodiment of the 

sites’ sense of place. The size of Pompeii, and to a lesser extent 

Herculaneum, as intact cityscapes with the vast amount of well 

preserved, in-situ artefacts and ecofacts, is at the core of their value. 

While each site has its own unique historical and social values, the 

sites also offer value in their ability to provide deeper, comparative 

information regarding the development of the region as a whole, which 

can be integrated into studies of the development of the Italian 

peninsula, and the wider scope of Roman archaeology. 
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 The importance of the sites within the local communities both socially 

and economically (8.3.2; 8.3.3). There is no doubt that there is a close 

relationship between the sites, the tourism that they bring, and the local 

economies. At Pompei this is more apparent given the closer 

integration of the site to the modern town in terms of tourism and the 

greater amount of services offered. However, it is equally important at 

the other sites. In Herculaneum, the work of the Herculaneum Centre 

has begun to demonstrate this and work past previously existing 

barriers (see 8.3.2); however, it remains present at the smaller sites 

such as the villas in Stabia, Oplontis, and Boscoreale, where there is 

little emphasis on tourism within the local communities. The close link 

with the communities is particularly important in the opportunity to 

interpret other elements of the cultural heritage of the region. 

Examples are the Golden Mile(Court and Biggi 2008), the Sanctuary of 

the Madonna, and the flower markets in Pompei (JASHEMSKI 1963 ; 

www.pianteefioriditalia.it); all of which are linked one way or another to 

the development of the region which is intrinsically linked to the 

archaeological history.  
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 The importance of the post-discovery and excavation history (see 

8.3.1). This layer of the values ascribed to the sites is two-fold: the 

history that the excavations of the sites can provide an image of the 

development of many important elements of archaeological site 

management, and the extensive documentation of this development 

that can serve as a laboratory for studying the effects of decay, 

subsequent restorations, and conservation work in the past. A clear 

understanding of this can help to drive decisions at the Vesuvian sites, 

and beyond. A difficulty emerges with this in regards to archival 

research, which is difficult at the Vesuvian sites due to there being no 

centralised depository. However, this should not be overlooked since it 

provides the opportunity to engage audiences with themes other than 

the ancient history of the sites and to raise awareness of the process of 

conservation and heritage management. 

These three elements are currently underrepresented in the current presentation 

and interpretation of the sites. Principle 6 of the Ename Charter goes on to say 

that ‘The multidisciplinary expertise of scholars, conservation experts, 

governmental authorities, site managers, tourism operators, and other 

professionals should be integrated in the formulation of interpretation and 

presentation programmes.’ The process of bringing these values ‘out’ and 

presenting them is not easily achieved. However, using these values as a basis, it 

is possible to develop a forum for collaboration among stakeholders that will 

serve as a means for exchanging information and data, help develop a 

sustainable presentation and interpretation plan, and aid in developing a future 

oriented vision for the sites, which would lead towards a more sustainable 

management of the sites.  
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8.5 Interpretation and Collaboration 

When carrying out interviews with members of the working and research 

communities at the Vesuvian sites I was originally interested in how information 

travelled from its source to the visitors and other audiences. The interviews and 

published documents used helped to identify three primary areas where 

collaboration is problematic regarding the research, thus hindering sustainable 

presentation and interpretation. Once I began the interviews I determined that 

this was a much deeper problem because of the lack of collaboration at the 

Vesuvian sites on multiple levels. The fragmented approach to research and its 

dissemination at the Vesuvian sites resulted in the presentation and 

interpretation being ineffective and outdated, as was shown in Chapter 6. This 

section is concerned with looking at how research from the academic community 

is communicated to the wider audiences, including visitors on-site. 
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8.5.1 Communication within the Working Community 

Andrew Wallace-Hadrill wrote that Pompeii ‘is at once the most studied and the 

least understood of sites. Universally familiar, its excavation and scholarship 

prove a nightmare of omissions and disasters’ (Wallace-Hadrill 1994). While this 

was written 20 years ago it is as relevant today as it was then, and these 

omissions result in both overlaps and gaps in research, both spatially and 

topically. The Vesuvian sites still offer a great deal of value as research subjects 

and are valuable contributors to the fields of archaeology, conservation, and 

heritage management (8.3.1). This separation within the working community is 

relatively recent; under the direction of Maiuri, the Vesuvian sites were managed 

with a unity that kept excavation, conservation, and interpretation efforts 

together; properties were excavated, restored, and interpreted to the public in as 

little as two years (Chapter 4.4.5). However since the development of MIBACT, 

alongside extensive resource cuts, this synchronicity no longer exists. 

Interpretation tends to focus on the communication of information to 

non-professional audiences, and the role of interpretation within the working 

community is often overlooked. However, presentation and interpretation provide 

the opportunity to link the fields of research, conservation, and management, 

among others, together, thus overcoming the isolated manner in which these 

fields work. This unity of effort is key to holistic and sustainable site management.  

In regards to academic research, there is little to no integration of the different 

research projects being carried out. Over the past 20 or so years, research 

projects at the Vesuvian sites have grown in number but have shrunk in scale. 

Excavations are often limited to small areas; and there has been an increase in 

non-invasive research such as surveys of graffiti (2012). At Pompeii, I 

interviewed directors of three excavation projects. One of the questions I asked 

was How important is it for you to communicate your research to wider 

audiences? While initially this was meant to focus on the non-academic 

audiences, it became immediately apparent that there was little communication, 

let alone collaboration, within the research community:  



 

329 

 

There are a lot of different things like this, like who coordinates the 
data standards, that need to be centrally organized because I can’t do 
it, and the other guy can’t do it....But we all have our systems and 
there is a lot of communication and a lot of not communication that 
occurs, and that’s just within the academic community which is a very 
small community. (Interview Anderson 47:00-52:00) 

Steven Ellis the director of the Pompeii Archaeological Research Project: Porta 

Stabia (PARP:PS) indicated that this separation was due to the degree of 

specialism throughout the field:  

We breed specialisation. That partly, academically, we breed it 
because it is really easy to know a lot about a little, and by definition to 
be a professor you need to know a lot about something, so we tend to 
create these divisions.…There are limitations and divisions and 
structures to what we do. But then that’s at that level--but then there is 
the jump to Pompeii: Why is everything separate? <For the> same 
reasons. (Interview 1.21:00-1.25:00)  

What also emerged is that there is little agreement amongst academics at the 

Vesuvian sites on key issues. For example, the view that smaller excavations and 

research shed little light on the site, as well as the feeling that single house or 

property research is outdated:  

The problem is the small excavations. They should never be allowed. 
You can do nothing with a small excavation. In an urban site, you need 
to see more of it. Because you dig 50 trenches over two city 
blocks….You take one of those trenches on its own, useless. Of all the 
cool stuff we found in it, it’s useless for the bigger picture….This is a 
problem because they are destroying what they got. And even when 
they publish, they are not really saying anything. (Interview Ellis, 
38:00-43:00)  

At Herculaneum the situation is somewhat different due to the Herculaneum 

Conservation Project (see Chapter 5.4.2; 7.4.1), and there is a growing 

awareness of the importance of interpretation between people working at the site. 

Sarah Court of the HCP indicated that while this is something that they are trying 

to address, that they lacked the forum in which to do it:  
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We as a project also have a problem because we do not have a remit 
for communication. Any of the articles that you see on the 
archaeological data is the tip of the iceberg….We have a lot of books 
ready to be published that are not getting out, and it’s a source of 
constant frustration for the team who know how much new data we 
have that could totally transform peoples’ idea of the sites. It’s not 
getting out to visitors, but it’s also not getting out to the academic 
community, which is hugely frustrating. (Interview Court 
56:00-1.00:00).  

However, the integration between conservation and archaeology is much 

stronger at Herculaneum (see Interview Thompson 34:00-40:00) than at 

Pompeii, and Jane Thompson attributes this to the fact that from the onset the 

HCP worked in closed collaboration with the SANP:  

And from the outset, we worked with the SANP and worked very 
closely with SANP colleagues--all these things together. It wasn’t like 
we were a separate team. We weren’t like a foundation of 
archaeologists coming from a university. We were operating within 
<the SANP.> (Interview Thompson).  

Much of this is due to the integration of the HCP and SANP, and to the work at the 

site being limited to only those two organizations (see Chapter 7.4). 

8.5.2 Communication between Academic Communities and the 
Heritage Authority 

Another aspect I was interested in establishing in this research was the 

relationship between projects such as the HCP and the academic excavations 

and the heritage authority. As a centralised system, the decisions regarding 

presentation and interpretation on-site are regulated by the SANP, or currently 

the GPP, as was discussed in 7.5. It is essential that there be some form of 

communication from those that are producing the material to be presented to 

those that are implementing the interpretation plan.  

 

 



 

331 

 

At Pompeii, with the academic projects, there is a level of communication 

between the project directors and the SANP: 

This last year has been the best so far of all of them, where I had not 
just an assistant di tecnico, but also an architect; I and both of them 
came, and we all met before any trenches were dug, and we talked 
about it. And it was a real dialogue of “I want to put a trench here 
because I want to answer these questions. Is there a way we can 
compromise without undermining a wall and still get answers?” And it 
became this real dialogue, and I was really impressed. (Interview 
Anderson 24:00-29:00) 

The people, the custodians, the people within the Superintendent’s, 
everyone from the most important people, a couple of the most 
important people are obviously the top level--those that actually have 
nominal power. And then some of the people who directly work for 
them who do everything--the undersecretaries. I don’t mean the 
functionaries; I don’t mean the named people; I mean the person who 
literally is answering the phone. These people are great, and they are 
really, really helpful. (Interview Poehler 31:00-34:34).  

However, it was also expressed that the instability of the SANP over the past 

decade has made work more difficult:  

The management of the site is...I’m not just trying to word it carefully 
for political reasons, I’m just trying to articulate it. It’s getting harder to 
work at Pompeii, but I’m still very lucky….The collapsing of the 
infrastructure at Pompeii, the human resources and…the wall 
between the custodians and Soprintendenza. I have tried for a long 
time to stay out of that, but I was sort of dragged in by both of them, 
and that made things hard. It’s a harder place to work than it was. 
(Interview Ellis 16:00-20:00) 

I think that the changes you perceive occurring are ones that any 
changing guard within an administration as enshrined as this, would 
experience some hiccups….And I think it has appeared more so 
because of the fact that it has been a change followed by a change 
followed by a change….And that has not allowed the rhythm that had 
been established from this really long held position that was doing 
well. I would like to see that rhythm come back again. And every year it 
feels like we are almost there and then something happens. (Interview 
Anderson 16:35-19:40) 



 

332 

 

This instability was less felt at Herculaneum, where the site has had the same 

director since 1999/2000, and Sarah Court indicates that this has offered a 

degree of stability with the work at Herculaneum (Interview 6:05-8:00). However, 

there are still concerns regarding communication with MIBACT, the SANP and 

the HCP:  

We were never consulted on the <management plan>. And the site 
director and I were asked to contribute to the chapter on Herculaneum. We 
were never allowed to contribute to the overall strategy of the 
management plan, and there have been three editions now. <We>never 
discussed what should be involved in an intelligent way in that we were 
actually asked to participate. We were actually asked to write down a few 
paragraphs on what happened here and what is happening here. 
(Thompson) 

This lack of integration between the day to day work and management, and the 

national authority is a concern due to MIBACT’s power to make changes or to 

appoint new management. This is seemingly linked to the political nature of the 

sites and the tradition of centralised, unchanging heritage management in Italy.  

8.5.3 Communication between Academics, the Heritage 
Authority, and Interpreters 

The gap between those conducting research and work, and those interpreting 

this to the public is also a major concern. In all of the interviews conducted with 

tour guides (Interviews TG1-5, Interview Tartaglia), they indicated that: 

1. They used different sources for information for the development of their 
tours including the internet and books;  

2. They found it difficult to access the most up to date information; 

3. To varying degrees, they would include this research if it were accessible. 
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Because of this I was curious to understand what barriers existed between 

interpreters and those working at the sites. In regards to the academic research 

projects at Pompeii, there were mixed responses regarding the desire of tour 

guides to engage with other professionals. Michael Anderson indicated that he 

did engage with a number of tour guides and had offered to talk to their tours 

while on-site; however, he said that to date none had taken him up on this offer 

(Interview 40:00-47:00).  

With a different point of view, Steven Ellis indicated that that he didn’t see the 

guides being impacted by new research: 

They are not going to want to. The answer is mostly, no. There is a big 
difference to the answer; there are two kinds of tour guide that go to 
Pompeii. There are tour guides that do all that stuff you see. We are never 
going to impact them. They’ve got this story, from 50 years ago; nothing’s 
changing. They don’t want it to change; they make a good living out of it: 
it’s easy; it’s entertaining....The last thing they want to do is change. If it 
ain’t broke, don’t fix it. They are just happy with what they got.’(Interview 
Ellis, 1.15:00-1.18:00) 

 

However, it can be seen from the guides themselves that this is not necessarily 

the case. Sarah Court addressed this at Herculaneum, indicating that they had 

indeed thought of offering courses or training to tour guides through the 

Herculaneum Centre. However, the problem that she ran into was that due to the 

current tour guide qualifications, there is no requirement to address conservation 

or heritage concerns: 
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If you had them on-board, a bit of our visitor management would be made 
easier. We’ve done a couple of little things with people, in the sense that 
one of the universities did a training course for the people who are 
applying to do the exams to become a guide. We did a Herculaneum 
session, only to discover that the system is flawed in terms of training 
because they are just memorising facts. It’s another set up and it’s a 
system that isn’t working. You have to memorise facts as a guide; you 
have no need to demonstrate people skills or communication skills….That 
doesn’t happen here; so there is no incentive for any of them to do your 
course if what you are trying to do is improve the interaction with visitors. 
So when we had this group, I took the session, half were switched on and 
really wanted to know. And I gave them a really big pitch about how you 
could help save the world, you’re working with cultural heritage, you could 
help save the site....Half got it and were inspired. The other half said, ‘But I 
can’t use this in my exam.’ So I was offering material...but wouldn’t get 
them working (Interview Court 1.01:00-1.05:00). 

Since it is not on the regional test, guides have no incentive to learn this material. 

While younger generations of guides seem to be more aware of the importance of 

both interpretation skills and heritage management, there is no incentive for them 

to participate in courses that address these matters. With guides being regulated 

by the Region it is difficult to encourage guides to meet new standards and near 

impossible to regulate this.   
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8.5.4 Communication with Visitors and Local Communities 

8.5.4.1 Communication On-site 

While the relationship between academics and visitors tend to be one-way, in that 

visitors receive the information provided by academics, it is an important 

relationship to investigate since visitors are part of a wider audience. In the case 

of the Vesuvian sites, these wider audiences are international and diverse. 

Chapter 6 showed that visitors to the sites expressed interest in current research, 

conservation issues, and the social aspects of the sites, which is information that 

should be included in the current presentation. However, it is not. Throughout the 

year, and particularly in the summer months, there are often research projects 

being carried out at the Vesuvian sites. In addition to the more visible 

excavations, conservation and survey projects, there are also post-excavation 

and laboratory projects. Yet, very little of this research, including that carried out 

by the SANP, is publically accessible. These projects are primarily at Pompeii; 

however, there are also projects at Stabia and Oplontis. The work at 

Herculaneum is primarily carried out by the Herculaneum Conservation Project. 

At the time of this research there were no projects at the Villas of Boscoreale.  

During interviews with directors of three excavation projects at Pompeii, I asked 

about their levels of engagement with visitors while on-site. This included face to 

face interactions and the use of information aids. While all the interviewees 

indicated that the wider communication of their research is important to them, it 

was not a priority, particularly when working on-site. When asked why this was 

the case, their responses primarily indicated: 
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1) A Lack of Financial and Human Resources  

I have a team of people. Every single one of them is at least a graduate 
student doing serious research, or professors, and I wouldn’t take any one 
of them out of what they are doing to do that <work in the position as 
interpreter for the project>. Having to bring someone in, and I guess I 
could do that, but am I going to spend $1500 on a flight to bring in 
someone who is multi-lingual, and then I have to pay them $700 (500 
euros) a week, feed them....Is it worth that cost? (Interview Ellis 
1.07:00-1:15:00) 

2) Time Constraints   

Ultimately it’s time for me, it is the only limiting factor on that. If it was 
something that I was going to produce myself--like an ad-on to the website 
like you are suggesting--something live, I wouldn’t do that in this context 
just because I know I wouldn’t be able to maintain it, and so it would come 
down to a time based issue (Interview Anderson 40:00-45:00). 

What I do onsite--I don’t do much of the general public, because I’m not 
there to do that, and if I did I’d be there all day, I’d be a tour guide, but I do 
have certain cliental who come to me (Ellis Interview 1.15:00-1.20:00). 

3) That It Is Not Necessarily Their Role as Academic Researchers 

It’s a laboratory. It’s like anyone there to do a job. It would be like if you 
were running a shop and you stopped selling stuff to go talk to people 
walking past your shop all day. You’ve got a job to get done, so do I. So I 
try to do the best I can. But I’m there for a different reason [Interview Ellis 
1.07-1.15)… My first audience is the people who pay me. Honestly, it’s put 
crudely like that, but that’s my world. It’s an academic audience (Interview 
Ellis 1.18-1.20). 
 
We do this research because we are academics, and our primary 
audience is an academic one, so our media are print publications--journal 
articles, whether they are online or not, and then, presentations at national 
or international conferences, and then the use of that material within our 
classes (22:00-24:00)…I don’t have that personal evangelistic feel 
towards it. I don’t want to do that. I’m much more interested in using the 
information....I guess my feeling about it is still as the college professor. I 
really enjoy the idea and the sensation and seeing learning happen….So I 
guess the wider part is a difficulty for me as I see several ways we look at 
it, but personally, maybe, I'm just selfish (Interview Poehler 24:00-26:00). 
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There has long been a discussion of the role of archaeologists as interpreters and 

making research more accessible to the public (2.5.3). This is a particular 

problem for academics researching while in the field. While it is understandable 

that while working on a project, archaeologists don’t necessarily want to take up a 

lot of their limited time engaging with visitors, their role is very public and they are 

the face of Pompeii as a live archaeological site. Some of the projects sit further 

back off of the streets and are not as apparent to the visitors; however, others are 

along the streets or in areas where visitors can see.  

However academics expressed that while they had all considered providing a 

sign or pamphlets for visitors, it’s not something that they have taken the time to 

do. From the visitor interviews, it is apparent that visitors are interested in this 

type of information and would benefit by receiving it. Without any official 

requirement from the SANP to provide some sort of interpretation to the public 

while excavations are being carried out, project directors are unwilling to put in 

the resources for this, whether it is time, funding, or personnel. Michael Anderson 

puts this down to there not being any centralised requirement to do so: 

I think ultimately it comes down to an expectation and where does that 
expectation get created. Because, I think if the expectation was there then 
both sides would engage more than they do. I think it’s an artificial barrier 
that has grown up between academics, who are obviously very important 
and tourists, who are obviously not important somehow, and it’s not really 
true. And I do think it could be encouraged ….I think it’s just a matter of not 
thinking about it, not thinking that it’s wanted, not having the ability of time 
to organize and arrange. That kind of thing that gets in the way, so that if 
there was a system in place for it already, I think it would happen. 
(Interview Anderson 52:00-56:00) 

One major exception of this is the Herculaneum Conservation Project which put 

up a number of signs regarding their work; however, these are produced and 

provided by the HCP, not the SANP. While the SANP has given the HCP 

permission to put up these signs, they are not required or even asked for by the 

SANP, thus reflecting the low priority that on-site interpretation takes with the 

heritage authority and the lack of understanding about the potential benefits of 

increased interpretation;  
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To make them understand that a) it could be beneficial to them and not just 
the visitor, and b) that it has to be integrated into management. Like if we 
have management objectives, my interpretation can support that totally, 
and we need to be thinking the big picture, and not just doing a panel, 
because I’ve opened a hat. No, I want to go back to square one (Interview 
Court 35:00-37:00). 

The lack of priority of presentation and interpretation from the heritage authority 

makes it difficult to instigate a system where presentation and interpretation are 

integrated into research projects on site. However if there were a requirement to 

include this in research proposals, it is clear that academics would follow suit. 

Sarah Court points out that this emphasis on the importance of presentation and 

interpretation could be an Anglo-Saxon approach:  

Having said that, as we are increasingly addressing management issues, 
my personal agenda has been to convince colleagues/collogues--because 
there hasn’t been a proper tradition of taking interpretation seriously in 
Italy. It’s a very Anglo Saxon in approach.(Interview 35-37). 

Fundamentally, the change in approach to presentation and interpretation needs 

to come from the heritage authority to standardize the requirements; however, 

there is still the need to encourage the SANP and MIBACT to see the benefits of 

presentation and interpretation in the broader context.  

8.5.4.2 Communication off-site 

There is little collaboration, or even communication, between the academic 

community and local stakeholders currently at the Vesuvian sites, with the 

exception of the work carried out by the Herculaneum Centre, which is further 

discussed below. The centralised management of the Vesuvian sites has 

contributed to the barrier between the local communities and the archaeological 

sites. Prior to the centralisation of MIBACT (see Chapter 5), many of the workers 

at the sites were part of the communities, as has been recorded by the oral 

history project carried out in Herculaneum which led to a collective sense of 

social involvement (Biggi 2014; Court 2011; Court and Biggi 2008; Mollo 2012; 

Mollo and Pesaresi 2010).  
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Unfortunately the current highly centralised public system does not foster this 

sense of community and social inclusion between the archaeological sites and 

the local communities, since management decisions are made at a ministry or 

superintendence level (see Chapter 7). This also stems from the perception in 

Italy of heritage sites as depositories of information and in need of protection (see 

Chapter 5.1; 5.2), as opposed to places to be shared and enjoyed. These barriers 

are problematic for the sustainability of the site as they were in the past when the 

local community was more engaged with the site (Court and Biggi 2008).  

The role of collaboration and communication between local communities and the 

academic community is multi-faceted. On one level, it is a tool to engage the local 

communities with work and research being conducted right at their door step. 

This includes archaeological research, conservation work, and, more recently, 

the processes of heritage management. This should not be a one way dialogue; it 

should be reciprocal since the academic community can learn much from local 

communities, as well as benefit from their interest and support. 

I chose to focus on how the professionals interviewed interacted and engaged 

with the local communities due to the fact that most are foreign professionals 

working at the Vesuvian sites and staying within the local community. In general, 

archaeological projects have begun to build up ties with the local community. All 

of the summer research project personnel interviewed stayed in the local 

community at hotels or campsites where they have built up a rapport with their 

hosts. Michael Anderson describes how this relationship has developed over the 

years between them originally being thought of as the ‘dirty archaeologists,’ and 

eventually their hosts taking pride in housing them (Interview Anderson 

29:00-32:00). However, when I asked the project directors at Pompeii about 

communicating their research to the local communities there was little evidence 

of this being carried out. This is not necessarily the fault of the archaeologists. It is 

also due to a lack of engagement from the communities; 
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I don’t know if many of them have even visited the site. I know some of 
them have and some have even come up to see what we are doing, but 
not all of them. And so I think it’s a kind of actively engaged support but not 
necessarily an interest in the particulars as I am. (Interview Anderson 
33-34:30) 
 
Whether they know the latest stuff that is going on at the site, it doesn’t 
have anything to do with their proximity to here, it has to do with their 
personal interest.…But I don’t think the dissemination of the newest stuff 
goes beyond the person asking the question about it. (Interview Poehler, 
34-37) 

There is one major exception to this, the Herculaneum Centre which developed 

out of an agreement with the city of Ercolano, the HCP, and the British School in 

Rome. The purpose was to ‘become a point of reference for the inclusion of the 

local and international communities in conserving Herculaneum’s past, by 

developing partnerships, facilitating physical and intellectual access to the 

historic environment, and by stimulating responses to Herculaneum’s 

archaeological and cultural heritage’ (Biggi 2009). While this is not a foreign or 

temporary project, such as those above, it is based on the realisation of 

significant barriers between the archaeological site and the local community, both 

physically and intellectually.  

The Herculaneum Centre realised early on that much of the local community did 

not actually visit the site since they are required to pay the same rate as visitors 

(€11). Thus their early emphasis was on bringing locals to the site. They 

developed a number of local projects including a Young Ambassadors Club 

which both engaged young children in the community with conservation issues 

and brought both them and their parents to the site (Court and Biggi 2009  ). 

However, this process of community engagement has taken time and is the result 

of working closely with the community, a relationship that developed over the 

years; 
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We knew all of our stakeholders and could call them up and go for 
coffee--they are our friends.…Ten years on in Herculaneum, we know the 
local market associations, and I’d go to them and ask if we could do it 
[stakeholder mapping]—it’s just a different way of doing things. They have 
a real advantage if they enter as part of the team, and they form 
relationships, and it’s all done knowing your place...and you have to be 
there for a long term. (Interview Court 25:00-35:00)  

The importance of engaging local stakeholders cannot be ignored; however, it is 

also not a quick or straight forward process. As indicated, it takes time, and there 

is a real benefit to it being a long term project with community ties. This is 

seemingly more effective through a bottom-up approach, where the locals feel 

that their heritage is placed back in their hands.  

8.6 Ways Forward 

At the Vesuvian sites there is a distinct gap between the research community, 

those who are presenting information, the public, and other stakeholder 

communities. This lack of communication impacts on the possibility of 

collaboration between stakeholders, such as academics and tour guides, or other 

sources of interpretation. This becomes an issue regarding the presentation of 

the site. New research can change old interpretations or bring to light new 

information that is of interest to the stakeholders, and outdated presentation can 

be unsustainable. However, the presentation and interpretation of the sites and 

the region as a whole has the ability to address aspects of this unsustainable 

approach. 
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The fields of archaeology, conservation, and heritage have developed as isolated 

fields, primarily concerned with their own goals and priorities. There needs to be 

an effort to increase the interdependence of these fields along with their 

integration with other stakeholders. One key way the collaboration within the 

academic community is beneficial is by providing a means of establishing 

priorities for research and conservation. Dyson (1989) has written about the 

problem of the fragmentation within the archaeological field, concluding that the 

field of academic archaeology, specifically classical studies, needs to modernise 

in many ways since the way it currently functions is in risk of further isolating and 

fragmenting the fields. Much of this stems from the way that academic excavation 

or research projects are funded. Since much of this is carried out through 

universities, the funding for small scale projects can be quite limited, while the 

funding for larger projects often comes with specific stipulations. With academic 

research projects, there are rarely requirements for public communication 

outside of the academic world. Emphasis is put on publishing the results in 

academic journals and conferences, which are rarely accessed by the public. 

This was also expressed in the interviews (Interview Anderson, Interview Ellis, 

Interview Poehler). 

With a more thorough understanding of the research that has been completed 

on-site, along with an updated condition analysis, the SANP could direct research 

to these areas, thus filling in gaps and providing a fuller understanding of the site. 

Currently, FASTI, an online database of archaeological sites in the 

Mediterranean regions, is the primary repository of research material for the 

Vesuvian sites. However, this database provides only academic articles. There is 

currently a bibliographical database being created, the Pompeii Bibliography and 

Mapping Resource (PBMR), which aims to create a single, searchable 

bibliography and an up-to-date map (Poehler 2013); this aims to be open to 

non-academics and to be multi-disciplinary.  
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However, there are limitations with such a database—including keeping it 

updated with current research and the possibility that this research would be 

limited to academic and scholarly publications which are not always accessible or 

enjoyable to the lay audiences. In addition, for it to be fully effective as a tool for 

planning, it would need to be integrated into the SANP database which is being 

developed as part of the GPP Piano per La Conoscenza (see 7.5).  To date 

there is no indication of this happening and thus primarily seems aimed at serving 

as a database for academic research.  Nevertheless, the possibilities of using 

digital resources is probably a more economically feasible and sustainable option 

for increasing collaboration and communication. But there needs to be a 

commitment to setting it up. This would include the digitizing of documents and 

keeping them up to date. This would require funding and a dedicated team to 

keep it ongoing for the long term. In addition, there needs to be a requirement 

made by the SANP, that research be put into the database to ensure that it is 

available. Currently the database is only minimally supported by the SANP; 

human and financial resources come from the University of Massachusetts 

Amherst and from research grants. In order to be more holistic and sustainable, it 

would be beneficial to integrate this with the GIS at Pompeii, but it is uncertain if 

this will happen. 

As discussed in Chapter 1.3, archaeologists and conservators play a major role 

in what information gets presented to the public, as does the heritage authority. 

Support for external research projects often comes from engaging audiences, 

particularly in terms of conservation work. However, the current level of 

communication between stakeholders makes this difficult since projects are 

primarily short term and are funded by external organisations. Potentially, 

increased regulation by the SANP would help to overcome this; however, it needs 

to be a dialogue from all sides in order to insure that a wide range of values, 

discussed in 8.3, are used in the decision making process.  
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8.7 Conclusions 

The role of presentation and interpretation within site management planning 

extends far beyond on-site interpretation. As the Ename Charter defines 

interpretation as ‘the full range of potential activities intended to heighten 

awareness and enhance understanding of cultural sites’ (ICOMOS 2008) it is 

important to understand that this is not simply from professionals to 

non-professionals but includes heightening awareness and enhancing 

understanding in all levels. Too often it is thought of as a way to engage those 

who are not familiar with the archaeological site, and not as a tool for further 

developing knowledge among the professional and working community. While 

this chapter has focused on the situation surrounding collaboration in a small 

community of stakeholders, the information that emerged from this reinforces the 

assertion that very positive things can result from increased presentation and 

interpretation. Presentation and interpretation, when integrated early on in the 

planning process, is a tool for sustainability through promoting a holistic, 

collaborative approach to heritage management. How this can best be developed 

is a fundamental question. 

The core of values-based management is the inclusion of stakeholders in the 

planning process. The elucidation and identification of their values is an essential 

first step, which the SANP has not undertaken. The analysis of values in this 

thesis has shown that the conservation decisions made at the Vesuvian sites is 

reflective of the management authority, not of all the stakeholders. This type of 

management has the potential to cause further rifts between the archaeological 

sites and the local communities, which are only now being broken down. 

The interviews conducted with professionals show that presentation and 

interpretation is not a priority at the sites. Without a formal regulation to make 

their research available and to collaborate with others, most researchers do not. 

In Chapter 7 it was discussed how MIBACT and the SANP need to develop a 

clearer definition and guidelines for valorization activities. Ideally included in this 

would be: 
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 A formal requirement to make works accessible to 

non-professionals. This should include a requirement for a short, 

plain language written report. Research projects should also be 

required to provide site interpretation in the field, whether it is in the 

form of leaflets, signage, or having a member of the team take on 

the duties of an ‘interpreter.’ Research projects need to be 

integrated into the wider definition of heritage and not be seen 

purely as a means of gathering academic data. They need to be 

seen as an opportunity to engage and inform wider audiences on 

the values and significance of the Vesuvian sites. 

 There needs to be a central depository for this type of report. 

Ideally, this should be linked to the GIS of the sites, so that it can be 

used in conjunction with prioritising decisions regarding works, as 

well as being integrated into the onsite interpretation. This would 

need to be updated regularly and include other aspects of research 

at the sites such as those related to conservation and heritage.  

While the GPP Piano per la Conoscenza is a good start to this, it 

would be particularly beneficial to also link this to broader material 

including current research at the sites, and regional information 

beyond landscape planning. 

 Ideally, the city of Pompei, and potentially the comuni of the 

villa sites, would work to establish study centres similar to the 

Centro Herculaneum. Their works alongside that of the HCP have 

begun to shed light on the benefits of engaging with the local 

community to provide an integrated and sustainable management 

of the site. This would also provide an opportunity for Ercolano and 

the Centro Herculaneum to engage with these other sites, aid in 

capacity building, and potentially build up further links between the 

towns. 
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 On this same level, there needs to be further links developed 

between the tourism board in Regio Campania and the sites 

themselves. This could be approached through the above 

mentioned study centres; thus further developing collaborative 

relationships in the region, specifically in regards to tour guides and 

those working as interpreters. 

Importantly, there needs to be further communications with the local communities 

to identify the best potential activities for local engagement and development. As 

was shown in the case of Ercolano, this can potentially fail if the locals are 

unaware of the visitors’ needs. However, understanding of visitors’ and other 

stakeholders’ values and interests in the sites could lead to more sustainable 

economic development, something that the region would greatly benefit from.  
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While these initiatives would require time and planning, it is important to note that 

most would come quite naturally if presentation and interpretation were 

integrated into the heritage management planning process. In Chapter 1.1.1.1 it 

was discussed how many of the previous plans for holistic approaches failed due 

to their requirement for a large initial financial commitment. However, the 

potential for increased presentation and interpretation to heighten the income 

generated for the site and local businesses is important. Utilising local companies 

to fill in the gaps regarding the services offered by the sites, in conjunction with 

the development of those services, such as a visitor centre or increased retail 

outlets, offers a sustainable way to ensure financial resources. Many of the 

changes mentioned above require minimal financial resources, requiring only the 

commitments from the stakeholders. The combination of these would address 

the gaps in presentation and interpretation across the sites and stakeholders. For 

example, a requirement by SANP for researchers to provide tour guides a 

summary of their work, along with a requirement to provide information on-site, 

would go a long way in/to disseminating information and developing collaborative 

links. When considering integrating presentation and interpretation into holistic 

site management, it is necessary to consider these values from the wider 

definition of heritage, not solely historical. The interpretation and presentation of 

archaeological sites is the primary tool for developing this understanding, and it 

relies on the collaboration between the various stakeholders. 

 



 

348 

 

9 Conclusions 

This thesis has aimed to determine to what extent the presentation and 

interpretation of archaeological sites can be a tool for sustainable site 

management. I have investigated this through the use of Pompeii, Herculaneum 

and the villa sites as a case study. The use of qualitative methods has allowed for 

the examination of this research question in a real life context (See Chapter 3.3).   

The Vesuvian sites have held a place in public memory since their original 

excavations; evocative links to the past that stand as a testament to past peoples.  

Chapter 4 examined their long and diverse histories; both prior to the eruption in 

AD 79 and after their rediscovery in the eighteenth century. Since their 

re-emergence they have challenged the way people engage with ancient sites 

and the past. In addition, since the earliest excavations, these sites have 

challenged the fields of conservation and heritage management with the 

problems of how to balance preservation, continuing research, visitation, and 

exposure to the elements. Their intact nature made it necessary to continually 

reassess preventative conservation and management decisions (Chapter 4.4).   

Today, the Vesuvian sites are facing a variety of threats that put them at risk of 

destruction for future generations; however, the challenge of balancing the 

aforementioned aspects remains the same. The diverse issues that impact on 

their management and conservation mean that it is essential to look for new ways 

of ensuring a sustainable future for the sites and their surrounding communities. 

One potential and often overlooked tool is the presentation and interpretation of 

archaeological sites. While often focused on the communication of information to 

visitors, its wider social implications are only recently being realised.  
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The use of values-based management has at its core the engagement and 

collaboration of stakeholders including visitors, academics, local communities, 

and the management authority. Through this collaboration, values-based 

management approaches are able to identify and use diverse stakeholder values 

as a means of prioritising resources and presenting archaeological sites. The 

identification of both socio-economic and cultural-historical values is a key way of 

ensuring that management decisions benefit both the archaeological sites and 

their stakeholders. 

This approach is only recently being implemented in the formal sense in Italy.  

However, historically this approach has been seen at the Vesuvian sites (4.4.5) 

and at other sites in Italy (2.2.1). The works of Maiuri and Missini recognised the 

importance of the social and associative values of archaeological heritage; 

identifying that modern society’s connection with the past was not purely through 

the physical materials but through the stories that these remains told.            

Today, heritage management in Italy is highly centralised where decisions are 

made by MIBACT and the SANP (Chapter 5.2; 5.3). This centralised system is a 

product of its history. The destruction, both physically and socially, of heritage 

under Fascism resulted in a system aimed at preventing this type of destruction in 

the future. As a result, the heritage authority functions in a context which places 

an emphasis on protection of archaeological heritage over its public use (Chapter 

5.2.1, 5.2.2).  This is evident through the legal protections and regulations 

regarding the tutela of cultural heritage. The distinction between tutela and 

valorizzazione is important as it places an emphasis on the protection of the 

historical and cultural values that are protected by the central government. The 

seemingly secondary importance placed on valorizzazione is potentially 

unsustainable when considering its relationship with conservation of cultural 

heritage. This fragmentation results in conservation decision being based on the 

already identified values geld by the heritage authority without consideration for 

the full impact that they have on visitors and other stakeholders. Part of this is due 

to the current decentralised approach to presentation and interpretation. They 
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are often outsourced and they are not as rigorously regulated as conservation 

activities (Chapter 5.2.1) and as a result they are often overlooked in the 

prioritisation of resources. 

This emphasis on protection over use is reflected in the Vesuvian sites 

approaches to presentation and interpretation; it is minimal and does not 

adequately engage visitors (Chapter 6.6). The content of the interpretive 

materials is also representative of this antiquated approach; focusing on 

technical names and dates (Chapter 6.6.2). In the case of visitors to Pompeii, it 

was found that the interpretation does not address the needs of visitors, nor does 

it take into account their diverse backgrounds and interests (Chapter 6.5.1; 6.5.2; 

6.5.3). Importantly, this approach has begun to impact negatively on the 

conservation of the site, for instance in the form of overcrowding and adverse 

visitor behaviours (Chapter 6.8).  

The visitors to the Vesuvian sites are diverse and a large number of them do not 

visit because they are interested in archaeology or history. These “accidental” 

visitors are a group that the current interpretation neglects to address (Chapter 

6.1), as it focuses on the historical and archaeological values ascribed to the site. 

Understanding the potential of visitor services and interpretation as tools for 

preservation is highlighted in aspects that many visitors felt they were free to 

roam the site (Chapter 6.6.1). One of the benefits visitors felt was that Pompeii 

enables visitors get close to the archaeology but, this is also a threat as visitor 

behaviours can impact negatively on the site. However the importance of catering 

to all visitor types cannot be ignored; it is through the engagement with these 

visitors that interpretation has the potential to educate and raise awareness on a 

larger scale. 
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The Vesuvian sites have extensive legal protection through MIBACT and the 

SANP; however, these laws and regulations can also be a hindrance to the 

sustainability of the sites in that it can limit how and what works are carried out 

(7.2). There are also limitations regarding who can carry our work and the 

tendering of contracts can be a lengthy process; often held up by small disputes 

that can take months (if not years) to sort out. These can all add to the difficulty of 

carrying out works that address the sites needs and have often resulted in large 

amounts of resources, primarily financial, being wasted.   

An analysis of the works carried out at the sites highlights the SANP’s emphasis 

on the archaeological and historical values of the sites by giving these values 

priority. Emphasis is placed on individual properties, thus isolating these aspects 

of the site from each-other and from visitors.  Data presented in Chapter 6 

shows that these values are no necessarily those that are most important to 

visitors. The emphasis placed on Pompeii is reflective of the political values of the 

site, as it is seen as ‘making or breaking’ careers. This isolation of elements 

within Pompeii and of the site itself has wider implications for the region as a 

whole. The process of separating local communities from their heritage, 

physically or socially, has implications on the likelihood of developing links 

between the sites. While Pompeii is the largest of the sites, allocation of works 

and funds reflect that it is also viewed as the most valued. Yet the values that are 

reflected in the conservation decisions are not necessarily reflective of the wider 

range of stakeholder values. Without including the broader range of social values 

in the planning and decision making process, the management of the Vesuvian 

will prove to be unsustainable in the future. 
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However, recent work at the sites has shown a shift in the priorities and has 

highlighted the potential for overcoming the limitations of the management 

authority.  Public-private partnerships (7.4) have begun to address a number of 

the issues at the sites; the Herculaneum Conservation Project has shown that 

long term projects have the potential to develop approaches that work within the 

current management system (7.4.1). Their emphasis on capacity building and 

enabling the local communities to take charge of their heritage are important 

steps to driving change from the bottom up in an otherwise centralised system.  

Yet, this type of project is rare. The initial investment and running costs are large; 

most other projects are replying on donations as their source of support which are 

not always consistent (7.4.2; 7.4.3).  

The potential of public-private initiatives is only viable when implemented into 

long-term planning; ideally implemented in conjunction with a management plan 

that balances the demands of conservation with sustainable use. The GPP and 

the UNESCO management plan both offer this potential if they end up following 

through on their goals (7.5; 7.6). Key to their success will be the involvement of 

the broad ranges of stakeholders, in particular the local communities in the 

surrounding region. There is a rising awareness of the importance of the social 

and landscape values of the sites in their regional context. The number of local 

comuni would increase to over nine with the proposed extended buffer zone and 

the success of the preservation of the sites and unexcavated archaeology will 

rely on their cooperation. 

There is minimal collaboration between the different projects working at the site, 

and between them and the SANP (Chapter 8.5.1; 8.5.2). This lack of 

communication and collaboration extends into the local communities and with 

those who are carrying out interpretation, such as tour guides (Chapter 8.5.3; 

8.5.4). This is due to there being no formal framework for collaboration (Chapter 

8.5). One of the benefits of the HCP is that conservation and research activities 

are carried out under the regulation of the HCP and the SANP, thus there is more 

control of ensuring that research is sustainable and addressed the needs of the 
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site. There is also more control on planning and prioritising projects ensuring that 

the decision making process is participatory and reflects the values held by 

stakeholders. 

In the case of the Vesuvian sites, recognising the range of values is hampered by 

the separation of the heritage authority and wider stakeholders. There is minimal 

collaboration between the SANP, MIBACT, those working at the sites, and the 

local communities. Without an official remit for communication, these elements 

work in isolation from each-other. This is both on-site and off-site. Without an 

official forum for which to communicate, stakeholders do not collaborate together. 

The highly politicised nature of Pompeii makes the potential to utilise such a 

system a difficult prospect and there would need to be changes to the approach; 

including the centralisation of projects at the site in order to ensure that there is a 

standardised approach as there is currently a fragmented approach to the site 

itself.  

Presentation and interpretation provide a pathway to overcoming these barriers 

to collaboration. As a naturally collaborative process, when integrated into a 

planning process, addresses the fragmentation between the different elements of 

heritage management. At the onset, it produces a forum for the elicitation and 

identification of the wide range of stakeholder values which provide the basis for 

driving decision making. On-site this includes decisions regarding conservation 

priorities, visitor access, and the presentation of materials. Offsite, this includes 

drawing together the range of stakeholders; local communities, persons working 

in the field of tourism, tour guides, and others, and providing them with the 

information they need to make sustainable decisions regarding services offered, 

and the use of their heritage sites, for both today and in the future. 
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The public use and enjoyment of archaeological sites is also included in the 

Italian constitution, as well as later legislation regarding cultural heritage. 

However, this idea of public use is seen as providing access and basic services 

to visitors. The integration of presentation and interpretation into the planning 

process would allow for the early-on elicitation of values, identified by the 

stakeholders, and assist in driving conservation and research decisions. There is 

a history of research work, and even conservation projects, being carried out due 

to the interest of the researcher. But this is not necessarily in the best interest of 

the sites and can focus resources too specific of areas without looking at the big 

picture if not approached as part of a wider research agenda, such as those 

carried out at other sites with numerous stakeholders such as Avebury and 

Stonehenge. A future-oriented research approach provides the forum for which 

researchers can collaborate and work in conjunction with other aspects of 

management, like conservation.    

The identification of values is an important element of heritage management at 

the Vesuvian sites that is not utilized. Values should drive both conservation and 

research decisions, as well as presentation and interpretation decisions. This is 

an important, yet overlooked, requirement and as a result there is no synergy 

between these elements. While heritage authorities often recognise the need to 

engage audiences in order to raise awareness and support, they do it based on 

the values that they deem important; but audiences are more likely to support 

activities that they feel are valuable. Engaging the heritage authority in a two-way 

dialogue with stakeholders is essential bringing these values to light.  While 

values are subjective to the stakeholders, heritage managers cannot limit the 

values they preserve to those solely related the materialistic remains of a site.  

The case study of the Vesuvian sites has shown that presentation and 

interpretation have the potential to be sustainable tools for long-term preservation 

in multiple ways. Through increased visitor engagement and management 

on-site, it is possible to mitigate a number of the negative impacts caused by 

visitors. While this requires initial financial and human resources, if implemented 
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correctly, the long term benefits would outweigh the costs. For this to be 

sustainable, however, there needs to be an integration of these activities into the 

planning process as important aspects of heritage management. While they 

should not be prioritized over conservation, they should be looked at in 

conjunction with conservation decisions to potentially offer alternative itineraries 

through the sites, address problems of overcrowding, and importantly, engage 

visitors on the importance of preserving heritage sites like these for the future. 

Presentation and interpretation should also be looked at as a tool for increasing 

collaboration between stakeholders.  As the case of Herculaneum has shown, 

this close integration with the local communities and decision making on-site has 

begun to develop sustainable relationships and engage the local communities 

with their heritage and the importance of protecting it. This is potentially one of 

the more important uses of interpretation as it has the potential to make local 

communities more aware of their heritage, and to give some of the decision 

making power back to them.  It also provides the avenue for establishing local 

initiatives that could aid the economic development in the region. 

Importantly, it should be noted that the use of presentation and interpretation as a 

tool for sustainable preservations does not necessarily require large funds.  

More importantly is having the official remit for collaboration in place; without it, 

stakeholders are likely to continue working in isolation.  Small changes such as 

the requirement for providing plain-language reports of research, or providing 

visitors with more orientation material at the beginning of the visits, have the 

potential to be more sustainable in the long term than many bigger initiatives.  

The key planning and reassessment of these initiatives regularly though open 

communication with stakeholders to ensure that presentation and interpretation 

decisions are driven by stakeholder values. 
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At the Vesuvian sites there is potential for a number of these types of initiatives to 

take hold; the fact remains that these sites are important to locals, visitors, and 

academics alike and ideally, these stakeholder groups would be willing to make 

small changes in order to ensure that these sites are preserved for future 

generations.  While some initiatives would need to come from the level of 

MIBACT or the SANP, there is also potential to drive change from the ground up 

through collaborative activities that would be beneficial to all stakeholders, 

present and future.                
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Appendix A  Visitor Tracking 

 

Map and Table showing describing 15 key points of site identified in visitor 
tracking and observations made during tracking.  
 
The (*) Indicates that this was the case at the time of this field work, but has since 
change.  
 
(+) The Suburban Baths and the Casa di Principe di Napoli were open to the 
public by reservation only. 
 
(**) This section of the city planned to be interpreted through the PompeiViva 
initiative but it never materialised. 

# 
Name/ Area of 
Site 

Description Reason for Visitor 
Traffic 

 1 

Casa del 
Fauno 

Largest and famous 
house 

Guided tours and large 
tour groups 
One of the few elite 
houses open to the 
public  
 

2 

Terme del foro 
 

Well preserved male 
bath complex with 
decorative elements.  

Guided tour and groups  
The only bath complex 
open on to the public*+ 
 
 

3 

Teatro 
Complex 

Entertainment center 
of the city 

Guided tours and 
groups 
Only theatres at the 
Vesuvian Sites 
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4 

Via 
Abbondanza 
and the 
Fullonica di 
Stephanus 

 
 

Main artery through 
city. 
 
The Fullonica di 
Stephanus is the best 
preserved in the city.  

Fullonica is one of the 
few properties open 
along this street. 
Lots of back-and-forth 
traffic due to visitors 
turning around or 
looking for specific 
properties 
North side of street is 
fenced off in places, 
limiting traffic to smaller 
area 
 

5 

Intersection of 
Via 
Abbondanza 
and Via Stabia 
 

Intersection of two 
main arteries 

Main intersection on 
the site 
Links all 3 entrances  

 

6 
 
 

Streets near 
Casa di Vettii 

Large and famous 
house with 
well-preserved 
frescos and mosaics 
 

House has been closed 
for about 6 years. 
Medium traffic due to 
visitors looking for 
house unaware it is 
closed.  
A lot of back-and-forth 
traffic in this region, 
looking for this house 
but limited to streets as 
no other properties 
were open. + 
 
 

 

7 

Lupanare 
 

Only Brothel open to 
the public 

Groups and tours 
Confined space and 
usually queues to get 
into property 

 
 
 

8 

Via 
Abbondanza 
and Forum 
intersection 
 

Major intersection  Main intersection 
Groups and tours 

9 

Area around 
Casa del 
Meandro and 
Casa di Ceii 

2 large and famous 
houses  

Houses are both closed 
but still looked for by 
visitors* 
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10 

Casa di 
Octavius 
Quartio 

 

Large house with 
frescos and 
reconstructed garden 

One of 2 properties 
open in this area of the 
city 
Heavier traffic in the 
house as garden 
entrance is rarely open 
(this would allow 
through traffic) 

 
 

11 

City Walls Path that takes 
visitors around the 
city walls 

Rarely used by visitors 
due to no signage 
indicating its existence 

 
 
 

12 

NW Sector of 
City 

Area of the city with 
elite houses, shops 
and other important 
elements pertaining 
to daily and civic life 

A number of properties 
are included in guide 
books and tour books 
but one is open 
Minimal signs 
indicating this is the 
route to Villa dei Misteri 

13 

Via dell Scoula Street from Forum to 
Triangular Forum 

None of these 
properties are open to 
the public and a 
number suffer from 
very poor preservation 
levels 
 

 

14 

Garden of the 
Fugitives and 
Necropolis 
areas 

Infamous plaster 
casts of the victims of 
the eruption 

Low traffic is due to 
visitors not being able 
to find the places (no 
signs) 
Not a stop for many 
groups or tours; some 
school groups. 

15 

Via Nola Main arteries to 
through the city 

North-East section of 
the street is relatively 
unexcavated. 
No properties included 
in the on-site 
interpretation and 
properties are not 
labelled.** 
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Appendix B   Guide and Travel Books  

Site-specific Guide Books: These 
are available to purchase on-site or 
at the outside vendors nearby the 
site entrances 

General Travel Books: These 
contain sections on Pompeii 

Pompeii: A guide to the Site (SANP, 
2010) 

How to Visit Pompeii (2008) 

Pompeii: A day in the Past (2011) 

Pompeii Reconstructed (n.d) 

Pompeii, Herculaneum, Vesuvius 
(n.d) 

Pompeii: 2000 years ago and Today 
(n.d) 

Rick Steve’s Italy (2011) 

Lonely Planet Italy (2010) 

Fodor’s Italy (2010) 

Frommer’s Italy (2010) 

Michelin Italy (2010) 

Eyewitness Travel- Naples and the 
Amalfi Coast (2009) 

Rough Guide Italy (2009) 
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Appendix C  Visitor Dwell Time (see Table on next page) 
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Name of 

Property 

(Location 

on Map) 

Peak 

Time 

Avg. 

Time

- 

Peak 

# of Visitor 

Groups-Pea

k 

low Time Avg. 

Time-Lo

w 

# of Visitor 

Groups-Lo

w 

 Total # 

Visitor 

Group

s 

Numbe

r of 

Tours  

Avg. 

time-Tour

s 

% w/ 

Interpretatio

n 

Pancifico 

(1) 

11-12 2.2 34 9:30-10:3

0 

1.9 9 2.

2 

101 47 2.2 26% 

Temple of 

Isis (1) 

12:30-1:3

0 

3.6 32 9:30-10:3

0 

3.0 12 3.

1 

115 5 4.5 33% 

Garden of 

the 

Fugitives 

(3)** 

1230-130 3.5 38 4:00-5:00 6.4 5 4.

8 

85 11 5.3 52% 

Nave 

Europa 

(4)** 

11-12 3.4 47* 4:00-5:00 3.0 39 3.

0 

207*  1 3:0 41% 

Casa di 

Octavius 

Quartio 

(5)** 

11:30-12:

3 

7.8 47 9:00-10:0 7.3 10 8.

0 

102 13 9:5 15% 

Fullonica(6

) 

12-1 3.7 46* 9:30-10:3

0 

3.7 22 3.

9 

185* 13   
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Appendix D  Interview Coding 

Visitor Interviews 

 

Name 

Communication 

Conservation 

Negative 

Positive 

Expectations 

Did not meet or exceed 

Met or exceeded 

Better Conserved 

Bigger (physically) 

Different than preconceptions or memory 

More Organized 

Experiences 

Negative 

Positive 

Interpretation 

No 

Yes 

Management 

Negative 

Positive 

Motivations 

Accidental 

Adjunct 

Highly Motivated 

In-Part 

Other (how its promoted) 

Other (modern town) 

Other (reconstruction and interventions) 

Other (Sites) 
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Herculaneum 

Museum 

Other (working archaeological site) 

 
 

Professional Interviews 

 

Name 

Values-non visitor 

Socio-Cultural 

Historical 

Intactness 

Roman Archy 

Preservation 

Aesthetic 

Cultural-Symbolic 

Post Excavation Value 

Spiritual 

Economic 

Use 

Non-Use 

Communication 

Academic_Academic 

Academic_Local Community 

Academic_MIBACT_SANP 

Academic_Wider Audiences 

Management 

Positive 

Negative 
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Appendix E   SWOT Analysis of Presentation and Interpretation 

and the Visitor Experience 

 Strengths Weaknesses Opportunities Threats 

On-Site 

Interpretation 

(Signs, 

Maps, Brief 

Guide, Audio 

Guide) 

Map and brief 

guide are free 

with ticket 

 

Directional 

signs inform 

visitors where 

they are  

 

Interpretation 

by the SANP all 

uses the same 

naming and 

numbering 

system 

 

Brief Guide 

provides a 

summary text 

and small 

image 

 

Multiple 

Languages 

 

Audio guide 

contains a 

children’s 

version 

 

Has not been 

updated since 

2000 

 

Map and Brief 

Guide not always 

available 

 

A number of 

changes due to 

conservation 

(closures/ 

alternative 

routes) 

 

Many of the 

directional signs 

are broken or 

missing 

 

Text is technical 

and visitors 

found it difficult 

to understand 

 

Audio guide is an 

extra cost 

Audio guide is 

difficult to 

navigate 

Updating the 

on-site 

interpretation 

would be 

beneficial to 

visitors 

 

Updates could 

be used to 

engage visitors 

on different 

themes; 

conservation, 

social history 

 

Could produce 

alternative 

routes/ 

itineraries to 

cater to a wider 

range of visitors  

 

Could diversify 

the availability 

by 

media/source; 

audio files to 

download, apps 

for smart 

phones 

Will require 

significant cost 

to update and to 

keep updated 

regularly 

 

Will require 

significant 

visitor studies 

prior to 

implementation; 

not a quick 

change 

 

Will require 

significant 

communication 

within the SANP 

to keep 

sustainable 

 

There will 

always be 

changes due to 

conservation 

 

Not accessible 

to all visitors 

(blind/deaf) 

The Site as 

an Open-air 

The site itself is 

impressive in 

Limited 

itineraries mean 

Potential to 

engage more 

Conservation 

costs, 
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Museum its size and 

scale 

 

Suitable for a 

wide range of 

visitor types; 

accessible in 

the 

amphitheatre 

area. 

 

 

 

Many areas 

have been 

conserved in a 

manner that 

provides in site 

into their 

use/function 

 

Provides a 

visitor with the 

feel of 

‘authenticity’ 

and what the 

city would have 

felt like 2000 

years ago. 

 

 

 

 

overcrowding in 

certain places 

 

Visitors are often 

unaware what 

specific buildings 

are as they look 

similar 

 

Size and Heat  

 

Most artefacts are 

in the museum 

 

There is no 

on-site museum 

or interpretation 

centre 

through replica 

artefacts 

 

Reopening the 

Antiquarium 

would provide a 

safe place for 

this 

 

 

 

Potential to use 

to the above 

interpretation to 

further engage 

visitors on 

themes 

throughout the 

site  

financially and 

in terms of the 

archaeological 

heritage, are 

always at threat 

with visitation 

 

Would require 

an initial budget 

to implement 

the Antiquarium 

or replicas  

 

Too many 

modern 

intrusions 

could damage 

the sense of 

place and feel of 

authenticity 

 

 

Visitor 

Experience 

at Pompeii 

as a Whole 

Provides a 

sensory and 

emotive 

experience 

Limited 

Availability of 

information 

 

Updating of 

information to 

include closures 

and new 

Inadequate 

planning prior 

to changes 

being made 
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Not just a 

single building, 

but a whole city 

 

High degree of 

preservation 

makes it easier 

for visitors to 

understand and 

visualize the 

site 

 

Offers variety 

for visitor 

methods of 

visit 

 

‘Brings the City 

to Life’ 

 

Large Site which 

is difficult to 

navigate 

 

Heat/Limited 

facilities 

 

Repetition of 

buildings 

 

Interpretation 

does not 

adequately 

engage and is 

outdated 

Technical 

language and 

inconsistent 

translations 

 

Lack of 

communication 

between other 

elements like 

conservation and 

research 

research 

 

Communication 

of topics like 

conservation 

and acceptable 

behaviours 

 

Increase of 

themes of 

interest using 

less 

technological 

wording 

 

Moderately and 

sympathetically 

increased onsite 

signage 

 

Further 

development of 

ways to ‘bring 

the site to life’ 

 

Initial input cost 

could be high 

 

Incompatible 

and/or 

unsustainable 

interpretive 

media 

 

 

Difficulty 

encouraging 

collaboration 

between 

aspects not 

controlled by 

site (audio 

guide, tour 

guides) 

 

No established 

forum for 

communication 

and 

collaboration 
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Appendix F  CD GPX Files for Visitor Tracking 

This section appendix contains consists of five folders including with the following 
material: 

Visitor Tracking Foro Arches (FA) 
 GPX files from twenty visitor tracks 
 Map of routes taken 
 Note on visitor group and behaviours 
  
Visitor Tracking Piazza Anfiteatro (PA) 
 GPX files from twenty visitor tracks 
 Map of routes taken 
 Note on visitor group and behaviours 
 
Visitor Tracking Theatre Entrance (T) 
 GPX files from twenty visitor tracks 
 Map of routes taken 
 Note on visitor group and behaviours 
 
Visitor Tracking Via Abondanza from the Foro (VAF) 
 GPX files from twenty visitor tracks 
 Map of routes taken 
 Note on visitor group and behaviours 
 
Visitor Tracking Via Stabiana North (VSN) 

 GPX files from twenty visitor tracks 

 Map of routes taken 

 Note on visitor group and behaviours 
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Appendix G  CD Visitor Interviews  

This folder consists of the 66 visitor interviews. The interviews are coded 

VI.1-VI.66. 

Each folder will include: 

 a transcript (as a Word document .docx) and/or  

 audio recording (as a WAV audio file .wma) – these are sometimes 
segmented into a, b, c etc. files for *** 

 Or, in the cases where visitors chose to not be audio recorded, the 
notes from their interviews (as a Word document .docx) have been 
included instead 

Appendix H  CD Visitor Demographic Table 

Basic demographic data on the visitors (sex, age range, etc.) 

(as a Word document - .docx).

Appendix I  CD Professional and Tour Guide Interviews 

Each folder includes: 

 Transcript (as a Word document .docx) 

 Audio recording (as a WAV audio file .wma) – these are sometimes 
segmented into a, b, c etc. files for *** 

 Or, in the cases where visitors chose to not be audio recorded, the 
notes from their interviews (as a Word document .docx)

 


