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This document is an invesƟ gaƟ on of the History of Mycenae, the stories that formed the 

landscape, and the stories that the landscape has created. IdenƟ fying the uniqueness of the 

archaeological site of Mycenae and exploring possible integraƟ on of near excavaƟ on sites to the 

main archaeological site.

The goal is to demonstrate how landscape architectural intervenƟ ons could improve visitor 

experience at Mycenae. This leads to the development of a set of guidelines for future 

archaeological conservaƟ on, restoraƟ on and sustainable development for the site, as well as 

improving the experience of the site for visitors, through a proposed design for the integraƟ on of 

the excavaƟ on site of “Petsas House” to the main archaeological site.

To achieve this goal, in addiƟ on to carrying out research specifi c to the Mycenae site, the study 

examines the comparable archaeological sites of Nemea and Knossos which are both located in 

Greece, and the Orongo Ceremonial Village, Easter Island, Chile. 

The archaeological site of Mycenae in the Peloponnese peninsula is a UNESCO designated World 

Heritage Site (1999). According to UNESCO, it is 

“…One the of the greatest ciƟ es of the Mycenaean civilizaƟ on, which dominated the eastern 

Mediterranean world from the 15th to the 12th century B.C. and played a vital role in the 

development of the Greek culture. It is linked to the Homeric epics of the Iliad and the Odyssey, 

which have infl uenced European art and literature for more than three millennia.” 

(UNESCO, 2004)

Abstract The method used for my research is mainly interpreƟve-historical. QualitaƟve research, in 

parƟcular ethnography and interpreƟvism, are of key importance for the understanding of the 

archaeological sites and the significance of site conservaƟon and presentaƟon. Case studies are 

reviewed in order to determine the effecƟveness of past and present methods of conservaƟon 

and site presentaƟon. 

- An introducƟ on to the concept and intenƟ ons. 

- A validaƟ on of the resource.

- A criƟ que of the way it is currently made accessible to the public.

- An examinaƟ on of other heritage sites and how their resources are protected and

- 

presented. A review of how lessons from these examples could be applied in Mycenae. 

A sustainable design for the conservaƟon  and presenƟ on   of Mycenae.



IV V

My PracƟ cum CommiƩ ee: Alan Tate, Marcella Eaton and Eduardo Villafranca:

Thank you for your paƟ ence, support and enthusiasm, during our meeƟ ngs for diff erent reasons 

each, you were an (in)credible team of advisors, and I could not have done this without you. 

Alan: Thank you for trying to keep me on track as much as possible, for bringing me back from 

hiding, every Ɵ me, for being the voice of reason in my countless daydreaming, and helping me 

translate my thoughts into words. 

Marcy: Thank you for the many hours of emoƟ onal and mental support, for helping me believe in 

myself and trust my insƟ nct, for being one of the greatest role models through my academic year 

as well as an inspiraƟ on for my professional future. 

Eduardo: Thank you for proving me that my two greatest passions of  landscape architecture and 

Archaeology, can indeed be beauƟ fully combined and have a bright future. Thank you for sharing 

with me the inspiraƟ onal example of your work at the Easter Island. Most importantly, thank you 

for the many hours of construcƟ ve criƟ cism, and your invaluable input on everything related to 

archaeological conservaƟ on.

To all my professors in the department of Landscape Architecture, each teaching me a diff erent 

skill crucial to going through the program but also applicable to the professional fi eld. Your 

passion on all these diff erent subjects pushed me to work harder, and understand the value of 

each subject. 

Acknowledgements
To Kim Shelton, thank you for being a mentor, a friend and another great female role model in 

the academic and professional world. Thank you for being my fi rst employer, and giving me the 

opportunity of a lifeƟ me to be immersed in the world of archaeology, excavaƟ on, and inspiring 

me to look at archaeological sites from a diff erent perspecƟ ve.

To my friends, from in school or out,  thank you for your support and encouragement,

as well as the unforgeƩ able good Ɵ mes both in school, and out. Working by your side, I learned 

so much, from drawing and computer skills, to the value of having your friends close. Thank you 

for being there for me, from the happiest to the saddest Ɵ mes of my life. I cannot imagine my life 

without you. 

To my parents, Yannis and Mireille, and my sister, KonstanƟ na. Thank you for everything I have 

and everything I am. Words are simply not enough. You are my Α and Ω . 



VI VII

για τον μπαμπά

you taught me to love fi ercely
everything that maƩ ers.

my greatest inspiraƟ on,
this endeavour is for you.



VIII IX

[Fig 0.0] Mycenae Village. View  from the balcony of my house, during a rainy spring aŌ ernoon, looking south west. 
The site is in the village of Mycenae (see p. 14)

“At every stage bear Ithaca in mind.
The arrival there is your appointed lot.
But hurry not the voyage in the least:

’twere beƩ er if you travelled many years
and reached your island home in your old age,

being rich in riches gathered on the way,
and not expecƟ ng more from Ithaca.

 
Ithaca gave you the delighƞ ul voyage:

without her you would never have set out:
and she has nothing else to give you now.

 
And though you should fi nd her wanƟ ng, Ithaca

will not surprise you; for you will arrive
wise and experienced, having long since 

perceived
the unapparent sense in Ithacas.”

(Poems by C. P. Cavafy. 
Translated, from Greek, by J. C. Cavafy. Ikaros, 2003)
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“Character-defi ning Element: The materials, forms, locaƟ on, spaƟ al confi guraƟ ons, uses and cul-
tural associaƟ ons or meanings that contribute to the heritage value of a historic place, which must 
be retained to preserve its heritage value.”1

“Heritage value: The aestheƟ c, historic, scienƟ fi c, cultural, social or spiritual importance or 
signifi cance for past, present or future generaƟ ons. The heritage value of an historic place is 
embodied in its character-defi ning materials, forms, locaƟ on, spaƟ al confi guraƟ ons, uses and 
cultural associaƟ ons or meanings.” 2
“Heritage value: The aestheƟ c, historic, scienƟ fi c, cultural, social or spiritual importance or 
signifi cance for past, present or future generaƟ ons. The heritage value of an historic place is 
embodied in its character-defi ning materials, forms, locaƟ on, spaƟ al confi guraƟ ons, uses and 
cultural associaƟ ons or meanings.” 2
“Presenta  on more specifi cally denotes the carefully  planned communicaƟ on of interpreƟ ve 
content through the arrangement of interpreƟ ve informaƟ on, physical access, and interpreƟ ve 
infrastructure at a cultural heritage site. It can be conveyed through a variety of technical means, 
including, yet not requiring, such elements as informaƟ onal panels, museum-type displays, 
formalized walking tours, lectures and guided tours, and mulƟ media applicaƟ ons and websites. ” 3
“Interpre  ve infrastructure refers to physical installaƟ ons, faciliƟ es, and areas at, or connected 
with a cultural heritage site that may be specifi cally uƟ lised for the purposes of interpretaƟ on and 
presentaƟ on including those supporƟ ng interpretaƟ on via new and exisƟ ng technologies.”3

“Conserva  on is the means by which the true nature of an object is preserved. The true nature of 
an object includes evidence of its origins, its original construcƟ on and the material of which it was 
composed(...)“4

“Anastylosis: The archeological reassembly of ruined monuments from fallen or decayed fragments 
(incorporaƟ ng new materials when necessary)” 5

Defi niƟ ons

1: Standards and Guidelines for the ConservaƟ on of Historic Places in Canada: A Federal, Provincial and Territorial 
CollaboraƟ on, 2010, p.5
2: Standards and Guidelines for the ConservaƟ on of Historic Places in Canada: A Federal, Provincial and Territorial 
CollaboraƟ on, 2010, p.254
3: Source: ICOMOS,. (2015). The ICOMOS charter for the interpretaƟ on and presentaƟ on of cultural heritage sites. 
Retrieved 5 March 2015, from hƩ p://www.internaƟ onal.icomos.org/charters/interpretaƟ on_e.pdf (Appendix 2)
4: Caple, C. (2000). ConservaƟ on skills (p. Ch3: The nature of conservaƟ on). London: Routledge
5: anastylosis. (n.d.) WordNet 3.0, Farlex clipart collecƟ on. (2003-2008). Retrieved March 31 2015 from 
hƩ p://www.thefreedicƟ onary.com/anastylosis
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[Fig 0.1] Cyclopean Wall. Located on the leŌ  side of the Lion Gate.(see Fig 2.1 and #4 on Fig 2.2) This monolithic 
structure is one of the character-defi ning elements of the site. You can see the stones resƟ ng on the bedrock, 
perfectly balanced for over three thousand years. (see character-defi ning elements defi niƟ on)
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[Fig 0.2] Cyclopean Wall and olive tree 

Prologue
    I close my eyes and I am taken back to my fi rst memory of the palace.

    Seeing the Lion Gate for the fi rst Ɵ me as a child and feeling a sense of awe never 

experienced before. I am standing in front of a gate to a magical world, with my father 

fi rst teaching me the history like a fairy tale. A world that existed four thousand years 

ago, built by giant Cyclopes, with stones that weighed “as much as a house”! A world 

guarded by lions with golden heads, and kings wearing golden masks, ruling over 

the whole valley. A world where people lived proudly and died magnifi cently; where 

tombs were built like giant beehives and fi lled with gold to the brim! Touching the 

enormous stones and feeling the heat of the sun they had collected during the day. 

Heat radiaƟ ng through my hand and into my body like an energy charging my enƟ re 

being with a sense of wonder and magic. What would it have been like to live in that 

place, at that fantasƟ cal Ɵ me? 

    I am siƫ  ng with my father and his friends on one of the hundreds of scaƩ ered stones 

on (what I now know was) the northwest side of the archaeological site, under an olive 

tree waiƟ ng for the Rally Acropolis to race by the ancient road between Mycenae and 

Prosymna. The dust from the racing cars, the smell of wild oregano and thyme, the 

rough texture of the stones we sat on and the hot rays of the sun peeking through the 

canopy, are all I knew at that Ɵ me.
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    Snippets of memory cross my mind like the scenes of a movie I may have once watched, hard 

to believe they belong in my past. At that age, I never considered how precious those moments 

were, and how deeply that place would be rooted in my soul and my whole existence. 

    This place that I took for granted while I was there, is now the anchor that has me bound, and 

no maƩ er where I am or what I do, I keep going back. This place is not only in my memory but also 

in my blood. It is that same bond that my grandpa and my father felt spending most of their adult 

lives working in the ruins. It is the same love as many Mycenaeans and non-Mycenaeans felt over 

the centuries, from the Ɵ me of  Homer in the Iliad and Odyssey, to the more modern literature of 

G. Seferis and K. P. Cavafy.

    Growing up in the liƩ le village of Mycenae, I was forged by the spirit of the place and the values 

of the people. From a very young age, raised in the safety of the familiar people and places, I 

had the freedom to be curious, to run, to fall, to build and demolish, with the enƟ re village as 

my playground. Ruins were a common sight, whether those of abandoned buildings within the 

village, or those of the archaeological site at the acropolis of Mycenae. As a child, I could not 

imagine a beƩ er place to play. 

[Fig 0.3] House of the Merchant

...“I have seen in the night
the sharp peak of the mountain.
Seen the plain beyond fl ooded 

With the light of an invisible moon,
Seen turning my head
Black stones huddled 

And my life taut as a chord
Beginning and end
The fi nal moment:

My hands

Sinks whoever raises the great stones:
I’ve raised these stones as long as I was able
I’ve loved these stones as long as I was able

These stones, my fate.
Wounded by my own soil
Tortured by my own shirt

Condemned by my own gods,
These stones”...
October 1935

(Seferis, Sherrard & Keeley, 1967)
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    My grandfather, a jack-of-all trades, master of all the things that he poured his heart into, 

was my childhood hero, and his workshop, fi lled with most craŌ ing tools imaginable, was my 

favourite place to be.  Watching him carve elaborate handles with dragons, wolves, lions and 

people, on hand-craŌ ed shepherd canes, and listening to him talk proudly about the diff erent 

sculpƟ ng projects he had done around the village, made me admire him and want to be like him. 

My love for design and building, as well as my love for the outdoors, were inevitable. 

    In high school I decided that the only thing I could do in the future that would make me happy, 

was to become an architect. The condiƟ ons required to do that in Greece were less than ideal, but 

I would not let that become an obstacle. I was prepared to cross the AtlanƟ c and leave everything 

behind, if that meant I could realize my dream; and so I did. 

    Before I started the program of Environmental Design at the University of Manitoba, I had never 

heard of landscape architecture, but in the fi rst class of IntroducƟ on to Environmental Design, 

when Professor Charlie Thomsen talked about landscape architecture, I knew that this is what I 

wanted to do all along. 

    AŌ er my fi rst year of Environmental Design, when I went back to Greece for the summer, I 

had the opportunity to join an archaeological excavaƟ on, directed by Dr Kim Shelton, with the 

University of California, Berkeley. For four consecuƟ ve summers, I catalogued and illustrated 

excavaƟ on fi nds, did site surveying, and architectural measurements and drawings at the sites of 

Nemea, and Mycenae. Working with a team of excepƟ onal archaeologists and anthropologists, 

who were so passionate to share their knowledge with me, rekindled my love for ruins, and made 

[Fig 0.4] Grandpa KonstanƟ nos at excavaƟ on [Fig 0.5] Grandpa KonstanƟ nos at excavaƟ on

[Fig 0.6] Grandpa KonstanƟ nos at excavaƟ on [Fig 0.7] Grandpa KonstanƟ nos at excavaƟ on
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me see archaeological sites from a diff erent perspecƟ ve. 

    I could see that this subject was not only signifi cant to me for psychological reasons, 

but it had a true potenƟ al to be studied further. In consultaƟ on with my Advisor, 

Dr. Alan Tate, I realized there is a way to bring this passion of mine into my work, 

by studying archaeological sites as landscapes, and how, with the involvement of 

landscape architects, archaeological sites can be beƩ er displayed to the public. 

   This endeavour is an expression of my two greatest passions, of archaeology and 

landscape architecture. It is the most exciƟ ng, and most terrifying work, I ever 

aƩ empted to accomplish, and a struggle to reinforce my biased opinion of the place I 

love the most, with sources that support my arguments. It is a project that knew what 

it wanted to be, but could not fi nd the right way to be expressed.

   This pracƟ cum is wriƩ en as a story of the place seen through the eyes of local girl 

who got the chance to know the place while growing up. Her great grandparents 

herded their sheep among the ruins, before Heinrich Schliemann idenƟ fi ed them as 

the Homeric  well-founded citadel of “Gold-rich Mycenae”. Her grandfather took part 

in the excavaƟ ons of the citadel, and told her stories of golden swords, crowns and 

pendants found with the bones of kings and queens. When she was only a baby, her 

father took part in the excavaƟ on of the site, that twenty-three years later she got to 

measure stone by stone, and draw every room, every step and every well. One could 

say that Mycenae runs through her blood. I am that girl.
[Fig 0.8] Roadway to the citadel of Mycenae
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[Fig 0.9] Mycenae local VegetaƟ on, with predominant species  being wild laurels, wild almonds, olive trees, fi g trees, 
myrrh trees, wild celery fennel, mint, oregano, thyme and other wild fl owers and grasses.
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    How can one describe a place with words, when the thought of that place fl oods 

one’s mind with memories, one’s heart with love, and one’s enƟ re being with an 

overwhelming sense of idenƟ ty? Mycenae is so much more than a place. It is a place 

that has been, for thousands of years. All those thousands of years are visible in 

beauƟ fully preserved layers of soil and stone. Throughout these layers, mythology 

oŌ en becomes historic evidence, and the people who have existed in that place can be 

seen as not just characters in a story, but real persons whose lives can be traced back. 

Their places of dwelling, their ways of recording their life, the objects they created and 

eventually their graves and the things they chose to take with them, not only enrich 

our informaƟ on about the place, but help present-day society have a more personal 

relaƟ onship with that place.

    The document addresses fi rst the archaeological site of Mycenae, its history, and 

descripƟ on as a World Heritage site. Second, it includes case studies, based on the 

archaeological sites of Nemea and Knossos which are both located in Greece, although 

developed in diff erent Ɵ me periods, as well as the site of the Orongo Ceremonial Village 

located at Rapa Nui NaƟ onal Park, on Easter Island.  Then, it criƟ ques the current 

layout of the archaeological site of Mycenae and the way it is made accessible to the 

public. It will be compared with the case studies, reviewing those that present their 

Chapter 1: IntroducƟ on

[Fig 1.0] South site of citadel. View from the top of the “megaron”, looking out to the Argolid valley  in the 
background as well as the Gulf of Nauplion in the Aegean on the horizon.
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as gaining an understanding about the history and evoluƟ on of the place and people who lived 

in it.

   During the study I will examine exisƟ ng guidelines for future archaeological conservaƟ on, 

restoraƟ on and sustainable development for the site. In addiƟ on, in order to improve the 

experience of the site for visitors, through a proposed design for the integraƟ on of the excavaƟ on 

site of Petsas House to the main archaeological site, a redevelopment of parts of the site such as 

the refreshment canƟ na, the post offi  ce, the main entrance and Ɵ cket offi  ce will also be proposed. 

resources more eff ecƟ vely, and examining how lessons from these examples could be applied in 

Mycenae. 

    Finally, it will present the excavaƟ on site of Petsas House, which is not currently included in 

the main archaeological site available for viewing by visitors. AŌ er a descripƟ on of the site and 

its topographical, historical, and environmental properƟ es, I will be making design proposals that 

will allow for the excavaƟ on site of Petsas House to be included in the main site available for 

viewing, while excavaƟ ons can conƟ nue uninterrupted, secure from illicit trade in anƟ quiƟ es or 

vandalism. In that way, visitors would learn more about the process of uncovering history, as well 

[Fig 1.1] Petsas House. For locaƟ on see Fig 2.2 #3 and 4.0 #6. ExcavaƟ on site is currently under excavaƟ on and 
research, and is not available for public visits. 
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Chapter 2: Mycenae - Site DescripƟ on
    Mycenae is a small village on the northeast part of the Peloponnese in the Argolic Peninsula 

(see map 2.0). It is mainly known for the archaeological site, which is located approximately one 

kilometre north from the main inhabited area, with acres of olive, citrus and grapevine fi elds 

scaƩ ered around and between them. The archaeological site is nestled between the mountains 

of ProphiƟ s Ilias and Zara, two of the highest peaks of the Arachnaion range (French, 2002). The 

forƟ fi ed walls of the citadel` stand on a small hill surrounded by the deep gorge of Chavos to the 

southeast and smaller gorge of Kokoretsa to the north (French, 2002). The site is defi ned not only 

by the archaeological artefacts, but also the natural characterisƟ cs surrounding it. The terrain 

is dry and rocky, with the main vegetaƟ on, other than farmed orchards, being small to large 

trees, shrubs, herbs, wildfl owers and grasses that grow wild in the mountains, fi elds or roadsides. 

These include wild laurels, wild almonds, eucalyptus trees, cypress, pine trees, fi g trees, myrrh 

trees, asphodels, wild celery, fennel, mint, oregano and thyme. The climate of the area, especially 

during the summer months, is hot and dry. The smell of all these aromaƟ c plants saturates the 

air, and on clear windy days, the Levant wind carries the smell of the sea from the Argolic Gulf.

   Elizabeth French, indicates that Pausanias, one of the best known anƟ quiƟ es travel writers, 

visited Mycenae himself, in the second century AD, and was guided to see the forƟ fi caƟ on walls 

and the Lion Gate that remained parƟ ally uncovered at that Ɵ me (French, 2002). 

[Fig 2.0] Mycenae Overview
 My house
 Archaeological Site of Mycenae

Argolic
Gulf

Peloponnese
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[Fig 2.1] Mycenae Citadel from the west of the archaeological site on the side of the main access road. The 
character-defi ning elements of the site, such as colour, views, vegetaƟ on, archaeological ruins, the cyclopean walls 
and the topography, are all visible in this photograph. See Fig 2.3. 
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     During the 23rd session of the United NaƟ ons World Heritage CommiƩ ee, in 

1999, the archaeological site of Mycenae, as well as the archaeological site of Tiryns         

(a Mycenaean fort, located about 10 kilometres south of Mycenae) were inscribed 

in the World Heritage List based on the criteria given here.

 

(i)  The architecture and design of Mycenae and Tyrins, such as the Lion Gate, the

      treasury of Atreus and the Walls of Tyrins, are outstanding examples of human 

      creaƟ ve genius.

(ii) The Mycenaean civilizaƟ on, as exemplifi ed by Mycenae and Tyrins, had a 

      profound eff ect on the development of classical Greek architecture and urban 

      design, and consequently also on contemporary cultural forms.

(iii) And (iv) Mycenae and Tiryns represent the apogee of the Mycenaean 

      CivilizaƟ on, which laid the foundaƟ ons for the evoluƟ on of later European 

      cultures.

(iv) Mycenae and Tiryns are indissolubly linked with the Homeric epics, The Iliad and 

      The Odyssey, the infl uence of which upon European literature and the arts has 

      been profound for more than three millennia. 

      (UNESCO, 2014, see Appendix 3 p 126)
[Fig 2.2] Lion Gate. This is the most  iconic character-defi ning element of the site. See Fig 2.3, #4
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[Fig 2.3] Mycenae Archaeological Site ExisƟ ng Plan 

For Images refering to numbers on map 2.3:

1:   See Fig 2.1 and 2.4
2:   See Fig 2.5
3:   See Fig 1.1
4:   See Fig 2.2 and 2.6
5:   See Fig 2.7
6:   See Fig 2.8
7:   See Fig 2.9
8:   See Fig 2.19
9:   See Fig 1.0 and 2.11
10: See Fig 2.12
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[Fig 2.4] View  of the palace of ancient Mycenae looking east from the exterior of the site. Grave Circle A is in the  
foreground. Visitors experience this view, upon arrival.
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“Within the archaeological site of Mycenae lies the well preserved remains of one of the most 

famous cultures of humankind, disƟ nguished not only by its technical and arƟ sƟ c achievements 

but also by the fact that it contributed to its spiritual and intellectual richness, being the home 

of the Atreides so present in Homeric epics and the classical tragedies, but also, through the 

centuries, in our present culture.” (UNESCO, 2014)

“The hill has been occupied since Neolithic Ɵ mes (about 4000 BC) but the remains from this 

period are scanty. During the Middle Helladic a cemetery extended on its south slopes which 

included, at the end of the period, the Grave Circle B (17th century) and the Grave Circle A5 

(16th century). At the beginning of the Late Bronze Age (Mycenaean period) a palace occupied 

the top of the hill, later extended and surrounded with massive cyclopean walls, built in three 

stages (at about 1350, 1250 and 1225 BC).” (UNESCO, 2014)

 “During the last stage, an underground reservoir was reinforced.  During the Mycenaean 

period, a series of tholos tombs were built on the south and southwest slopes of the hill of 

which the ‘Tomb of Aegisthos’ is the earlier of them (about 1500 BC). A second tomb, the ‘Lion 

Tholos Tomb’, was built about 1350 BC and a third, the ‘Tomb of Clytemnestra’ about 1220 BC. 

The type culminated in the so-called ‘Treasury of Atreus’ which was built at some distance from 

the others, about 1250 BC. In the area of the ‘Circle B’ were also built during the 13th century, 

four buildings, most probably royal workshops, called ‘the House of Shields’, the ‘House of the 

Oil Merchant, the ‘House of the Sphinxes’ and the ‘West House’.” (UNESCO, 2014) 

[Fig 2.5] View  of the surrounding fi elds. Olive, orange and apricot groves, as well as fi elds of grape vines. 

[Fig 2.6] The Lion Gate. The most iconic and world known view of the archaeological site of Mycenae. 
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[Fig 2.7] Panoramic view from the interior of the archaeological site. Visible from this point are, the access road 
to the site and the parking lot in the background. In the foreground is the Grave Circle A in the middle, and the 
interior (back side) of the Lion Gate. 
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[Fig 2.9] View towards the southwest side of the site. Mount Zara is on the leŌ , and on the horizon one can see the 
Gulf of Nauplion in the Aegean Sea, the surrounding villages, including the village of Mycenae, and the car park for 
the archaeological site.
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[Fig 2.8] View towards the palace, located at the top of the archaeological site. In the foreground is the dry rocky 
terrain of the site. In the background the site is framed by Mount ProphiƟ s Ilias to the leŌ , and Mount Zara to the 
right.  

“At the end of the 12th century, the Palace was abandoned and suff ered some destrucƟ on by 
fi re as well as did the buildings in its vicinity. But the site itself was occupied without interrup-
Ɵ on unƟ l 498 BC when it was conquered by Argos and its populaƟ on deported. During that 
Ɵ me, the top of the hill had been partly levelled for the construcƟ on of an archaic temple. From 
a short reoccupaƟ on during the HellenisƟ c period we have the remains of another temple on 
the top of the hill as well as of a theater built over the ‘Tomb of Clytemnestra’.” (UNESCO, 2014)

“For the last ten years the aƩ endance of the visitors at the site has been quite regular, ranging 
between 500,000 visitors and 700,000. “(UNESCO, 2014)

“Since the beginning of the Program of RestoraƟ on and ConservaƟ on of the monuments of the 
site, the architectural remains are regularly checked for their stability by the specialists in charge 
of the works. “(UNESCO, 2014)
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[Fig 2.10] View looking west, from what would have been the interior “Megaron“ and throne room. Walls would 
have originally been covered by frescoes. 

[Fig 2.11] Panoramic photograph looking southwest at the main palace, throne room and surrounding rooms. In the 
foreground, Mount Zara on the leŌ  and Mount ProphiƟ s Ilias on the right, the surrounding villages and mountains 
in the background as well as the Gulf of Nauplion in the Aegean on the horizon.
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[Fig 2.12] Panoramic view looking north. Visible are the exisƟ ng pathways, the parking lot, the museum (boƩ om 
mid-photo), and the surrounding hills covered with olive, citrus and grape fi elds. 
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[Fig 2.13] Panoramic view looking south towards the Argolic Valley and Gulf. 
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Chapter 3: Case Studies

    In order to understand how one should be looking at an archaeological site, specifi cally Mycenae, 

it is helpful fi rst to examine some examples of other restored archaeological sites.

I follow the documents of Eduardo Villafranca and Nicholas Hall, who worked on the conservaƟ on 

of Orongo, as an example of a detailed site analysis, when I select case studies. 

  This chapter, will examine three diff erent archaeological sites: the Orongo Ceremonial Village, 

Nemea, and Knossos. These archaeological sites are examined in terms of site use, visitor 

experience, safety of the visitors, interpretaƟ on of the history and ruins, site maintenance, the 

site redevelopment plans that are currently occurring, that happened recently or were completed 

many decades ago.

“Archaeological sites have long been a part of heritage and its display, certainly before the use 

of the term ‘heritage’ and the formal study of tourism” (Metero, 2013)

  Each case study was selected because of the diff erent approach adopted to conservaƟ on of the 

site. The fi rst two case studies, Orongo and Knossos, are World Heritage sites, whereas the third, 

Nemea, is not. 

[Fig 3.1] Palace of Knossos

[Fig 3.2] Temple of Zeus in Nemea

[Fig 3.0] Orongo Ceremonial Village
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(vii) to contain superlaƟ ve natural phenomena or areas of excepƟ onal natural beauty and   

 aestheƟ c importance

(viii) to be outstanding examples represenƟ ng major stages of earth’s history, including the   

 record of life, signifi cant on-going geological processes in the development of landforms,  

 or signifi cant geomorphic or physiographic features

(ix) to be outstanding examples represenƟ ng signifi cant on-going ecological and biological   

 processes in the evoluƟ on and development of terrestrial, fresh water, coastal and marine                                                                                                                                           

             ecosystems and communiƟ es of plants and animals

(x) to contain the most important and signifi cant natural habitats for in-situ conservaƟ on of  

 biological diversity, including those containing threatened species of outstanding universal 

 value from the point of view of science or conservaƟ on” (Centre, 2014)

“The need to display archaeological sites has someƟ mes resulted in confused and discordant 

landscapes that deny the enƟ re story of the site and the natural and sublime state of 

fragmentaƟ on all ruin sites possess“ (De la Torre, 1997)

    Through these observaƟ ons, it is possible to understand the similariƟ es and diff erences between 

the sites and the requirements of the sites. 

    According to UNESCO, for a site to be included in the World Heritage List, it must be of 

“Outstanding Universal Value“ and meet at least one of the ten selecƟ on criteria. 

“(i) to present a masterpiece of human creaƟ ve genius

(ii) to exhibit an important interchange of human values, over a span of Ɵ me or within a  

 cultural area of the world, on developments in architecture or technology , monumental  

 arts, town-planning or landscape design

(iii) to bear a unique or at least excepƟ onal tesƟ mony to a cultural tradiƟ on or to a civilizaƟ on                                                                                                                                     

              which is living or which has disappeared

(iv) to be an outstanding example of a type of building, architectural or technological ensemble                                                                                                                                         

             or landscape which illustrates (a) signifi cant stage(s) in human history

(v) to be an outstanding example of a tradiƟ onal human seƩ lement, land-use, or sea-use   

 which is representaƟ ve of a culture (or cultures), or human interacƟ on with the 

 environment especially when it has become vulnerable under  the impact of irreversible   

 change

(vi) to be directly or tangibly associated with events or living tradiƟ ons, with ideas, or with   

 beliefs, with arƟ sƟ c and literary works of outstanding universal signifi cance. 

 (The CommiƩ ee considers that this criterion should preferably be used in conjuncƟ on   

 with other criteria)
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2A: Orongo Ceremonial Village, 
Rapa Nui NaƟ onal Park, Easter Island, Chile

  The Orongo Ceremonial Village is located in Rapa Nui NaƟ onal Park, at the southern part of the 

Easter Island. In 1995, Rapa Nui NaƟ onal Park was inscribed on the World Heritage List, based 

on the following criteria:

“(i) The World Heritage CommiƩ ee concluded that the RNNP “contains one of the most

  remarkable cultural phenomena in the world. An arƟ sƟ c and architectural tradiƟ on of 

 great power and imaginaƟ on was developed by a society that was completely isolated 

 from external cultural infl uences of any kind for over a millennium. The substanƟ al 

 remains of this culture blend with their natural surroundings to create an unparalleled 

 cultural landscape.

(iii) AŌ er its original seƩ lement before the ninth century AD and up to the early eighteenth 

 century, Easter Island did not receive new fl ows of immigrants. It developed its complex 

 culture, unique in Polynesia, independently, being a unique example of civilizaƟ on in this

 region. Its tesƟ mony to ecological crisis in premodern Ɵ mes also confers excepƟ onality to 

 this site.

(v) The RNNP is a testament to the undeniably unique character of a culture that suff ered a 

 debacle as a result of an ecological crisis followed by the irrupƟ on of the outside world.” 

 (Centre, 2014, see Appendix 4 p.136)

[Fig 3.3] Ceremonial  Centre of Mata Ngarau

[Fig 3.5] Petroglyphs at Mata Ngarau

[Fig 3.4] Ceremonial  Centre of Mata Ngarau

[Fig 3.6] New trail construcƟ on

[Fig 3.7] View of Motus from Mata Ngarau [Fig 3.8] New trail along edge of Rano Kao volcano 
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[Fig 3.9] Plan of Orongo Ceremonial Village, ExisƟ ng in 2002 prior to redevelopment. Drawing by: B Reimer/B Roberts

 “The most prominent aƩ ributes of Rapa Nui are the archaeological 

sites, and the island has a high concentraƟ on of them, most of which 

are found in the NaƟ onal Park. It is esƟ mated that there are about 

900 statues, more than 300 ceremonial plaƞ orms and thousands 

of structures related to agriculture, funeral rites, housing and 

producƟ on, and other types of acƟ viƟ es.” (Centre, 2014). 

    One of the primary issues of the Orongo site before the 

redevelopment plan, was  the progressive destrucƟ on of the cultural 

resources of the site due to increased visitaƟ on and overuse. Orongo, 

is one of the most visited sites on the island, however the hours 

of operaƟ on were short and the site remained unguarded for the 

majority of Ɵ me. 
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    Bicycle and pedestrian circulaƟ on can be harmful to the site’s natural as well as its heritage 

resources. As a result, the site was being damaged by vandalism, theŌ  and lack of control. 

Another signifi cant issue was the number of horses that grazed the site, and caused damage to 

the naƟ ve grasses, as well as to the restored and non-restored structures by walking on them. 

(Villafranca & Hall, 2002).

  As recorded in September 2001, between two and twenty eight people per day visited the site, 

during a low tourism season, usually accompanied by a local guide and following designated 

routes. The site was always in danger of erosion, vandalism and theŌ , that could be caused by 

disorganized visitaƟ on and visitor fl ow (Villafranca & Hall, 2002).

  When the document was wriƩ en, in 2002, there were several safety concerns present on site, 

some of which had to do with the health and safety of visitors, and others with the security of the 

actual artefacts. Some of the dirt paths, were on unstable grounds which could be slippery and 

therefore a safety hazard. Some of the circulaƟ on existed on top of the houses.

  There was an imminent risk of collapse in some areas and injury to visitors. Some of the ameniƟ es 

of the site such as the public washrooms and the wardens’ building were in bad condiƟ on, either 

due to vandalism, or lack of maintenance, becoming a health concern for the employees  of the 

site and for visitors (Villafranca & Hall, 2002).

A set of principles for conservaƟ on and sustainable redevelopment was defi ned during the 

planning process. These principles were observed and applied during the design and various 

implementaƟ on phases: 
[Fig 3.10] Orongo Visitor Centre
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“  • Respect and protecƟ on of the cultural resources, their heritage

        values and meaning

    • InterpretaƟ on based on knowledge and understanding of the 

        cultural resources of the site

    • Faithful representaƟ on of the past

    • Protect the character-defi ning elements of the site

    • Physical intervenƟ ons to be reversible

    • Site to be protected for the benefi t of public use

    • Apply the principle of minimum intervenƟ on

    • Maximum uƟ lizaƟ on of already disturbed areas for new

       intervenƟ ons

    • ExcavaƟ on to be avoided or should occur where absolutely 

        necessary

    • Community parƟ cipaƟ on in decision-making is paramount”.

       (Eduardo A. Villafranca, 2003)

    The conservaƟ on plan for Orongo Ceremonial Village was 

implemented in stages. During the fi rst stage, the project 

parƟ cipants conducted public consultaƟ on, site inventory, and 

analyses of the use and management of the site as well as the 

interpreƟ ve system of the village. (Eduardo A. Villafranca, 2003)
[Fig 3.11] Proposed plan of Orongo Ceremonial Village, Drawing by: B Reimer/B Roberts



48 49

      The results aŌ er the fi rst stage of conservaƟ on were:

“ • Completed data collecƟ on, general inventory of the cultural and natural resources of the site.

   • Completed analysis of site constraints and opportuniƟ es and defi ned improvement measures  

      for the management of the site

   • Acquired detailed knowledge of the site

   • Prepared the Preliminary Site Redevelopment Plan”(see Fig 3.11) 

(Eduardo A. Villafranca, 2003)

      The Site Redevelopment Plan of 2002 defi ned the locaƟ on, context and messaging for 12 

interpreƟ ve staƟ ons. These staƟ ons provided informaƟ on on the views from that locaƟ on.  

(Eduardo A. Villafranca, 2003).

      During the Second Stage, in 2003, the conservaƟ on team confi rmed and validated the Site 

Redevelopment Plan, constructed or reconstructed the trail for the protecƟ on of the site and 

beƩ er public use, prepared the trail for the future incorporaƟ on of the interpreƟ ve program, 

trained personnel to perform conservaƟ on construcƟ on and restoraƟ on, contributed to the 

design of measures for the protecƟ on and sustainable use of the village, and defi ned work to be 

implemented during the next phase according to the Plan.

During the validaƟ on of the Site Redevelopment Plan of 2002, a two-day workshop was held in 

order to present the project to diff erent interest groups, and to receive recommendaƟ ons from 

them on the implementaƟ on of the next stage.

      The conservaƟ on project was benefi cial to the site in the following ways:
[Fig 3.12] Orongo Visitor Centre
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ending with the compleƟ on of the visitor recepƟ on centre.

    The conservaƟ on project at Orongo Ceremonial Village has been one of the most inspiraƟ onal 

conservaƟ on case studies I looked at. Its process was well planned and organized, with 

ample informaƟ ve reports to present it beƩ er. Taking into consideraƟ on the protecƟ on of the 

historical, cultural and environmental aspects of the site, the redevelopment was also planned 

for the improvement of the safety and educaƟ onal experience of visitors. These guidelines, 

due to the care and diligence with which they were developed, greatly inspired me to look 

at archaeological sites with a closer aƩ enƟ on to details; they encouraged me to examine all 

aspects of a place, including character-defi ning elements, issues, people, historical as well as 

physical context, and became a basis for the development of the plan of the archaeological site 

of Mycenae.

“ • There exist a beƩ er control of the use of the site

   • Human impact on the cultural resources has been reduced and neutralized

   • Greater protecƟ on of the cultural and natural resources of the site

   • InterpreƟ ve staƟ ons can be added with no construcƟ on and minimal impact

   • Exists an opportunity to give visitors the most signifi cant messages related to the site

   • Local personnel is now trained on the technology of low impact and reversible trail 

      construcƟ on

   • Visits to the site are more organized and safer for the visitor

   • It is easier to stagger/schedule tours to avoid confl icts of use and improve quality of the      

       visitor experience

   • Exists more control and it is easier to maintain visitaƟ on staƟ sƟ cs which can be related to                                                                                                                                               

       carrying capacity of the site

   • Exists a possibility to implement a system of cyclical maintenance and a monitoring program                                                                                                                                                   

      for the sustainable use of the site

   • It is possible to establish a rotaƟ on system of use within the total trail system or within                                                                                                                                           

      secƟ ons of it to prevent deterioraƟ on or erosion

   • Public parƟ cipaƟ on and validaƟ on of conservaƟ on or development proposals by local                                                                                                                                            

      interest groups is imperaƟ ve to ensure a successful implementaƟ on of the project” 

      (Eduardo A. Villafranca, 2003)

    As I was informed by Eduardo Villafranca, work was implemented between 2003 and 2011, 
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 According to the United Kingdom InsƟ tute of ConservaƟ on (1983), 

   “This defi niƟ on does not apply to Evans’ project, and his reconstrucƟ on is fl awed because it 

restricts the viewers and visitors from imagining other possible stories that formed the site.”

(Hamilakis, 2002)

    Regardless of the criƟ cism of Knossos, the site remains one of the most widely visited 

archaeological sites of the Mediterranean. While it bears many cultural and topographical 

similariƟ es with Mycenae, the style of the palace is unique to the Minoan CivilizaƟ on (UNESCO, 

2014).  Unlike the archaeological site of Mycenae, the World Heritage status of Knossos has not 

yet been established. Knossos, along with Phaistos, Malia, Zakros and  Kydonia is part of the 

Minoan PalaƟ al centres that are on the TentaƟ ve List for World Heritage status (UNESCO, 2014). In 

January 2014, it was nominated to become a World Heritage site, based on the following criteria:

[Fig 3.13] Restored North Entrance and landscape

2B: Knossos, 
Heraklion, Crete, Greece

    Knossos is located in the northern part of the island of Crete, in the Heraklion region. It stands 

on a hill west of the River Kairatos. According to UNESCO (Centre, 2014), Knossos, is the most 

important centre of the Minoan civilizaƟ on. It precedes Mycenae, and the Mycenaean civilizaƟ on, 

and was highly infl uenƟ al on its evoluƟ on.

    The palace is dated in the second millenium BC and was originally uncovered by Minos 

Kalokairinos in 1878, and was then excavated and restored by Sir Arthur Evans in the fi rst three 

decades of the 20th century (UNESCO). Sir Arthur Evans named the civilizaƟ on “Minoan“, when, 

inspired by Heinrich Schleiman and his pursuit to fi nd the palace of Agamemnon, the centre of 

the Mycenaean civilizaƟ on, he believed he found the palace of the legendary King Minos. 

    Due to the rapid deterioraƟ on of the frescoes found in the throne room, caused by the harsh 

weather condiƟ ons (Castleden, 1990), Evans began conservaƟ on of the site, including some 

drasƟ c intervenƟ ons such as the addiƟ on of a roof and strengthening of the walls. Some of the 

conservaƟ on intervenƟ ons Sir Arthur instructed were jusƟ fi able. However, the reconstrucƟ on of 

addiƟ onal features, the painƟ ng of walls, columns and frescoes, and naming the rooms according 

to speculated funcƟ ons are highly criƟ cized according to today’s standards. Evans has been 

accused of destroying and reinvenƟ ng Knossos, as a result of guessing the uses of the excavated 

areas according to lifestyles at his Ɵ me, and altering the appearances of the fi nds. 

(Hamilakis, 2002)
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[Fig 3.14] Plan of Knossos

 KEY TO NUMBERS

1. Northern Entrance and PorƟ co.
2. BasƟ on and Guard-House.
3. Northern Piazza.
4. Room of the Flower Gatherer.
5. Room with SƟ rrup Vases, Walled Pit beneath.
6. Ante room to Throne Room.
7. Throne Room with Tank.
8. Temple Repositories.
9. East and West Pillar-Rooms.
10. Court of the Altar.
11. South Propylæum.
12. Corridor of the Cup Bearer.
13. Corridor of the Procession.
14. West PorƟ co.
15. Long Gallery with Magazines on West Side.
16. North-West House with Bronze Vessels.
17. Northern Bath.
18. Deposit of Pictographic Tablets.
19. North-Eastern Magazines.
20. Corridor of the Draught-Board.
21. Room of the Olive Press.
23. Hall of the Colonnades, with Light-Well.
24. Hall of the Double Axes, with Light-Well.
25. Queen's Megaron, with Light-Wells.
26. Deposit of Ivory Figurines.
27. Built Drains.
28. Court of the Sanctuary.
29. South-East House with Pillar-Room.
30. Court of the Oil-Spout.
31. Magazines with large Pithoi.
32. East BasƟ on.
33. Early Buildings, partly in conƟ nuous use.
34. Sculptor's Workshop (on upper fl oor).
A. Altar-Base in Central Court.
B. Shrine of the Snake Goddess.
C, D. Altar-Bases in West Court.
E. Shrine of Dove Goddess and Double Axes.
F. Altar-Base in Court of the Sanctuary.
G. Altar Base in Court of the Altar.
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“(ii) The Minoan palaces bear witness to a very early form of complex urban society and   

 applicaƟ on of complex economic systems, which arose in Crete during the Middle and

 Late Bronze Age. They consƟ tute an important archaeological tesƟ mony to the 

 organisaƟ on of towns and ciƟ es, and to the development of the monumental    

 architecture, technology and high level of art aƩ ained by the Minoan civilisaƟ on.

(iii) The Minoan palaces are the most characterisƟ c and impressive tesƟ monies of the   

 Minoan civilisaƟ on that fl ourished during the Bronze Age (1900-1400 BC). Complex

 monuments, constructed to serve the various needs and funcƟ ons of the Minoan 

 ciƟ es, they consƟ tute the most important archaeological evidence for the understanding 

 of the Minoan civilisaƟ on, its social organisaƟ on and its high level of intellectual and 

 arƟ sƟ c development (frescoes, vase-painƟ ng, etc.). This complex socio/economic system

 led to the creaƟ on of two protohistoric wriƟ ng systems, “Cretan Hieroglyphic” script 

 and Linear A, which played an important part in the context of the Aegean civilisaƟ ons, 

 in both the Middle and the Late Bronze Age. It was from Linear A that Linear B was born  

  in the Aegean world.

(vi) The myths connected to the Minoan palaces (the Minotaur and the

 Labyrinth, Daedalus and Icarus, Theseus and Ariadne, etc.) exercised a great infl uence

 on mythology and the arts throughout the ancient world and remain a source of 

 inspiraƟ on for world art, music and literature today.” 

 (Centre, 2014, see appendix 5, p 147-148)

[Fig 3.15] Column reconstrucƟ on [Fig 3.16] Standing walls

[Fig 3.17] Restored North Entrance [Fig 3.18] Grand Staircase

[Fig 3.19] Room with frescoes [Fig 3.20] Floor fi nish protecƟ on
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original fabric of the monument and with Evans’ restoraƟ on. The plan catered to tourist groups 

as well as to single visitors, and it off ered several alternaƟ ve routes, of varying duraƟ on, around 

the site. It also aimed to provide more informaƟ on for the visitor on the site. “ 

(Ibid,1997, p 120).

    This case study is a good example of how detrimental to the future of an archaeological site 

irreversible intervenƟ ons can be. The lesson that can be taken forward for the development 

of the archaeological site of Mycenae is that all intervenƟ ons should be reversible, and should 

not infringe directly on the in-situ cultural resource. From examinaƟ on of the plan that Dr. 

Palyvou developed for Knossos, it is apparent that she included designing routes, passageways 

and ramps for visitors “... to minimize the direct contact of visitors both with the original fabric 

of the monument and with Evans’s restoraƟ on.“ (Ibid, 1997, p120). Her plan also aimed to 

provide more informaƟ on to visitors on the site, in the form of informaƟ on boards. There are 

remarkable  similariƟ es with the conservaƟ on project for the archaeological site of Mycenae. 

This shows that carefully planned pathways and informaƟ on boards are of criƟ cal importance 

for a successful presentaƟ on of an archaeological site, and this informaƟ on will be carried 

forward for development of a connecƟ on between the excavaƟ on site at Petsas House and the 

main archaeological site of Mycenae. 

    Note that this list of criteria, for the nominaƟ on of Knossos as a World Heritage site, is 

numbered as (ii), (iii) and (vi). This means that the site saƟ sfi es the three corresponding criteria, 

out of the ten required by UNESCO in order to be considered of “Outstanding Universal Value“ 

(see p. 38) (Centre, 2014).

    Most recently, conservaƟ on and maintenance has been focused on repairs to Evans’ 

reconstrucƟ on and on the management of visitors (De la Torre, 1997).

“The extensive use of reinforced concrete earlier in this century, the process of natural 

weathering, and the incidence of mass tourism have combined to create a diffi  cult conservaƟ on 

challenge not only for the fabric of the original monument but also for that of Evans’ 

restoraƟ on” (Op cit,1997, p.113)

    One of the main problems with present day conservaƟ on projects in Knossos, is that most 

of the intervenƟ ons Evans did, such as pouring concrete directly onto the original remains, are 

irreversible (Ibid,1997). Another problem is the erosion of both the original remains, and the 

restored parts, due to the large numbers of visitors every year (Ibid, 1997).

 In 1993, Dr. Clairy Palyvou was commissioned to design a visitor management plan, but due to a 

lack of funding- although its implementaƟ on was approved- the plan did not go into eff ect unƟ l 

1996 (Ibid,1997).

“The plan prepared by Dr. Palyvou, which in part entailed designing a route (or routes) for 

visitors to the site of the palace of Knossos, essenƟ ally aimed to provide special passageways, 

ramps, and wooden stairs in order to minimize the direct contact of visitors both with the 
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[Fig 3.21] Aerial view of the Sanctuary of Zeus

2C: Nemea, 
Korinthos, Greece

    The archaeological site of Nemea is located at the base of the Arcadian mountain range in 

the region of Korinthia. Being over 300 meters above sea level, and in a valley surrounded by 

mountains, it has cooler summers and colder damp winters than most of Greece. The small 

village in which the site is located is called Archaea (ancient) Nemea, or Herakleion, and it is 

in a ferƟ le, well watered valley which makes viƟ culture the primary source of income for most 

resident families, other than the minimal tourism that the archaeological site aƩ racts.

    Nemea was chosen as one of my case studies because- aŌ er working for several years in the 

Berkeley excavaƟ ons of the Heroon, as well as the anastylosis study of the Temple of Zeus, in 

the archaeological site of Nemea- I was surprised to fi nd that, unlike the two previous case 

studies of Orongo and Knossos, it had not yet acquired a World Heritage status. That intrigued 

me to look further at the site, and determine whether or not it saƟ sfi es the criteria for World 

Heritage designaƟ on.

    Not unlike the sites of Olympia or Delphi, Nemea was one of the sites where one of the four 

Panhellenic fesƟ vals was held in anƟ quity (Miller & Bravo, 2004). This fesƟ val, the Nemean 

Games, which was similar to the Olympic Games, included gymnasƟ c events, equestrian events 

and musical events. 



62 63

[Fig 3.25]  Plan of Archaeological Site of Nemea

[Fig 3.23] Entrance to the Museum

[Fig 3.22] Site Entrance and Ticket Sale

[Fig 3.24] Sacred Grove
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[Fig 3.29] Temple of Zeus under anastylosis

[Fig 3.26] Temple Columns

[Fig 3.27] Temple Columns

[Fig 3.28] Temple Columns

    Even though the Nemean Games are not as widely known as the Olympic Games, The 

Society for the Revival of the Nemean Games was formed due to the passion, determinaƟ on 

and generosity of locals and external benefactors mainly from the University of California at 

Berkeley (The Nemean Games, 1994). Since 1996, the Games have been held every four years 

in the ancient Stadium of Nemea. Thousands of visitors arrive at the site either to compete or 

watch the Games, just as they did thousands of years ago.

    The most prominent feature of the archaeological site, other than the ancient stadium, is 

the 4th century Temple of Zeus. The temple was built on the foundaƟ ons of an earlier, smaller 

temple. The 4th century temple used all three architectural orders, with Doric columns on the 

exterior peristyle, Corinthian columns on the interior colonnade, and Ionic columns on the 

second level (Miller & Bravo, 2004). 

    I believe that the archaeological site of Nemea saƟ sfi es criteria (i), (ii), (iii), (iv) and (vi) of 

UNESCO and should therefore be awarded the Ɵ tle of a World Heritage site. This would not only 

make the site beƩ er known to the public, but it would also bring more tourism and funds that 

would contribute to the resumpƟ on of the temple anastylosis and site conservaƟ on.

“It is our belief that the modern Olympic Games, despite their obvious success in many respects, 
have become increasingly removed from the average person. Our goal is the parƟ cipaƟ on, on 

the sacred ancient earth of Greece, of anyone and everyone, in games that will revive the spirit 
of the Olympics. We will achieve this by reliving authenƟ c ancient athleƟ c customs in the ancient 

stadium of Nemea.”

(Statement of the Purpose of the Society for the Revival of the Nemean Games, December 30, 1994) 
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the safety of the visitors themselves, as well as the safety and preservaƟ on of the archaeological 

remains.

    What I learned from working in Nemea, was the extensive and detailed care and aƩ enƟ on that 

goes into a site restoraƟ on. From the start of the restoraƟ on of the temple in the 1970s, when all 

but two columns were standing, to date, seven columns have been restored and the site is now 

accessible to visitors.

    The most admirable aspect of this site is that visitors experience the history and essence of the 

site, without noƟ cing the restoraƟ on work. It is so subtly preserved that one would think the state 

of the site is a result of graceful aging.

    Nemea has been a case study with posiƟ ve as well as negaƟ ve examples of archaeological 

conservaƟ on and site presentaƟ on. All aƩ enƟ on and funding for conservaƟ on has been given to 

the most prominent feature of the site- the Temple of Zeus- and all other interesƟ ng parts of the 

site have been tragically overlooked.

    As beauƟ ful as the Temple may be, the scarcity of organized pathways and informaƟ on 

boards throughout the rest of the site is a shortcoming. This case study demonstrates that small 

intervenƟ ons such as organized pathways and informaƟ on nodes can make a big diff erence to the 

experience of the visitor, and the preservaƟ on of the site; they are the common denominators 

between all three of the case studies and I intend to emphasize them in the development of the 

connecƟ on between Petsas House and the main archaeological site of Mycenae. 

    The archaeological site of Nemea, and parƟ cularly the site of the Sanctuary of Zeus, is rich in 

visible layers of ancient as well as ByzanƟ ne history. At fi rst sight, one may see the site as a mix 

of diff erent walls running in all diff erent direcƟ ons unƟ l they learn that the Basilica, which was 

fi rst excavated in 1924 (Nemea Guide, p 95), was built on top of part of the ancient Xenon, of the 

sanctuary of Zeus, with material taken from the Temple of Zeus.

“The Early ChrisƟ ans acƟ vely quarried the Temple when construcƟ ng their Basilica, extracƟ ng, 

principally from the interior, such material as parts of the Corinthian colonnade and cella wall 

block, of which 1120 are missing from the Temple” 

(Miller & Bravo, 2004)

    The fi rst act of conservaƟ on I was able to fi nd, executed shortly aŌ er the excavaƟ on of the 

Basilica, was the construcƟ on of a protecƟ ve shed over the southwestern part of the wall. That 

protecƟ ve structure stood unƟ l 1987 and, ironically, was built with stone and material looted 

from the Basilica. There is no clear date I could fi nd to indicate when the stone pathways were 

built on part of the archaeological site, and only a small part of the site has a pathway to guide 

tourists. The rest of the site is open for visitors to walk around. Having personal experience of 

working in Nemea, I have seen visitors roaming freely choosing their own paths to the public site, 

and even someƟ mes climbing the ruins. The only restricted areas that are not accessible to the 

public are the excavaƟ on site and the conservaƟ on area. Those areas are closed off  by a single 

rope or chain that indicates restricted access but that can easily be ignored. 

    There is a clear lack of structure in the visitor’s experience of the site, which causes concern about 
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ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE APPRAISAL:

1.   Archaeological Museum of Mycenae

2.   Tomb of the Lions

3.   Car Park, with Post Offi  ce and CanƟ na

4.   Lion Gate. Entrance to Mycenaean Palace

5.   Threshold to archaeological site. Ticket sales structure

6.   Petsas House

7.   Tomb of Aegistus

8.   Tomb of Clytemnestra

9.   Grave Circle B

10. Washrooms

Chapter 4: Mycenae. Site Analysis
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[Fig 4.2] Tomb of the Lions

Located on the north side of the archaeological site, on the west side of the museum. The 

Tomb is available for viewing to the public, however it is not wheelchair accessible. 

It is an example of a “Tholos Tomb“ with the top part of the tomb missing. The Tomb 

has gone through elaborate anastylosis to be in its current condiƟ on however, for safety 

purposes, access to the interior is restricted.

[Fig 4.1] Archaeological Museum of Mycenae

Opened in 2004. Located at the lowest part of the archaeological site on the north 

side of the ancient palace of Mycenae. The museum displays permanent samples 

of diff erent Mycenaean fi nds, as well as providing space for studies and arƟ fact 

conservaƟ on for university students and archaeological researchers.

4A: Mycenae - Visitor Accessible Site
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[Fig 4.4] Lion Gate. Entrance to Mycenaean Palace

The Lion Gate (oŌ en also called Lions’ Gate) has been the most iconic part of the archaeological 

site of Mycenae. The monumental size of the stones has earned it the name ”cyclopean walls” 

(believed they were built by cyclops, in mythology), whereas the relief of the Lions above the 

threshold is one of the earliest specimens of sculpture in Europe. 

“It was built about 1250 BC. It is about 3m wide and 3.10 m high, and is made of four large  

blocks of conglomerate, a threshold, a lintel and two side posts. Masking the relieving triangle 

over the lintel there is a block of hard limestone. The block carries the famous ‘Relief of the 

Lions’.“ (UNESCO, 2014)

[Fig 4.3] Car park, post offi  ce (leŌ ), canƟ na (right)

The current car park is  on the west side of the archaeological site, outside the site fence. 

AmeniƟ es include a post offi  ce and a canƟ na. They are managed by the Mycenae/Argos 

municipality, and operated by  local employees, through term jobs. The biggest issue here is the 

lack of shade for parked cars and for visitors.
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[Fig 4.6] View of farming orchards to the north of the site.

The agricultural fi elds surrounding the site are one of the character-defi ning elements of 

Mycenae. Mycenaeans have farmed olive trees, grains such as wheat, grape vines, and fi g trees 

for thousands of years. Fruit tree species such as oranges, mandarins or other types of citrus 

have only been culƟ vated in Mycenae for the past few decades. 

[Fig 4.5] Threshold to site. Ticket sales structure

The archaeological site of Mycenae is fenced all around by a high, visually permeable metal 

fence. The only access to visitors is through this gate which  thousands of people go through 

every year. 
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[Fig 4.8] Petsas House excavaƟ on site plan. See fi g 4.0. #6
The greek leƩ ers on the plan represent the trenches  excavated in the year 2012. 

0 3m

[Fig 4.7] Petsas House. Not acƟ vely accesible to the public

“The Petsas House is a building complex in the seƩ lement of Mycenae that was destroyed by 

earthquake and fi re in the late 14th century BCE (LH IIIA 2). It consists of two parallel rows of 

rooms situated along a terraced slope that originally supported a frescoed upper storey for 

domesƟ c use. Most of the ground fl oor was used for the industrial producƟ on and storage of 

poƩ ery. ExcavaƟ on by the Archaeological Society of Athens was insƟ gated in 1950/51 by Ioannis 

Papadimitriou and PhoƟ os Petsas, and renewed in 2000 by Kim Shelton as Field Director.” 

(Ahma.berkeley.edu, 2014)

4B: Mycenae - Petsas House excavaƟ on site
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    In the summer of 2010 I became involved with the Petsas House project. IniƟ ally I knew 

nothing about Petsas House, except for the beauƟ ful fi nds that I had the honour to draw. With 

Ɵ me, my interest grew through hearing  stories about the site, parƟ cularly that it was possibly 

a place where poƩ ery for a range of purposes had been manufactured. I was fascinated by 

the variety of fi nds and was truly moved when I would see the fi ngerprints of the arƟ sts that 

had been baked with the ceramics they had created thousands of years before. I became part 

of the team that manually measured the site to produce a site plan. Later I found out that, 

twenty years prior to my work there, my father worked as a digger at the same excavaƟ on site. 

The two summers later, I joined the excavaƟ on team doing site surveying and plan drawings of 

the excavaƟ on trenches, walking through the trenches, and taking in the marvel of that site. 

With every layer a potenƟ al new story was uncovered, and I felt as though I was travelling back 

in Ɵ me. I became more aƩ ached to this site, and incredibly honoured to be included in this 

process. Petsas House, to my mind, emerged as a jewel that should be displayed to the world; a 

jewel that sƟ ll had so many stories to tell.

Chapter 5: Design Process, Proposals and OpƟ ons

[Fig 5.0-5.4]: The images are part of the site inventory but are included here as a source of inspiraƟ on for the 
design proposal.

Design Process

[Fig 5.0] Site Surveying at Petsas House

[Fig 5.1] Through the site surveying instrument

[Fig 5.2] Through the site surveying instrument

[Fig 5.3] Through the site surveying instrument

[Fig 5.4] Through the site surveying instrument
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    As I began thinking about excavaƟ on sites, and how fascinaƟ ng it was to watch the process 

of excavaƟ on, I understood how much more sensiƟ ve they are than already excavated 

archaeological sites, and how much more vulnerable to the public. Due to exposure to the 

natural elements, newly excavated sites that have not yet been through the process of 

conservaƟ on, are more prone to soil erosion, and corrosion. In addiƟ on, if the excavaƟ on sites 

are not secured from public access, they could cause a safety hazard or could become places of 

looƟ ng or vandalism.

    In the past,  the archaeological site of Mycenae underwent completely diff erent processes of 

discovery, from accidental discoveries to war looƟ ng to looƟ ng disguised as offi  cial excavaƟ ons, 

to more looƟ ng from local people feeling enƟ tled to the fi nds to fi nally offi  cial and legal 

excavaƟ ons. Thinking about the site of Mycenae, which is today accessible to the public, as 

to most ancient and modern Mycenaeans,  I felt pride and protecƟ veness. Pride because of 

the internaƟ onal interest and admiraƟ on it possessed, but protecƟ veness because of all the 

hardships it has endured through history. 

    Being so personally connected to that place made it diffi  cult iniƟ ally to describe my intenƟ ons 

for it. I wanted the world to see and be able to experience it and to learn from it, to take with 

them a posiƟ ve impression and admiraƟ on that they would want to share with others. I wanted 

visitors to be safe and comfortable so that their experience would be the best possible. I wanted 

the visitors to be able to witness the wonder of uncovering history, but I also wanted to protect 

as much as possible of this treasure from any further harm. 

[Fig 5.5] The Great Ramp [Fig 5.8] InformaƟ on signs 

[Fig 5.6] Shaded resƟ ng place [Fig 5.9] Accessibility ramp

[Fig 5.7] Accessibility ramp [Fig 5.10] Fig tree growing through ruins
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  With the encouragement and guidance of my advisors, and aŌ er looking at other 

archaeological sites as case studies, I started thinking about the issues present on site. Most 

of these issues are  due to the extreme heat condiƟ ons that occur on the archaeological site 

during the summer months , when it is most visited. 

     

1. Petsas House is disconnected from the main archaeological site 

2. Vehicular circulaƟ on is cramped especially with buses upon arrival at the site 

3. Walking distances can be quite exhausƟ ng during the summer months due to  steep 

     topographic variaƟ ons and extremely high temperatures 

4. Shade and resƟ ng spots are minimal throughout the site

5. Most signage either is outdated or inconsistent throughout the site (see Fig 5.11-5.13).

    The content of the interpreƟ ve signs is adequate based on the exisƟ ng archaeological 

    informaƟ on. They should be updated in the future, once addiƟ onal informaƟ on is obtained. 

6. There is a lack of shaded parking with a result that most cars overheat in the summer. 

7. There are limited shaded areas for visitors to wait for their buses. 

8. Limited or outdated ameniƟ es for visitors. The canƟ na and post offi  ce are housed in two old, 

     very small separate trailers that lack visual interest and are in  desperate need of more space.

9. Site security is limited due to the low budgets, resulƟ ng in theŌ , vandalism as well as visitor 

    safety. 

[Fig 5.11] ExisƟ ng sign describing the Palace [Fig 5.12] ExisƟ ng sign describing Underground Cistern

[Fig 5.13] ExisƟ ng sign Describing Petsas House

[Fig 5.11-5.13]: The images are part of the site inventory but are included here as a source of inspiraƟ on for the 
design proposal. They are not meant to be viewed for their content but their appearance and condiƟ on. 

Brief/ Issues to be addressed
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Lion Lion 
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These issues indicate opportuniƟ es to improve visitor experience, in 

parƟ cular: 

1. IntegraƟ on of Petsas House with the main archaeological site.

    With the excavaƟ on site of Petsas House being separately fenced 

off  from  the main archaeological site and currently not accessible to 

visitors, how can it be displayed in such a way that it will not obstruct 

the excavaƟ on processes but also provide the visitor an insight. 

The space between Petsas House, the main archaeological site, and 

the Tomb of the Lions, which is in an olive grove belonging to the 

Demopoulos family, would be uƟ lized to create a connecƟ on. 

2. Visual and funcƟ onal integraƟ on of the car park. Making the 

surrounding landscape more visible from the car park. 

    The view from the car park to the main archaeological site is 

mostly obstructed by the tall pine and eucalyptus trees, with the 

view opening up and revealing the site just aŌ er the main road 

before the main fence (see Fig 2.3 page 20-21)  Providing an elevated 

viewing point from within the car park would enable visitors to enjoy 

a panoramic view of the archaeological site, and the surrounding 

landscape.

[Fig 5.14] ExisƟ ng Site Plan
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    These prime locaƟ ons could enhance the visitors’ experience if they could also provide subtle 

yet essenƟ al comforts such as shade, a place to sit and a source of water. With the informaƟ on 

boards being displayed at the same spot, visitors could pause to take a deep breath, sit  under 

the shade, refi ll their water boƩ les and read about that part of the site. 

    Due to many obstacles such as the rough terrain with a large amount of exposed bedrock, and 

the strict rules for construcƟ on permits from the Archaeology Department of Greece, most of 

the available space has not been excavated, and, on account of the potenƟ al for important fi nds 

lying beneath the surface, and of the limited budget available for any kind of intervenƟ on, the  

following proposals are relaƟ vely subtle and low-key. 

    They include:

•  Designated addiƟ onal pathways to lead visitors around Petsas House, with a view-box on the

     south side of it to provide a framed view and informaƟ on through interpreƟ ve boards. 

•   A bus loop/drop off  with the entrance to the fenced site moved closer to the Museum and 

     Citadel. 

•   A viewing tower located where the current canƟ na is, that will provide ample space to 

     accomodate the canƟ na and post offi  ce, as well as providing a shaded place for visitors to wait

     for their bus, and enjoy panoramic views of the site and surrounding landscape. 

    Due to the non-tradiƟ onal character of the site, instead of preparing one fi nal proposal, I 

decided to present two opƟ ons that diff er signifi cantly in their approach to the circulaƟ on issues.      

3. Making the journey from the car park to the museum and entrance more comfortable. 

Making pedestrian movement work throughout the site to improve in visitor experience.

    The distance visitors have to cross from the Lion Gate to the Ɵ cket offi  ce is 150 meters with 

an incline of approximately 10%. The pathways within the walls and throughout the Palace are 

approximately two kilometres in total, depending on the route selected. These distances may 

be reasonable for a fi t and able individual but, combined with the extreme condiƟ ons of heat, 

strong north winds and oŌ en slippery unstable and inconsistent ground surfaces, they can make 

for a challenging hike. Given that the demographic of visitors also includes not only average 

and fi t individuals but also elderly and/or disabled, it would make a considerable diff erence to 

include a tour tram to transport visitors to certain locaƟ ons around the site. When a part of the 

site is not universally accessible it should be indicated and an alternaƟ ve should be provided. 

Some of the alternaƟ ves currently exisƟ ng are 3D models and informaƟ on boards in the site 

museum. In the future, virtual tours would be a more realisƟ c alternaƟ ve. 

4. PresenƟ ng views of the site and integraƟ ng resƟ ng/viewing spots with signage throughout 

the site.

    The purpose of the Citadel being built on a hill was to provide a beƩ er defence system against 

aƩ acks, as well as a vantage point of the surrounding landscape, with the rulers of the Ɵ me 

being able to oversee their subjects or detect invaders. Today these vantage points provide the 

visitors with beauƟ ful and memorable panoramic views of the ruins and surrounding landscape.
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[Fig 5.16] ExisƟ ng  seaƟ ng ring precedent.

an outdoor learning space that could be part of their tour and where they can learn about 

the history and signifi cance of excavaƟ ons and site conservaƟ on. During excavaƟ ons they will 

be able to observe from the periphery of the excavaƟ on site, and have an addiƟ onal place to 

gather while waiƟ ng for their tours or buses, or simply to sit  on a seaƟ ng ring under an olive 

tree and rest.

 In Figure 5.18, a series of connecƟ ve pathways is created between the Museum, the Tomb of 

the Lions and the main archaeological sites. The pathways are meandering through the exisƟ ng 

olive trees and around the fenced excavaƟ on site of Petsas House. This provides visitors with 

[Fig 5.15] Olive Grove ConnecƟ on

Olive Grove ConnecƟ on

Tomb of Tomb of 
the Lionsthe Lions

PetsasPetsas
HouseHouse
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[Fig 5.17] Bus Turnaround

Proposed vegetaƟ on

Proposed vegetaƟ on

Proposed vegetaƟ on
Proposed vegetaƟ on

 In Figure 5.17, the Ɵ cket offi  ce has been moved closer 

to the Museum and the Lion Gate, the fence has been 

relocated and a bus turnaround has been designed to 

fi t into the exisƟ ng open area of the archaeological 

site. In this proposal the site has been expanded to fi t 

the Olive Grove ConnecƟ on, and this would resolve the 

issue of bus overcrowding  upon arrival. Visitors would 

be dropped off  at this bus turnaround, walk to the new 

entrance, get their Ɵ ckets and from there, either as 

part of a tour or in individual groups, navigate the site 

or visit the Museum. Several new trees would also be 

planted in order to create more shade and to provide 

a shaded area with vegetaƟ on compaƟ ble with the 

exisƟ ng trees along the access road, thus maintaining 

the character of the place.

Bus Turnaround

ExisƟ n
g vegetaƟ o

n

ExisƟ n
g vegetaƟ o

n
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[Fig 5.18] Car Park and Viewing Tower

 In Figure 5.21, the canƟ na and post offi  ce have been relocated into a new Viewing Tower. In 

addiƟ on, the turn from the main road to the car park area has been widened to accommodate 

a safer, more comfortable bus access. Pedestrian crossing signs as well as side walks have been 

placed. The perimeter of the car park has been lined with a conƟ nuous pergola to provide shade 

to all parked cars. Grapevines, which have been an indigenous plant to the area since anƟ quity, 

will thrive in the area, and provide a thick canopy as well as providing edible fruit. The arrow 

lines in Fig 5.21 p 98 show the proposed route for a shuƩ le bus that would pick up and drop off  

tourists from the car park to accessible parts of the site, such as the main gate and the Museum. 

Car Park and Viewing Tower
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OpƟ on 1

   In the fi rst opƟ on (Fig 5.19), the plan of the main archaeological site remains largely unaltered. 

The changes proposed are the Olive Grove ConnecƟ on that is consistent with the second 

proposal (and which is further explained in Fig 5.20). Staff  parking is moved from being close 

to the Ɵ cket offi  ce to being in the car park area. This allows for a wider entrance access and 

a proposed route for a shuƩ le bus (shown as black dashed line in Fig 5.19). This shuƩ le bus 

will make several stops around the site as well as in the car park area, for the transportaƟ on 

of visitors whose Ɵ ckets include the shuƩ le bus fare. The shuƩ le bus proposal would help to 

raise the archaeological site revenue, as well as providing addiƟ onal comfort to the visitors and 

creaƟ ng a more memorable experience. The car park and viewing tower proposals are treated 

the same in both alternaƟ ves, as outlined in Fig 5.18. 
[Fig 5.19] OpƟ on 1
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OpƟ on 2

In the second opƟ on (Fig 5.20) there is a more signifi cant change to the main archaeological site. 

The main entrance and Ɵ cket offi  ce are moved closer to the Museum and the Lion Gate. This 

proposal would certainly be more costly than the fi rst proposal, as the changes in infrastructure 

are more signifi cant. The Olive Grove ConnecƟ on is consistent with the fi rst proposal. The car 

park and Viewing Tower are consistent with the fi rst opƟ on, as shown in Fig. 5.18.
[Fig 5.20] OpƟ on 2
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    The iniƟ al intenƟ on in the Viewing Tower design was to propose a structure that is as simple 

as possible so as not to distract from the signifi cance of the archaeological site, and that 

responds to the history of the site, both in architectural style and the paleƩ e of materials. 

    The main purpose of the viewing tower is to provide an elevated vantage point of the 

archaeological site from the outside, as well as a 360° view of the surrounding landscape. The 

Tower should provide visitors with an easy access by stairs as well as a mechanical elevator for 

wheelchairs (See Fig 5.22,c and d). It would provide shade and the space below it would be 

uƟ lized for replacing the outdated canƟ na and post offi  ce. 

    Inspired by  ancient Mycenaean residenƟ al architecture of monolithic buildings, simple 

materials and pergolas, and the most common materials for construcƟ on (wood, fabric, stone), 

were employed in the  design shown in Figs 5.22-5.25. 

Viewing Tower Design

[Fig 5.22] Viewing Tower 

N

[Fig 5.21] Viewing Tower and Pedestrian Crossing

a b c d
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    The specifi c materials selected are olive wood, linen and concrete. Olive wood is a hardwood 

and most representaƟ ve of the abundance of olive trees that exist in the area. This wood 

could be obtained from trees that may have been cut for the construcƟ on, as well as from 

surrounding olive groves that are pruned annually. Linen, the main type of fabric used in ancient 

Mycenae, would be made with fi bres of fl ax like those that ancient Mycenaeans culƟ vated. 

Concrete, being a simple and more contemporary representaƟ on of stone, would refl ect the 

monolithic character of the cyclopean walls. 

    The structure has a square plan split in two mirror halves for the canƟ na and post offi  ce (see 

Fig 5.23 - Fig 5.24). Mechanical awnings of industrial grade linen would provide shade during 

the day and could also be used as projecƟ on screens during the summer fesƟ val. All railings and 

the pergola would be made of olive wood, and would support grape vines. These would provide 

shade for visitors and produce fresh fruit for their enjoyment.

    The tower rooŌ op is intended to accommodate ten to fi Ō een people at a Ɵ me while 

archaeological site personnel supervises the area for visitor safety. 

    The viewing tower would be under the management of the Ephorate of Prehistoric and 

Classical AnƟ quiƟ es, which also manages the archaeological site, but the canƟ na and post offi  ce 

services would be contracted to local Mycenaeans. 

[Fig 5.25] Viewing Tower rendering looking east

[Fig 5.24] Viewing Tower verƟ cal secƟ on[Fig 5.23] Viewing Tower plan
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B. Comprehension of the issues confronƟ ng this and (as shown by case studies) similar 

historic/ tourist sites.

    The archaeological site of Mycenae was validated by examining its history, providing its 

descripƟ on as a World Heritage Site, its character-defi ning elements such as the archaeological 

site, the topography, locaƟ on and vegetaƟ on. As a combinaƟ on of these character-defi ning 

elements, Mycenae is a unique site not only locally but also internaƟ onally. A series of 

photographs displays the natural beauty of the archaeological site of Mycenae throughout the 

document, with maps  locaƟ ng the posiƟ on and angle of most photographs taken.  With the  

most iconic and internaƟ onally recognizable feature of the site,  the Lion Gate, drawing most 

aƩ enƟ on from the public, I wanted to show that the rest of the archaeological site is, in fact, 

equally admirable and breathtaking. The photographs of Mycenae also show the most recently 

updated pathways throughout the site. They also show the absence of specifi c ameniƟ es that 

could make the visitor’s experience more pleasant and memorable. The issues of visitor safety, 

as well as the security of the site from vandalism, theŌ  and deterioraƟ on, take priority in budget 

spending, over presentaƟ on of the site.

    In addiƟ on to carrying out research specifi c to Mycenae, I examined the archaeological sites 

of Orongo, Knossos and Nemea as comparable to Mycenae. These sites were so diff erent from 

each other, from the way they had been conserved and presented, to whether they were 

offi  cially inscribed as World Heritage Sites. Despite their diff erences, however, the similariƟ es 

between then were the most important consideraƟ on. Through my research of the three sites, 

CriƟ cal Review of Final Design and Conclusion

A. Thorough personal historical knowledge of the site and pracƟ cal invesƟ gaƟ ve work there. 

   Describing my personal experiences and memories at Mycenae, which ulƟ mately led me to 

choose this topic of research,  was my way of giving this pracƟ cum document a more personal 

character.

    Part of my design process was taking photographs of the site while I was in Mycenae. I 

observed everything that I encountered from the surrounding landscape, to the visitors, the 

informaƟ on signage, the excavaƟ on and restoraƟ on tools, to the stones that made all the 

ancient walls. I examined the issues of the site in more detail, and even though I believe that 

the conservaƟ on project that was contracted to Dr. Clairy Palyvou was successful and eff ecƟ ve, I 

also believe that more measure could have been taken to provide further comfort and safety for 

visitors. A list of issues of the site was drawn up and the proposed soluƟ ons started to form.

    Upon undertaking the research of archaeological sites as designed landscapes and despite 

my passion for historical sites and archaeology, I had several obstacles to overcome. First, 

was the quesƟ on of how to narrow the topic enough so that the outcome would be focused 

and informaƟ ve. This type of site was diff erent from many other students’ pracƟ cum sites, I 

therefore had to adapt my exisƟ ng knowledge and develop a process to fi t the needs of the site, 

as well as my intenƟ ons for it.
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this pracƟ cum. Even though I was unable to fi nd informaƟ on on when and who constructed the 

visitor pathways throughout the site, I was able to see how important it is for the visitors to be 

guided through the site, and to keep their distance from ancient arƟ facts for their protecƟ on. 

AddiƟ onally, I observed that by conserving and restoring only the Temple of Zeus, the rest of the 

site then is leŌ  unbalanced and disconnected. 

    AŌ er the case studies, a site analysis of Mycenae was shown through photographic 

descripƟ on. These photographs consƟ tute an appraisal of the site outside the cyclopean walls, 

as this is the focused area of study, and they include the Archaeological Museum of Mycenae, 

the Tomb of the Lions, the car park with the post offi  ce and canƟ na, the Lion Gate, and the 

main entrance with the Ɵ cket offi  ce. Petsas House is presented separately, as it is the excavaƟ on 

site which is currently not available to the public, and part of this pracƟ cum was to design a 

connecƟ on between Petsas house and the pain archaeological site.

C. A low cost, low disturbance approach that seeks to protect and present to a growing 

number of visitors the resources that exist on the site. 

    As a response to the the issue of integraƟ ng Petsas House with the rest of the archaeological 

site, while at the same Ɵ me protecƟ ng it from vandalism, theŌ  and deterioraƟ on, was to 

enclose the excavaƟ on site with a visually permeable fence, and create a conservaƟ on safe 

perimeter pathway around it, connecƟ ng to the rest of the archaeological site (See Fig 5.15). 

The exisƟ ng olive trees would remain in place and seaƟ ng rings would be placed around their 

I observed that each of them, just as Mycenae, had to deal with issues such as the progressive 

deterioraƟ on of the historical resources due to weathering, increased visitaƟ on and overuse, 

vandalism, theŌ , and visitor safety. 

    Orongo was inscribed as a World Heritage Site in 1995 by UNESCO and underwent 

conservaƟ on and redevelopment from 2002-2010. The redevelopment included conservaƟ on of 

specifi c site features as well as conservaƟ on of exisƟ ng pathways, construcƟ on of new ones and 

construcƟ on of a visitor centre. The most important lesson learned while examining Orongo, 

was how infl uenƟ al the role of a landscape architect can be in an archaeological conservaƟ on 

and redevelopment when there is collaboraƟ on with the local community.

    Knossos was nominated to become a World Heritage Site in 2014 but its status has not yet 

been established. Sir Arthur Evans excavated and restored the site in the fi rst three decades 

of the twenƟ eth century, and though well meaning at his Ɵ me of work, the intervenƟ ons he 

performed are irreversible and damaging to the historical artefacts and should, therefore be 

avoided today. Seeing the changes that Evans’ intervenƟ on has caused to the original fi nds, and 

how aŌ er all these years, those intervenƟ ons have also deteriorated along with the original 

artefacts, the most important lesson I learned was what not  to do in a future conservaƟ on and 

redevelopment. 

    Nemea is unfortunately not yet inscribed as a World Heritage Site, and if an applicaƟ on for 

nominaƟ on has been submiƩ ed, it is not yet available to the public. The intellectual rigor of 

the conservaƟ on team of the Temple of Zeus was greatly inspiraƟ onal and educaƟ onal towards 
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Charter in 2008. (see Appendix 2, p 114). Guidelines for conservaƟ on and redevelopment have 

been shown through the design proposal and opƟ ons.

    With the intenƟ on that the proposals be applicable to Mycenae, and to other comparable 

archaeological sites, I based my objecƟ ves on the principles for site interpretaƟ on and 

presentaƟ on established by ICOMOS. 

These are: 

“Principle 1: Access and Understanding 

Principle 2: InformaƟ on Sources 

Principle 3: AƩ enƟ on to Seƫ  ng and Context 

Principle 4: PreservaƟ on of AuthenƟ city 

Principle 5: Planning for Sustainability 

Principle 6: Concern for Inclusiveness 

Principle 7: Importance of Research, Training, and EvaluaƟ on” (ICOMOS,2008)

    Both recommended opƟ ons respond as far as possible to these principles. The main 

diff erence between the two, however, is that in the fi rst proposal the bus turnaround is 

irreversible. In both proposals,  visitors are off ered easier physical access to the site, as well as 

mulƟ ple visual connecƟ ons.

    Components added to the site such as the viewing tower, the viewing boxes and the parking 

pergolas, would all be comprised of local material, such as olive wood, linen and concrete, as 

well as all planƟ ng of species that are indigenous to the area, such as olive trees and grapevines. 

trunk to provide resƟ ng spots for visitors in the shade. The trees could remain the property of 

their current owner, who, in agreement with the site management and directors, could harvest 

the olives.

    The proposed redevelopment of the car park allows for most cars to be parked in the 

shade of grape vines, and a Viewing Tower was proposed in order to connect visually the 

main archaeological site and the exterior of the fenced site. This Viewing Tower proposal is a 

response to some issues, such as the lack of shaded waiƟ ng areas for the visitors, it provides 

panoramic views of the site and surrounding landscape, and integrates the post offi  ce and 

canƟ na in a single, semi-permanent structure. 

    The long distances that visitors would have to cross while going uphill in the extreme heat of 

the summer months would be made easier with the proposal of two diff erent opƟ ons- a bus 

turnaround, or the incorporaƟ on of a shuƩ le bus that could bring the visitors closer to the Lion 

Gate as well as transport them from the Museum back to the car park. 

    Within the cyclopean walls of Mycenae, proposed key locaƟ ons would have small discrete  

and removable structures made with olive wood and linen that would integrate framed views 

and informaƟ on panels, and provide a source of water for addiƟ onal comfort to the visitors.

D. Principles  for site interpretaƟ on and presentaƟ on established by ICOMOS

    During my research I realized that a set of guidelines already existed with respect to  

conservaƟ on and presentaƟ on of archaeological sites. This was published by the ICOMOS 
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    In the spirit of the Nara Document (ICOMOS, 2008, Appendix 2, p 122-123), all the 

components in the proposal are designed in a manner sensiƟ ve to the character and 

authenƟ city of the site. They also recognise the importance of historic, environmental and 

budgetary factors. 

    The sustainable redevelopment and conservaƟ on opƟ ons that I have presented are the 

beginning of a process that should conƟ nue and evolve as new informaƟ on is obtained though 

archaeological and historical research, monitoring of the condiƟ on of the heritage resources, 

and analysis of changing visitaƟ on paƩ erns. In other words, the conservaƟ on of the site should 

be dynamic. All of these true to respecƟ ng the heritage character and values of the site.
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1. The reconstruction of the Minoan palace at Knossos provides an opportunity to 
see firsthand what an ancient site may have looked like. However, the reconstruction 
has been heavily criticized by modern scholars. What are the pros and cons of 
reconstruction of a site? What are some of the problems with the reconstruction? 
(Things to consider: accuracy, conservation) 

in situ

if conservation and consolidation made 
at Knossos by Evans can be justifiable, Evans’ reconstructions according to his own 
and very personal interpretations are much more controversial.  

 Archaeology, a very short introduction

 Archaeology, a very short introduction

The Knossos Labyrinth, A new view of the “Palace of Minos” at Knossos

“The British School of Athens at Knossos”

Appendix 1 
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Palaces of Crete
Labyrinth revisited, rethinking Minoan Archaeology

Palaces of Crete
Labyrinth revisited, rethinking Minoan Archaeology

Labyrinth revisited, rethinking Minoan Archaeology

Conservation skills, judgement, methods and decision making

Labyrinth revisited, rethinking Minoan Archaeology

The Knossos Labyrinth, A new view of the “Palace of Minos” at Knossos

The Knossos Labyrinth, A new view of the “Palace of Minos” at Knossos

The conservation of archaeological sites in the Mediterranean 
region

Labyrinth revisited, rethinking Minoan Archaeology

Knossos, searching for the legendary palace of King Minos
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Venice Charter for the Conservation and Restoration of 
Monuments and Sites in situ28

in situ

in situ

in situ

« Scénographies archéologiques »

Labyrinth revisited, rethinking Minoan Archaeology

Labyrinth revisited, rethinking Minoan Archaeology

« Scénographies archéologiques »

« Scénographies archéologiques »

Experimental archaeology

Labyrinth revisited, rethinking Minoan Archaeology

Labyrinth revisited, rethinking Minoan Archaeology

Cleaning and meaning: the ravished image reviewed”,  The Conservator
Conservation skills, judgement, methods and decision making

Conservation skills, judgement, methods and decision making
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Conservation skills, judgement, methods and decision making

 The Knossos Labyrinth, A new view of the “Palace of Minos” 
at Knossos

Experimental archaeology

“The British School of Athens at Knossos”

Knossos, searching for the legendary palace of King Minos

« Scénographies archéologiques »

Palaces of Crete

 Labyrinth revisited, rethinking Minoan Archaeology

Minotaur: Sir Arthur Evans and the Archaeology of the 
Minoan Myth

The conservation of archaeological sites in the 
Mediterranean region

in situ 

Archaeology, a very short introduction

Controversies in Archaeology

, Arthur Evans and the palace of Minos

 Archaeology, a very short introduction

Minotaur: Sir Arthur Evans and the Archaeology of the Minoan Myth

Labyrinth revisited, rethinking Minoan Archaeology

Labyrinth revisited, rethinking Minoan Archaeology

Conservation skills, judgement, methods and decision making

Controversies in Archaeology
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PREAMBLE

Since its establishment in 1965 as a worldwide organisaƟ on of heritage professionals dedicated to the 
study, documentaƟ on, and protecƟ on of cultural heritage sites, ICOMOS has striven to promote the 
conservaƟ on ethic in all its acƟ viƟ es and to help enhance public appreciaƟ on of humanity’s material 
heritage in all its forms and diversity.

As noted in the Charter of Venice (1964) “It is essenƟ al that the principles guiding the preservaƟ on and 
restoraƟ on of ancient buildings should be agreed and be laid down on an internaƟ onal basis, with each 
country being responsible for applying the plan within the framework of its own culture and tradiƟ ons.” 
Subsequent ICOMOS charters have taken up that mission, establishing professional guidelines for specifi c 
conservaƟ on challenges and encouraging eff ecƟ ve communicaƟ on about the importance of heritage
conservaƟ on in every region of the world.

These earlier ICOMOS charters stress the importance of public communicaƟ on as an essenƟ al part of the 
larger conservaƟ on process (variously describing it as “disseminaƟ on,” “popularizaƟ on,” “presentaƟ on,” 
and “interpretaƟ on”). They implicitly acknowledge that every act of heritage conservaƟ on—within all 
the world’s cultural tradiƟ ons - is by its nature a communicaƟ ve act.

From the vast range of surviving material remains and intangible values of past communiƟ es and 
civilisaƟ ons, the choice of what to preserve, how to preserve it, and how it is to be presented to 
the public are all elements of site interpretaƟ on. They represent every generaƟ on’s vision of what 
is signifi cant, what is important, and why material remains from the past should be passed on to 
generaƟ ons yet to come.

The need for a clear raƟ onale, standardised terminology, and accepted professional principles for 
InterpretaƟ on and PresentaƟ on* is evident. In recent years, the dramaƟ c expansion of interpreƟ ve 
acƟ viƟ es at many cultural heritage sites and the introducƟ on of elaborate interpreƟ ve technologies and 
new economic strategies for the markeƟ ng and management of cultural heritage sites have created new 
complexiƟ es and aroused basic quesƟ ons that are central to the goals of both conservaƟ on and the 
public appreciaƟ on of cultural heritage sites throughout the world:

*See defi niƟ ons on page 116

The ICOMOS Charter
for the InterpretaƟ on and PresentaƟ on

of Cultural Heritage Sites

Reviewed and revised under the Auspices of
the ICOMOS InternaƟ onal ScienƟ fi c CommiƩ ee

on InterpretaƟ on and PresentaƟ on

RaƟ fi ed by the 16th General Assembly of ICOMOS
Quebec, Canada

4 October 2008

Preamble

Defi niƟ ons

ObjecƟ ves

Principles 

Appendix 2 
Source: ICOMOS,. (2015). The ICOMOS charter for the interpretaƟ on and presentaƟ on of cultural heritage sites. 
Retrieved 5 March 2015, from hƩ p://www.internaƟ onal.icomos.org/charters/interpretaƟ on_e.pdf
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Cultural Heritage Site refers to a place, locality, natural landscape, seƩ lement area, architectural 
complex, archaeological site, or standing structure that is recognized and oŌ en legally protected as a 
place of historical and cultural signifi cance.

OBJECTIVES

In recognizing that interpretaƟ on and presentaƟ on are part of the overall process of cultural heritage 
conservaƟ on and management, this Charter seeks to establish seven cardinal principles, upon which 
InterpretaƟ on and PresentaƟ on—in whatever form or medium is deemed appropriate in specifi c 
circumstances—should be based.

 Principle 1: Access and Understanding
 Principle 2: InformaƟ on Sources
 Principle 3: AƩ enƟ on to Seƫ  ng and Context
 Principle 4: PreservaƟ on of AuthenƟ city
 Principle 5: Planning for Sustainability
 Principle 6: Concern for Inclusiveness
 Principle 7: Importance of Research, Training, and EvaluaƟ on

Following from these seven principles, the objecƟ ves of this Charter are to:

1. Facilitate understanding and appreciaƟ on of cultural heritage sites and foster public awareness and 
engagement in the need for their protecƟ on and conservaƟ on.

2. Communicate the meaning of cultural heritage sites to a range of audiences through careful, 
cocumented recogniƟ on of signifi cance, through accepted scienƟ fi c and scholarly methods as well as 
from living cultural tradiƟ ons.

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

4. Respect the authenƟ city of cultural heritage sites, by communicaƟ ng the signifi cance of their 
historic fabric and cultural values and protecƟ ng them from the adverse impact of intrusive interpreƟ ve 
infrastructure, visitor pressure, inaccurate or inappropriate interpretaƟ on.

5. Contribute to the sustainable conservaƟ on of cultural heritage sites, through promoƟ ng public 

-- What are the accepted and acceptable goals for the InterpretaƟ on and PresentaƟ on of cultural  
heritage sites?
-- What principles should help determine which technical means and methods are appropriate in 
parƟ cular cultural and heritage contexts?
-- What general ethical and professional consideraƟ ons should help shape InterpretaƟ on and 
PresentaƟ on in light of its wide variety of specifi c forms and techniques?

The purpose of this Charter is therefore to defi ne the basic principles of InterpretaƟ on
and PresentaƟ on as essenƟ al components of heritage conservaƟ on eff orts and as a
means of enhancing public appreciaƟ on and understanding of cultural heritage sites*

DEFINITIONS

For the purposes of the present Charter,

Interpreta  on refers to the full range of potenƟ al acƟ viƟ es intended to heighten public awareness and 
enhance understanding of cultural heritage site. These can include print and electronic publicaƟ ons, 
public lectures, on-site and directly related off -site installaƟ ons, educaƟ onal programmes, community 
acƟ viƟ es, and ongoing research, training, and evaluaƟ on of the interpretaƟ on process itself.

Presenta  on more specifi cally denotes the carefully planned communicaƟ on of interpreƟ ve content 
through the arrangement of interpreƟ ve informaƟ on, physical access, and interpreƟ ve infrastructure 
at a cultural heritage site. It can be conveyed through a variety of technical means, including, yet not 
requiring, such elements as informaƟ onal panels, museum-type displays, formalized walking tours, 
lectures and guided tours, and mulƟ media applicaƟ ons and websites.

Interpre  ve infrastructure refers to physical installaƟ ons, faciliƟ es, and areas at, or connected with a 
cultural heritage site that may be specifi cally uƟ lised for the purposes of interpretaƟ on and presentaƟ on 
including those supporƟ ng interpretaƟ on via new and exisƟ ng technologies.

Site interpreters refers to staff  or volunteers at a cultural heritage site who are permanently or 
temporarily engaged in the public communicaƟ on of informaƟ on relaƟ ng to the values and signifi cance 
of the site.

*Although the principles and objecƟ ves of this Charter may equally apply to off -site interpretaƟ on, its 
main focus is interpretaƟ on and presentaƟ on at, or in the immediate vicinity of, cultural heritage sites
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1.6 In cases where physical access to a cultural heritage site is restricted due to conservaƟ on concerns, 
cultural sensiƟ viƟ es, adapƟ ve re-use, or safety issues, interpretaƟ on and presentaƟ on should be 
provided off -site. 

Principle 2: InformaƟ on Sources

Interpreta  on and presenta  on should be based on evidence gathered through accepted scien  fi c and 
scholarly methods as well as from living cultural tradi  ons.

2.1 InterpretaƟ on should show the range of oral and wriƩ en informaƟ on, material remains, tradiƟ ons, 
and meanings aƩ ributed to a site. The sources of this informaƟ on should be documented, archived, and 
made accessible to the public.

2.2 InterpretaƟ on should be based on a well researched, mulƟ disciplinary study of the site and its 
surroundings. It should also acknowledge that meaningful interpretaƟ on necessarily includes refl ecƟ on 
on alternaƟ ve historical hypotheses, local tradiƟ ons, and stories.

2.3 At cultural heritage sites where tradiƟ onal storytelling or memories of historical parƟ cipants 
provide an important source of informaƟ on about the signifi cance of the site, interpreƟ ve programmes 
should incorporate these oral tesƟ monies—either indirectly, through the faciliƟ es of the interpreƟ ve 
infrastructure, or directly, through the acƟ ve parƟ cipaƟ on of members of associated communiƟ es as on-
site interpreters.

2.4 Visual reconstrucƟ ons, whether by arƟ sts, architects, or computer modelers, should be based upon 
detailed and systemaƟ c analysis of environmental, archaeological, architectural, and historical data, 
including analysis of wriƩ en, oral and iconographic sources, and photography. The informaƟ on sources 
on which such visual renderings are based should be clearly documented and alternaƟ ve reconstrucƟ ons 
based on the same evidence, when available, should be provided for comparison.

2.5 InterpretaƟ on and presentaƟ on programmes and acƟ viƟ es should also be documented and archived 
for future reference and refl ecƟ on.

understanding of, and parƟ cipaƟ on in, ongoing conservaƟ on eff orts, ensuring long-term maintenance of 
the interpreƟ ve infrastructure and regular review of its interpreƟ ve contents.

6. Encourage inclusiveness in the interpretaƟ on of cultural heritage sites, by facilitaƟ ng the involvement 
of stakeholders and associated communiƟ es in the development and implementaƟ on of interpreƟ ve 
programmes.

7. Develop technical and professional guidelines for heritage interpretaƟ on and presentaƟ on, including 
technologies, research, and training. Such guidelines must be appropriate and sustainable in their social 
contexts. 

PRINCIPLES

Principle 1: Access and Understanding

Interpreta  on and presenta  on programmes should facilitate physical and intellectual access by the 
public to cultural heritage sites.

1.1 Eff ecƟ ve interpretaƟ on and presentaƟ on should enhance personal experience, increase public 
respect and understanding, and communicate the importance of the conservaƟ on of cultural heritage 
sites.

1.2 InterpretaƟ on and presentaƟ on should encourage individuals and communiƟ es to refl ect on their 
own percepƟ ons of a site and assist them in establishing a meaningful connecƟ on to it. The aim should 
be to sƟ mulate further interest, learning, experience, and exploraƟ on.

1.3 InterpretaƟ on and presentaƟ on programmes should idenƟ fy and assess their audiences 
demographically and culturally. Every eff ort should be made to communicate the site’s values and 
signifi cance to its varied audiences.

1.4 The diversity of language among visitors and associated communiƟ es connected with a heritage site 
should be taken into account in the interpreƟ ve infrastructure.

1.5 InterpretaƟ on and presentaƟ on acƟ viƟ es should also be physically accessible to the public, in all its 
variety.
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4.2 InterpretaƟ on and presentaƟ on should contribute to the conservaƟ on of the authenƟ city of a 
cultural heritage site by communicaƟ ng its signifi cance without adversely impacƟ ng its cultural values or 
irreversibly altering its fabric.

4.3 All visible interpreƟ ve infrastructures (such as kiosks, walking paths, and informaƟ on panels) must 
be sensiƟ ve to the character, seƫ  ng and the cultural and natural signifi cance of the site, while remaining 
easily idenƟ fi able.

4.4 On-site concerts, dramaƟ c performances, and other interpreƟ ve programmes must be carefully 
planned to protect the signifi cance and physical surroundings of the site and minimise disturbance to the 
local residents.  

Principle 5: Sustainability

The interpreta  on plan for a cultural heritage site must be sensi  ve to its natural and cultural 
environment, with social, fi nancial, and environmental sustainability among its central goals.

5.1 The development and implementaƟ on of interpretaƟ on and presentaƟ on programmes should be an 
integral part of the overall planning, budgeƟ ng, and management process of cultural heritage sites.

5.2 The potenƟ al eff ect of interpreƟ ve infrastructure and visitor numbers on the cultural value, physical 
characterisƟ cs, integrity, and natural environment of the site must be fully considered in heritage impact 
assessment studies.

5.3 InterpretaƟ on and presentaƟ on should serve a wide range of conservaƟ on, educaƟ onal and cultural 
objecƟ ves. The success of an interpreƟ ve programme should not be evaluated solely on the basis of 
visitor aƩ endance fi gures or revenue.

5.4 InterpretaƟ on and presentaƟ on should be an integral part of the conservaƟ on process, enhancing 
the public’s awareness of specifi c conservaƟ on problems encountered at the site and explaining the 
eff orts being taken to protect the site’s physical integrity and authenƟ city.

5.5 Any technical or technological elements selected to become a permanent part of a site’s interpreƟ ve 
infrastructure should be designed and constructed in a manner that will ensure eff ecƟ ve and regular 
maintenance.

Principle 3: Context and Seƫ  ng

The Interpreta  on and Presenta  on of cultural heritage sites should relate to their wider social, 
cultural, historical, and natural contexts and se   ngs.

3.1 InterpretaƟ on should explore the signifi cance of a site in its mulƟ -faceted historical, poliƟ cal, 
spiritual, and arƟ sƟ c contexts. It should consider all aspects of the site’s cultural, social, and 
environmental signifi cance and values.

3.2 The public interpretaƟ on of a cultural heritage site should clearly disƟ nguish and date the successive 
phases and infl uences in its evoluƟ on. The contribuƟ ons of all periods to the signifi cance of a site should 
be respected.

3.3 InterpretaƟ on should also take into account all groups that have contributed to the historical and 
cultural signifi cance of the site.

3.4 The surrounding landscape, natural environment, and geographical seƫ  ng are integral parts of a 
site’s historical and cultural signifi cance, and, as such, should be considered in its interpretaƟ on.

3.5 Intangible elements of a site’s heritage such as cultural and spiritual tradiƟ ons, stories, music, 
dance, theater, literature, visual arts, local customs and culinary heritage should be considered in its 
interpretaƟ on.

3.6 The cross-cultural signifi cance of heritage sites, as well as the range of perspecƟ ves about them 
based on scholarly research, ancient records, and living tradiƟ ons, should be considered in the 
formulaƟ on of interpreƟ ve programmes. 

Principle 4: AuthenƟ city

The Interpreta  on and presenta  on of cultural heritage sites must respect the basic tenets of 
authen  city in the spirit of the Nara Document (1994).

4.1 AuthenƟ city is a concern relevant to human communiƟ es as well as material remains. The design of 
a heritage interpretaƟ on programme should respect the tradiƟ onal social funcƟ ons of the site and the 
cultural pracƟ ces and dignity of local residents and associated communiƟ es.
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7.2 The interpreƟ ve programme and infrastructure should be designed and constructed in a way that 
facilitates ongoing content revision and/or expansion.

7.3 InterpretaƟ on and presentaƟ on programmes and their physical impact on a site should be 
conƟ nuously monitored and evaluated, and periodic changes made on the basis of both scienƟ fi c and 
scholarly analysis and public feedback. Visitors and members of associated communiƟ es as well as 
heritage professionals should be involved in this evaluaƟ on process.

7.4 Every interpretaƟ on programme should be considered as an educaƟ onal resource for people of 
all ages. Its design should take into account its possible uses in school curricula, informal and lifelong 
learning programmes, communicaƟ ons and  informaƟ on media, special acƟ viƟ es, events, and seasonal 
volunteer involvement.

7.5 The training of qualifi ed professionals in the specialised fi elds of heritage interpretaƟ on and 
presentaƟ on, such as content creaƟ on, management, technology, guiding, and educaƟ on, is a crucial 
objecƟ ve. In addiƟ on, basic academic conservaƟ on programmes should include a component on 
interpretaƟ on and presentaƟ on in their courses of study.

7.6 On-site training programmes and courses should be developed with the objecƟ ve of updaƟ ng and 
informing heritage and interpretaƟ on staff  of all levels and associated and host communiƟ es of recent 
developments and innovaƟ ons in the fi eld.

7.7 InternaƟ onal cooperaƟ on and sharing of experience are essenƟ al to developing and maintaining 
standards in interpretaƟ on methods and technologies. To that end, internaƟ onal conferences, 
workshops and exchanges of professional staff  as well as naƟ onal and regional meeƟ ngs should be 
encouraged. These will provide an opportunity for the regular sharing of informaƟ on about the diversity 
of interpreƟ ve approaches and experiences in various regions and cultures. 

5.6 InterpreƟ ve programmes should aim to provide equitable and sustainable economic, social, and 
cultural benefi ts to all stakeholders through educaƟ on, training and employment opportuniƟ es in site 
interpretaƟ on programmes. 

Principle 6: Inclusiveness

The Interpreta  on and Presenta  on of cultural heritage sites must be the result of meaningful 
collabora  on between heritage professionals, host and associated communi  es, and other 
stakeholders.

6.1 The mulƟ disciplinary experƟ se of scholars, community members, conservaƟ on experts, 
governmental authoriƟ es, site managers and interpreters, tourism operators, and other professionals 
should be integrated in the formulaƟ on of interpretaƟ on and presentaƟ on programmes.

6.2 The tradiƟ onal rights, responsibiliƟ es, and interests of property owners and host and associated 
communiƟ es should be noted and respected in the planning of site interpretaƟ on and presentaƟ on 
programmes.

6.3 Plans for expansion or revision of interpretaƟ on and presentaƟ on programmes should be open for 
public comment and involvement. It is the right and responsibility of all to make their opinions and 
perspecƟ ves known.

6.4 Because the quesƟ on of intellectual property and tradiƟ onal cultural rights is especially relevant 
to the interpretaƟ on process and its expression in various communicaƟ on media (such as on-site 
mulƟ media presentaƟ ons, digital media, and printed materials), legal ownership and right to use images, 
texts, and other interpreƟ ve materials should be discussed, clarifi ed, and agreed in the planning process. 

Principle 7: Research, Training, and EvaluaƟ on

Con  nuing research, training, and evalua  on are essen  al components of the interpreta  on of a 
cultural heritage site.

7.1 The interpretaƟ on of a cultural heritage site should not be considered to be completed with the 
compleƟ on of a specifi c interpreƟ ve infrastructure. ConƟ nuing research and consultaƟ on are important 
to furthering the understanding and appreciaƟ on of a site’s signifi cance. Regular review should be an 
integral element in every heritage interpretaƟ on programme.
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Appendix 3 UNESCO,. (2014). NominaƟ on of Ancient Mycenae for Inclusion of the World Heritage List. 
Retrieved 14 December 2014, from hƩ p://whc.unesco.org/uploads/nominaƟ ons/941.pdf
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and seventeenth centuries in great works such as the ahu –ceremonial plaƞ orms- and carved 
moai - colossal statues- represenƟ ng ancestors. Rapa Nui NaƟ onal Park most prominent 
aƩ ributes are the archaeological sites.  It is esƟ mated that there are about 900 statues, more 
than 300 ceremonial plaƞ orms and thousands of structures related to agriculture, funeral rites, 
housing and producƟ on, and other types of acƟ viƟ es.  Prominent among the archaeological 
pieces are the moai that range in height from 2 m to 20 m and are for the most part carved from 
the yellow–brown lava tuff , using simple picks (toki) made from hard basalt and then lowered 
down the slopes into previously dug holes. There are many kinds of them and of diff erent 
sizes: those in the process of being carved, those in the process of being moved to their fi nal 
desƟ naƟ ons –the ahu-, those being torn down and erected.  The quarries (Rano Raraku and 
others) are invaluable evidence of the process of their carving.  The ahu vary considerably in size 
and form; the most colossal is the Ahu Tongariki, with its 15 moai.  There are certain constant 
features, notably a raised rectangular plaƞ orm of large worked stones fi lled with rubble, a 
ramp oŌ en paved with rounded beach pebbles, and levelled area in front of the plaƞ orm. Also 
extremely valuable are the rock art sites (pictographs and petroglyphs), which include a large 
variety of styles, techniques and moƟ fs. Other archaeological sites are the caves, which also 
contain rock art.  There is also a village of ceremonial nature named Orongo which stands out 
because of its locaƟ on and architecture.  While it has not aƩ racted as much aƩ enƟ on, the 
housing and producƟ ve structures are of extreme interest.

According to some studies, the depleƟ on of natural resources had brought about an ecological 
crisis and the decline of the ancient Rapa Nui society by the 16th century, which led to decline 
and to the spiritual transformaƟ on in which these megalithic monuments were destroyed.  The 
original cult of the ancestor was replaced by the cult of the man-bird, which has as excepƟ onal 
tesƟ mony the ceremonial village of Orongo, located at the Rano Kau volcano.  FiŌ y-four semi-
subterranean stone-houses of ellipƟ cal fl oor plans complement this sacred place, profusely 
decorated with petroglyphs alluding to both the man-bird and ferƟ lity.  This cult would see its 
end in the middle of the nineteenth century.

ColonizaƟ on, the introducƟ on of livestock, the confi nement of the original inhabitants to 

Appendix 4

Rapa Nui NaƟ onal Park
Chile
Easter Island province of the Valparaíso Region
S27 8 60 W109 27 0
Date of InscripƟ on: 1995
Criteria: (i)(iii)(v)
Property : 6,666 ha 
Ref: 715

Rapa Nui, the indigenous name of Easter Island, bears witness to a unique cultural 
phenomenon. A society of Polynesian origin that seƩ led there c. A.D. 300 established a 
powerful, imaginaƟ ve and original tradiƟ on of monumental sculpture and architecture, free 
from any external infl uence. From the 10th to the 16th century this society built shrines and 
erected enormous stone fi gures known as moai , which created an unrivalled cultural landscape 
that conƟ nues to fascinate people throughout the world.

Outstanding Universal Value
Brief Synthesis

Rapa Nui NaƟ onal Park is a protected Chilean wildlife area located in Easter Island, which 
concentrates the legacy of the Rapa Nui culture. This culture displayed extraordinary 
characterisƟ cs that are expressed in singular architecture and sculpture within the Polynesian 
context. Easter Island, the most remote inhabited island on the planet, is 3,700 kilometres from 
the coast of conƟ nental Chile and has an area of 16,628 hectares while the World Heritage 
property occupies an area of approximately seven thousand hectares, including four nearby 
islets. 
 
The island was colonized toward the end of the fi rst millennium of the ChrisƟ an era by a small 
group of seƩ lers from Eastern Polynesia, whose culture manifested itself between the eleventh 

Centre, U. (2014). Rapa Nui NaƟ onal Park - UNESCO World Heritage Centre. Whc.
unesco.org. Retrieved 14 December 2014, from hƩ p://whc.unesco.org/en/list/715
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An increase has been observed in caƩ le that wander illegally inside the Park limits.  In terms of 
invasive vegetaƟ on, certain species have proliferated and have had an impact on the landscape.  
At the same Ɵ me, they have adversely aff ected the structural stability which is being addressed 
through the management of the sites.

AuthenƟ city

The Rapa Nui NaƟ onal Park conƟ nues to exhibit a high degree of authenƟ city because there 
has been liƩ le intervenƟ on since virtual abandonment of the area in the later 19th century.  
A number of restoraƟ ons and reconstrucƟ ons of ahu have been made on the basis of strictly 
controlled scienƟ fi c invesƟ gaƟ ons, and there has been some re-erecƟ on of fallen moai, with 
replacement of the red stone headdresses, but these do not go beyond the permissible limits of 
anastylosis.

AuthenƟ city is being maintained and conservaƟ on intervenƟ ons are consistent with the 
Outstanding Universal Value of the property, with prevailing sense of respect for the historical 
transformaƟ on of the Rapa Nui culture, which, in a context of deep crisis, toppled the moai.  In 
this respect, it is important to consider that the Rapa Nui NaƟ onal Park must provide an account 
of the various stages of the Rapa Nui civilizaƟ on, not excluding that of its crisis.

ProtecƟ on and management requirements

The Rapa Nui NaƟ onal Park has two offi  cial protecƟ ons.  On one hand, since 1935 it has been 
a naƟ onal park, administered by the NaƟ onal Forest Service of Chile (CONAF).  On the other 
hand, the enƟ re island was declared a NaƟ onal Monument in 1935 and the same was done with 
the islets adjacent to Easter Island in 1976.  The property enjoys a solid legal and insƟ tuƟ onal 
framework for protecƟ on and management.  There are two insƟ tuƟ ons responsible for this 
acƟ vity that coordinate with each other (NaƟ onal Monuments Council and CONAF) and with the 
community for conservaƟ on and management.  There is a museum, the R. P. SebasƟ an Englert 
Museum of Anthropology, which supports research and conservaƟ on eff orts.  A management 
plan is in place which undergoes periodic review and there is a team in charge of Park 
administraƟ on. Nevertheless, site management becomes complex because of cultural 

smaller areas, the dramaƟ c eff ect of foreign diseases and, above all, slavery, reduced the 
populaƟ on of Rapa Nui to liƩ le more than a hundred.  Currently, the island is inhabited 
by descendants of the ancient Rapa Nui as well as immigrants from diverse backgrounds, 
accounƟ ng for a signifi cant mixed populaƟ on.

Critère (i) : Le parc naƟ onal de Rapa Nui présente l’un des plus remarquables phénomènes 
culturels au monde. Une tradiƟ on arƟ sƟ que et culturelle d’une grande puissance et dotée 
d’une grande imaginaƟ on a été développée par une société totalement isolée des infl uences 
culturelles extérieures de toute sorte sur une période de plus de mille ans.  

Criterion (iii): Rapa Nui, the indigenous name of Easter Island, bears witness to a unique 
cultural phenomenon. A society of Polynesian origin that seƩ led there c. A.D. 300 established 
a powerful, imaginaƟ ve and original tradiƟ on of monumental sculpture and architecture, free 
from any external infl uence. From the 10th to the 16th century this society built shrines and 
erected enormous stone fi gures known as moai, which created an unrivalled landscape that 
conƟ nues to fascinate people throughout the world.

Criterion (v):Rapa Nui NaƟ onal Park is a tesƟ mony to the undeniably unique character of a 
culture that suff ered a debacle as a result of an ecological crisis followed by the irrupƟ on from 
the outside world. The substanƟ al remains of this culture blend with their natural surroundings 
to create an unparalleled cultural landscape.

Integrity

The Rapa Nui NaƟ onal Park covers approximately 40% of the island and incorporates an 
ensemble of sites that is highly representaƟ ve of the totality of the archaeological sites and 
of the most outstanding manifestaƟ ons of their numerous typologies. The integrity of the 
archaeological sites has been preserved, but the conservaƟ on of materials is a maƩ er of great 
concern and scienƟ fi c research. The management and conservaƟ on eff orts, sƟ ll insuffi  cient, 
focus on addressing anthropic factors and the eff ects of weathering, both on the material 
-volcanic lava and tuff - and on the stability of structures.  Progress has been made in the 
closure of areas, monitoring and the layout of roads so as to maintain the visual integrity of the 
landscape.
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pracƟ cally the enƟ re coastline. The high cultural level of this society is best known from its 
monumental stone fi gures (moai ) and ceremonial shrines (ahu ); it is also noteworthy for a 
form of pictographic wriƟ ng (rongo rongo ), so far undeciphered.

However, there was an economic and social crisis in the community in the 16th century, 
aƩ ributable to over-populaƟ on and environmental deterioraƟ on. This resulted in the populaƟ on 
being divided into two separate groups of clans who were constantly involved in warfare. The 
warrior class that evolved from this situaƟ on gave rise to the so-called Birdman cult, based on 
the small islands off shore of Orongo, which superseded the statue-building religion and threw 
down most and slighted most of the moai and ahu.

On Easter Sunday 1722 Jacob Roggveen of the Dutch East India Company chanced upon the 
island and gave it its European name. It was annexed to Chile in 1888.

The most famous archaeological features of Rapa Nui are the moai, which are believed to 
represent sacred ancestors who watch over the villages and ceremonial areas. They range in 
height from 2 m to 20 m and are for the most part carved from the scoria, using simple picks 
(toli ) made from hard basalt and then lowered down the slopes into previously dug holes.

A number of moai are sƟ ll in an uncompleted condiƟ on in the quarries, providing valuable 
informaƟ on about the method of manufacture. Some have large cylindrical pieces of red stone 
known as pukao, extracted from the small volcano Punapao, as headdresses: these are believed 
to denote special ritual status. There is a clear stylisƟ c evoluƟ on in the form and size of the 
moai, from the earlier small, round-headed and round-eyed fi gures to the best-known large, 
elongated fi gures with carefully carved fi ngers, nostrils, long ears, and other features.

The shrines (ahu) vary considerably in size and form. There are certain constant features, 
notably a raised rectangular plaƞ orm of large worked stones fi lled with rubble, a ramp oŌ en 
paved with rounded beach pebbles, and levelled area in front of the plaƞ orm. Some have 
moai on them, and there are tombs in a number of them in which skeletal remains have been 
discovered. The ahu are generally located on the coast and oriented parallel to it.

diff erences and the reluctances from part of some sectors of the local community about State 
intervenƟ on.

Visitor management is a great imperaƟ ve, with challenges in establishing carrying capacity and 
providing infrastructure of basic services and interpretaƟ on.  Also, it is necessary that the local 
populaƟ on eff ecƟ vely support the conservaƟ on eff ort, for example, through livestock control.

A beƩ er dialogue is necessary among researchers to reach conclusions on the available 
knowledge and to manage it in a funcƟ onal manner conducive to conservaƟ on; to systemaƟ ze 
the informaƟ on produced and generate a periodic, comprehensive and sustainable monitoring 
system.  AddiƟ onal staff  and resources are needed for the administraƟ on and care of the 
site, to reinforce the number and training of the park rangers team, and to increase the 
operaƟ ng budget.  There is a constant pressure on park lands; the State must prevent its illegal 
occupaƟ on. 
 
The essenƟ al requirement for the protecƟ on and management of this property lies in its 
mulƟ faceted status as a World Heritage site, as a reference point and basis for the development 
of the populaƟ on of the island, and repository of answers to fundamental quesƟ ons that are far 
from being revealed.

Long DescripƟ on
Rapa Nui contains one of the most remarkable cultural phenomena in the world. An arƟ sƟ c and 
architectural tradiƟ on of great power and imaginaƟ on was developed by a society completely 
isolated from external cultural infl uences of any kind for over a millennium. The substanƟ al 
remains of this culture blend with their natural surroundings to create an unparalleled cultural 
landscape.

The island was seƩ led around AD 300 by Polynesians, probably from the Marquesas, who 
brought with them a wholly Stone Age society. All the cultural elements in Rapa Nui before 
the arrival of Europeans indicate that there were no other incoming groups. Between the 10th 
and 16th centuries the island community expanded steadily, seƩ lements being set up along 



144 145

island, and gave it its European name. The Spanish, led by Captain Don Felipe Gonzalez, claimed 
the island in 1770, naming it San Carlos in honour of Carlos III. The celebrated English explorer, 
Captain James Cook, was there briefl y in 1774, and his great French contemporary, the Comte 
de la Perouse, in 1786. Whalers began to call at the island in the early 19th century, bringing 
with them venereal disease, which ravaged the populaƟ on. However, the most devastaƟ ng 
impact on the island’s society and culture came in the 1860s, when Peruvian slavers carried off  
some two thousand islanders, including the king and the priests, in 1862. AS a result of public 
protests, about a hundred of them were put on a ship to be taken back to the island in 1865.

 However, smallpox broke out on board and only fi Ō een islanders survived to return to Rapa Nui, 
bringing with them the disease which led to an epidemic that nearly wiped out the remaining 
islanders: by 1877 only 111 inhabitants remained out of the esƟ mated populaƟ on of around 
10,000 When Europeans fi rst arrived. The island was annexed by Chile in 1888 in the belief that 
it had strategic and economic potenƟ al, but the mainland farmers who seƩ led there found that 
agriculture was not profi table. A sheep ranch was moderately successful, but the lease of the 
company running this operaƟ on was revoked in 1952 and the Chilean Navy took control of the 
island. In the 1960’s civil administraƟ on was resumed, Easter Island being given the status of 
a department within the province of Valparaiso. The populaƟ on is now around two thousand 
people, about one third of them from Chile and the remainder descendants of the original 
Polynesian seƩ lers.
Source: Advisory Body EvaluaƟ on

The Orongo ceremonial village, which was probably the centre of a complex of religious 
pracƟ ces related to the Birdman cult, consists of over fi Ō y semi-subterranean stone-houses built 
in conƟ guous groups, located on the rim of the Ran Kay crater below a towering cliff . There are 
abundant remains of the stone houses (hare) built by the earlier inhabitants of the island. The 
houses were raised on basalt foundaƟ on and form the nucleus for associated structures such as 
ovens or hearths, farm buildings and stone chicken houses. House groups sited near the coast 
are someƟ mes associated with round stone towers.

The nature of the geology of the island in such that are many caves (ana ) around the coast 
of the island, and these were used in the past by the islanders as temporary of permanent 
dwellings, being converted by the erecƟ on of stone walls at their mouths. A number of these 
contain wall painƟ ngs of deiƟ es, birds and ferƟ lity symbols.

Source: UNESCO/CLT/WHC

Historical DescripƟ on
Rapa Nui was seƩ led around AD 300 by Polynesians, probably from the Marquesas, who 
brought with them a wholly Stone Age society. All the cultural elements in Rapa Nui prior to the 
arrival of Europeans indicate that there were no other incoming groups; they rule out the many 
hypotheses that have been advanced regarding seƩ lement from South America, Melanesia, 
Egypt, or elsewhere. According to island tradiƟ on, the colonizing expediƟ on of fi Ō y people in 
two canoes was led by King Hotu Matu’a.

Between the 10th and 16th centuries the island community expanded steadily, small 
seƩ lements being set up along pracƟ cally the enƟ re coastline. The high cultural level of this 
society was high, and is best known from its monumental stone fi gures that evolved from 
this SituaƟ on gave rise to the socalled “Birdman” cult, based on the small islands Off shore of 
Orongo, which superseded the statue-building religion and was instrumental in most of the 
moai and ahu being thrown down and slighted.

On Easter Sunday 1722 Jacob Roggeveen of the Dutch East India Company chanced upon the 
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Theseus - who, with the assistance of Ariadne, rid his city of this blood-tax - the bronze giant 
Talus and the Argonauts, are all inextricably linked with the civilisaƟ on of Crete and its palaces, 
and have been a source of inspiraƟ on not only for ancient Greek culture but also for world art, 
music and literature.

The archaeological excavaƟ ons carried out on Crete from the 19th century onwards conƟ nue to 
reveal, from one end of the island to the other, from east to west and north to south, this age-
old civilisaƟ on in all its glory. Its elements have been idenƟ fi ed even outside its geographical 
boundaries, since the mariƟ me superiority of the Cretan seafarers and their expansion across 
the Mediterranean brought them to prominence, at the beginning of the 2nd millennium BC, 
as a leading power. From their contact with the peoples of the Mediterranean coast through 
the fl ourishing transit trade, they absorbed elements of contemporary civilisaƟ ons, shaping 
a singular and special cultural foundaƟ on that exercised a tremendous infl uence on the 
Mycenaean and, through it, the later Greek civilisaƟ on.

 The Minoan civilisaƟ on that developed over the course of two millennia (2800-1100 BC) 
culminated in a high peak for its Ɵ me, boasƟ ng marvellous buildings, a ground-breaking water 
and drainage system, equal parƟ cipaƟ on of men and women in religious and social life, and 
masterpieces of art. The major earthquakes that hit Crete shortly before the end of the Middle 
Bronze Age resulted in the destrucƟ on of many Minoan centres, but also led to the rebuilding of 
yet more splendid palaces in the immediately ensuing period.
The palaƟ al centres played a vital part in the evoluƟ on, development and propagaƟ on of 
Minoan civilisaƟ on and marked the social transformaƟ on from the proto-urban communiƟ es of 
the Early Bronze Age to a mulƟ faceted and hierarchical society. The poliƟ cal, social, economic 
and religious reorganisaƟ on, the transformaƟ on of private life, and the unprecedented cultural 
development that emerged from the gradual centralisaƟ on of power and the accumulaƟ on of 
wealth, were focussed on the palaƟ al centres, each of which covered a large populated area of 
Crete.

The Minoan palaƟ al centres stand out for their unique monumental architecture, with its 
complex internal organisaƟ on, which passed into ancient Greek memory as the “Labyrinth”. 
They consƟ tuted the administraƟ ve, economic and religious centres of a wider geographical 
area and housed mulƟ ple acƟ viƟ es. They not only contained the residences of the rulers and 
the priesthood, but were home to a mulƟ tude of people: arƟ sans (metalworkers, poƩ ers, 
weavers, etc.), merchants, scribes. Various events and contests were held around the palaces.

Most of the palaƟ al centres share common architectural features. They consist of a large, 
rectangular central court, around which are set mulƟ -storey wings (someƟ mes reaching four 
storeys), which house the various acƟ viƟ es: residenƟ al apartments, recepƟ on areas, archives 

Appendix 5

Minoan PalaƟ al Centres (Knossos, Phaistos, 
Malia, Zakros, Kydonia)
Greece
Date of Submission: 16/01/2014
Criteria: (ii)(iii)(vi)
Category: Cultural 
SubmiƩ ed by:
Permanent DelegaƟ on of Greece to UNESCO 
State, Province or Region:
Region of Crete, Regional Units of Heraklion, Lasithi and Chania 
Ref.: 5860

DescripƟ on

Knossos:  27.163122 E, 35.297778 Ν

Phaistos: 24.814633 Ε, 35.051103 Ν

Malia: 25.493153 Ε, 35.292869 Ν

Zakros: 26.261061 Ε, 35.097981 Ν

Kydonia: 24.019375 Ε, 35.516278 Ν 

Crete, prominently and strategically located in the East Mediterranean Basin, formed the bridge 
between the peoples and cultures of three conƟ nents, Europe, Africa and Asia, and was the 
cradle of a splendid prehistoric civilisaƟ on in the land of Greece, the Minoan civilisaƟ on.

The civilisaƟ on was named “Minoan” by Arthur Evans, the excavator of Knossos, which, 
according to myths preserved by ancient writers, was the seat of King Minos. The Minoan 
civilisaƟ on is connected to a great chapter in Greek mythology: the abducƟ on of Europa by Zeus 
in the form of a bull, the ingenious Daedalus and his son Icarus, the Minotaur and the Labyrinth, 
the seven youths and seven maidens sent from Athens as tribute to Minos, the Athenian hero 

Centre, U. (2014). Minoan PalaƟ al Centres (Knossos, Phaistos, Malia, Zakros, Kydonia) 
- UNESCO World Heritage Centre. Whc.unesco.org. Retrieved 14 December 2014, from 
hƩ p://whc.unesco.org/en/tentaƟ velists/5860/
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 2) PALATIAL CENTRE OF PHAISTOS 

The palace of Phaistos is one of the largest palaces in Crete and is located in the Regional Unit 
of Heraklion. It came to light during the excavaƟ ons carried out by the Italian archaeologist F. 
Halbherr in the last two decades of the 19th century, while the Italian School of Archaeology 
conƟ nues invesƟ gaƟ ons in the area today.

In the Minoan period, Phaistos was the control centre of the south coast of Crete, and is 
menƟ oned by Homer as the kingdom of Minos’ brother Rhadamanthys, son of Zeus and Europa, 
who took part in the Trojan War and later became one of the three judges of the dead in Hades. 
The palace was originally built circa 1900 BC, at the western end of the MeZara, the largest 
plain in Crete. In the later Greek world, Phaistos was known as the home of the great sage 
Epimenides.

The hill of Phaistos was fi rst inhabited during the Late Neolithic period, circa 4500 BC. The 
fi rst palace was built in the ProtopalaƟ al period (1900 BC), covered an area of approximately 
8,000 sq.m. and extended over the three stepped terraces of the hill. It was destroyed by an 
earthquake circa 1700 BC. On the ruins of the old palace was constructed the new palace, 
which survived unƟ l 1450 BC, when it was destroyed and never rebuilt. The city of Phaistos, as a 
whole, extends over three hills and was already very large in the Old Palace period. It conƟ nued 
in use aŌ er the destrucƟ on of the New Palaces. It fl ourished once more in Geometric and 
HellenisƟ c Ɵ mes, but was destroyed in 150 BC by the neighbouring city of Gortys, which became 
the new great power of south Crete.
 
3) PALATIAL CENTRE OF MALIA
  
The palace of Malia is located on the north coast of Crete, in the Regional Unit of Heraklion. It 
is the third-largest Minoan palace and was, according to tradiƟ on, the seat of Sarpedon, the 
youngest brother of Minos. The fi rst excavaƟ ons were carried out in the early 20th century by 
the archaeologist Iosif Hatzidakis, but the systemaƟ c excavaƟ on of both the palace itself and the 
Minoan city was conƟ nued by the French School of Archaeology.

The palace was originally built circa 2000-1900 BC. It was destroyed at the end of the 
ProtopalaƟ al period (1700 BC) and rebuilt circa 1650 BC on the same site, following the basic 
layout of the old palace. Some alteraƟ ons were made in later periods. The palace was totally 
destroyed at the same Ɵ me as the other palaƟ al centres, around 1450 BC, while there was a 
brief period of re-occupaƟ on in the 14th to 13th c. BC.

The palace of Malia covers an area of approximately 7,500 sq.m. and its layout is similar to that 

(which have produced tablets incised with the famous Linear A and Linear B scripts, the oldest 
forms of wriƟ ng in Greece), treasuries, sanctuaries, large storerooms, kitchens, workshops, 
theatral areas, all providing a picture of a small, vibrant city.

The wings were furnished with propyla (porƟ cos), verandas and colonnades that opened onto 
light wells and inner courtyards, ensuring that the inner rooms were well lit and aired. The walls 
were faced with marble orthostats and brilliant frescoes. In the workshops, the palace arƟ sans 
produced masterpieces in gold and ivory, bronze and faience, sealstones, fi gurines, clay and 
stone vessels, many of which were desƟ ned for export to the countries of the Aegean and the 
East Mediterranean.

Notable centres of power in the Minoan age were the palaƟ al centres of Knossos, Phaistos, 
Malia, Zakros and Kydonia, which are distributed in diff erent geographical units, from the 
eastern to the western end of Crete.

1) PALATIAL CENTRE OF KNOSSOS

The palace of Knossos, the most important centre of the Minoan civilisaƟ on, is located in 
the Regional Unit of Heraklion. It stands on the “tou Tselebi I Kephala” hill, west of the River 
Kairatos, and covers an area of approximately 20,000 sq.m. Originally uncovered by Minos 
Kalokairinos in 1878, the palace was excavated by Sir Arthur Evans in the fi rst three decades of 
the 20th century, and is sƟ ll being invesƟ gated by the BriƟ sh School of Archaeology today. The 
earliest human habitaƟ on was in the Neolithic period, on the site later occupied by the Minoan 
palace.

The palace was founded circa 2000 BC (ProtopalaƟ al period) and, following many destrucƟ ons, 
was rebuilt on the same site and fl ourished in the NeopalaƟ al period (1750-1430 BC). In the 
PostpalaƟ al period (1400-1100 BC) it was the only Minoan palace that was sƟ ll partly inhabited. 
It even preserved its administraƟ ve character, as the discovery of an archive of Linear B wriƟ ngs 
indicates.

The palace consists of wings set around a rectangular paved court, while the West Court was 
an important point of reference in the whole architectural complex. The West Wing housed the 
storerooms, the sanctuaries and the Throne Room, while the East Wing contained the private 
apartments and the workshops.

The city spread out over a wide area around the palace, with parƟ cularly important monuments 
and buildings, roads, cemeteries, workshops, quarries and sacred spaces. The wider 
archaeological area of Knossos also fl ourished in Historic Ɵ mes.
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The NeopalaƟ al (c. 1700-1450 BC) and the Mycenaean (1450-1200 BC) seƩ lement of Chania 
forms one of the palaƟ al centres of Minoan Crete, on the basis of the large number of tablets 
inscribed in Linear A and B, and of seals which have come to light, revealing a centralised 
authority and bureaucraƟ c organisaƟ on. The very important buildings of the period indicate the 
existence of a meƟ culous urban plan, which includes at least one parƟ cularly notable sanctuary.

The locaƟ on of Chania as the closest major Cretan seƩ lement to the centres of the Peloponnese 
and mainland Greece, played a determinaƟ ve part in this. The contacts of the city were not 
limited to the rest of Crete, mainland Greece and the Cyclades, but extended as far as Cyprus, 
Canaan, Syria, Egypt, Italy and Sardinia.

A parƟ cularly revealing fact as regards the history of Kydonia was the discovery of tablets in 
Linear B script, one of which refers to a sanctuary of Zeus at which Zeus and Dionysus were 
worshipped. 

JusƟ fi caƟ on of Outstanding Universal Value

The Minoan palaƟ al centres are the main witnesses to the Minoan civilisaƟ on, that of a 
great Bronze Age mariƟ me power which exercised an enormous infl uence on cultures - both 
contemporary and later - of the East Mediterranean.

They highlight an early form of complex urban society, with marvellous buildings, a 
groundbreaking water and drainage system, masterpieces of art and early wriƟ ng systems 
(“Cretan Hieroglyphic” and Linear A, which have not yet been deciphered).

Through the Minoan palaces arose the fi rst organised form of exercising foreign policy through 
diplomacy in the Aegean, leading to the development of relaƟ onships with other civilisaƟ ons of 
the East Mediterranean, such as those of Egypt and Syro-PalesƟ ne, a fact proven beyond doubt 
by the archaeological fi nds.

The myths connected to the Minoan palaces (the Minotaur and the Labyrinth, Daedalus and 
Icarus, Theseus and Ariadne, etc.) exercised a great infl uence on mythology and the arts 
throughout the ancient world and remain a source of inspiraƟ on for world art, music and 
literature today.

Criterion (ii): The Minoan palaces bear witness to a very early form of complex urban society 
and applicaƟ on of complex economic systems, which arose in Crete during the Middle and Late 
Bronze Age. They consƟ tute an important archaeological tesƟ mony to the organisaƟ on of towns 
and ciƟ es, and to the development of the monumental architecture, technology and high level 

of the palace of Knossos. Various quarters and individual town houses of the town have been 
excavated, the most important being Quarter Z, Houses E, Da, Db and the major Quarter M. 
Surviving port installaƟ ons on the coast indicate that the palace of Malia was a gateway to the 
Aegean Sea during the Minoan period.

4) PALATIAL CENTRE OF ZAKROS

Zakros is located at the southeast end of the Regional Unit of Lasithi, on a natural bay. In 
1961 N. Platon began the archaeological excavaƟ on of the site, bringing to light a palace with 
impressive fi nds, as it had remained unlooted aŌ er its destrucƟ on.

The palace of Zakros preserved today was founded in the NeopalaƟ al period (c. 1600 BC). Like 
all the palaces known to date, it consists of four wings set around a rectangular central court. 
The building, which was at least two storeys high, was bounded by an enceinte, forming gardens 
inside.

The economic peak of the palaƟ al centre of Zakros was obviously due to the part it played 
in the mariƟ me “trade” of Minoan Crete with other centres of the Aegean and the East 
Mediterranean. Evidence of its links with the East is provided by the discovery, in a storeroom 
in the West Wing, of four elephant tusks and six bronze talents, imported on the same overseas 
journey.

Around the palace, on two hills, extended the seƩ lement. Approximately 35 houses have been 
excavated, considered to be annexes to the palace. Between the houses ran paved stepped 
streets with rainwater drainage ducts, delimiƟ ng large building blocks. The town was densely 
populated, so there were no open spaces.

The palace and the town were suddenly destroyed in 1450 BC, at the same Ɵ me as most of the 
seƩ lements of Crete, marking the end of the NeopalaƟ al period.

5) PALATIAL CENTRE OF KYDONIA

The Minoan palace of Kydonia, discovered by Greek, Danish and Swedish archaeologists, is 
located in the modern city of Chania in northwest Crete. The low Kastelli hill, rising above the 
natural harbour and the plain of Chania, was selected during the PrepalaƟ al period (c. 3500-
2000 BC) as the most convenient site for the establishment of the fi rst organised Minoan 
seƩ lement in the Chania area. Present-day Chania lies on the site of Minoan and Classical 
Kydonia, while the excavaƟ on data support the view that the laƩ er was the most important city 
of west Crete, in both the prehistoric and the historic period.
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unifi caƟ on of the peripheral monuments with the core of the palace is in preparaƟ on.

At the palaces of Phaistos and Zakros extensive consolidaƟ on work is being carried out, with 
funding from naƟ onal funds and European Programmes.

Comparison with other similar properƟ es

Of the monuments on the World Heritage List, there are similariƟ es with the palaƟ al centres of 
Mycenae and Tiryns, the imposing remains of the Mycenaean civilisaƟ on in Greece, which have 
been greatly infl uenced by the Minoan civilisaƟ on. Minoan and Mycenaean centres dominated 
the East Mediterranean during the Bronze Age. However, the Minoan palaces are a uniquely 
signifi cant tesƟ mony of the Minoan civilisaƟ on, which predates the Mycenaean one and is not 
represented on the World Heritage List.

of art aƩ ained by the Minoan civilisaƟ on.

Criterion (iii): The Minoan palaces are the most characterisƟ c and impressive tesƟ monies of the 
Minoan civilisaƟ on that fl ourished during the Bronze Age (1900-1400 BC). Complex monuments, 
constructed to serve the various needs and funcƟ ons of the Minoan ciƟ es, they consƟ tute the 
most important archaeological evidence for the understanding of the Minoan civilisaƟ on, its 
social organisaƟ on and its high level of intellectual and arƟ sƟ c development (frescoes, vase-
painƟ ng, etc.). This complex socio-economic system led to the creaƟ on of two protohistoric 
wriƟ ng systems, “Cretan Hieroglyphic” script and Linear A, which played an important part in 
the context of the Aegean civilisaƟ ons, in both the Middle and the Late Bronze Age. It was from 
Linear A that Linear B was born in the Aegean world.

Criterion (vi): The myths connected to the Minoan palaces (the Minotaur and the Labyrinth, 
Daedalus and Icarus, Theseus and Ariadne, etc.) exercised a great infl uence on mythology and 
the arts throughout the ancient world and remain a source of inspiraƟ on for world art, music 
and literature today.

Statements of authenƟ city and/or integrity

The degree of authenƟ city and integrity of the palaƟ al centres permits the reconstrucƟ on 
of their form and funcƟ on, elements aƩ esƟ ng their Outstanding Universal Value. Public and 
private buildings decorated with frescoes of exquisite arƟ stry and craŌ smanship, structured 
squares and streets permit the reconstrucƟ on of the urban planning, the dimensions, the 
morphological characterisƟ cs and the funcƟ on of the structures of the palaƟ al centres. The 
wealth, variety and state of preservaƟ on of all kinds of fi nd are truly excepƟ onal.

These monuments are subject to a special protecƟ on framework (designaƟ ons and protecƟ on 
zones), while they are also under the constant care and observaƟ on of the relevant Services of 
the General Directorate of Culture, in order to avert any risks.

Although the early reconstrucƟ on work on the palace of Knossos, long before the Second 
World War, is responsible for the addiƟ on of modern materials and insuffi  ciently documented 
modifi caƟ ons, it does largely approach the original form of the palaƟ al monument at the peak 
of its development. However, the problemaƟ c points of the old reconstrucƟ ons have been 
idenƟ fi ed and recorded, and the issue of dealing with the older mistaken restoraƟ ons is handled 
by a special CommiƩ ee for the “ConservaƟ on, ConsolidaƟ on and PromoƟ on of the Palace 
and Archaeological Site of Knossos”. ConservaƟ on and promoƟ on work is being carried out 
on the peripheral monuments of Knossos (Royal Villa, House of the High Priest, Royal Tomb), 
with funding from a NaƟ onal Strategic Reference Framework programme, and a study on the 
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