2,000 Word Report – Museums Heritage and Representation (HPHE5008) 

Title 
In light of one of your visits, examine the arguments for and against removing monuments/artifacts OR buildings from their sites in the landscape to the safekeeping of the museum. 

Introduction 
Carew Castle is an old building with a rich history. Thus, it could be seen as a site where there are many arguments both for and against the removal of monuments and artefacts from their sites in the landscape to the safekeeping of a museum. 

Carew Castle was founded in roughly 1100 by Gerald of Windsor. The earliest part of the still standing building is the Old Tower, assumed to be from around 1200, which has since been incorporated into the early fourteenth century castle. Carew has been argued to be the site where Gerald of Windsor lost his wife, but this is uncertain. The castle was later obtained by Sir Rhys ap Thomas in the early Tudor period, as thanks for his support during Henry VII’s takeover of the English throne. This prompted a rebuilding of most of the castle, as well as the last great tournament of the era. In the sixteenth century, the castle moved to the holding of Sir John Perrot, a man who Elizabeth I put in charge of Ireland. This lead to the rebuilding of the northern range of Carew, something that was never finished. However, excavations of this site have revealed previous settlements, which cannot be investigated while the castle is still standing.[footnoteRef:1] [1:   Kenyon, John R, ‘Carew Cross, Castle and Mill’, Archaeological Journal (London), 167.sup1 (2010), 29–33] 


Pros of Removing Monuments and Artefacts
One argument for the removal of monuments from their original sites to the safekeeping of a museum is that monuments and artefacts in museum hands often have a much better chance of being preserved and maintained for the foreseeable future. Historical monuments and artefacts are often seen as part of a cultural identity, thus preserving these objects becomes a priority for those working in both museums and on historical sites. While it has been argued that monuments and artefacts can be better studied and understood in their “original” places, this can often lead to unnecessary and unforeseen damage due to both natural and human factors. When being moved to a museum, environmental factors and how the object was constructed are considered carefully to create an environment where the object can be conserved as safely and reliably as possible. Conservation is not about repair, but rather the attempt to keep the artefact or monument as close to its original condition where it was found as possible by the museum, in order to keep its ability to be studied by future analysists.[footnoteRef:2] One example of this argument is the Carew Cross, located at Carew castle. This monument is a large stone cross, carved with patterns from across Europe, and likely from the time of the original castle’s construction. It was taken into the possession of Cadw, unlike the Castle itself, and was left at the site with minimal protection and only a small plaque to indicate its history to the general public. This, however, did lead to some unfortunate damage and scraping on the monument itself, likely from being next to a main road during the 1920s and 1930s. It has been argued that if the monument had been moved into a museum for safekeeping, this wouldn’t have become a problem, as it would have been protected from most of the damage it has sustained since coming into Cadw’s possession. It is also assumed that the monument may have been better researched and displayed to the public, rather than only having a small plaque on it’s history. However, it has also been argued that keeping the Cross on the site was a better idea, as while the Cross is exposed to the elements and could sustain damage, it is much more accessible and easily linked to the site itself. This makes it easier for viewers to associate the Cross with the castle’s history and infer more about the site itself.  [2:    Brüggerhoff, Stefan, ‘Preservation of Technical and Museum Cultural Artifacts’, Materials and Corrosion, 59.3 (2008), 219–219 
] 


Another argument for the removal of monuments from their original sites to the safekeeping of a museum is that with objects, artefacts, and monuments all sharing one set space, a learning network is promoted, where it becomes easier to investigate history as a whole, rather than only looking at one specific site. While keeping a monument or artefact at its “original” site may be seen as creating a more cohesive image of the history and layout of that specific area, museums have been known to be able to create models and images of site layouts in an easily understandable way. Furthermore,  museums Can easily create a chronological display showcasing the history of a site. Therefore, it would be much easier to remove monuments and artefacts from their original sites to the safekeeping of a museum. Museums often consider themselves as institutions that can tell larger stories than just those located on individual sites. For example, the British Museum considers itself “uniquely placed to tell stories about cross-cultural influences”.[footnoteRef:3] In reference to Carew castle, this would mean that if monuments and artefacts were removed to a larger museum, that museum could then make links between other sites and events of the time. This would include events like Rhys ap Thomas’s tournament, or Sir John Perrot’s arrest.[footnoteRef:4] Both events have wider links to the society and politics of the time, but are difficult to see in the site alone.  [3:  Pilling, David, ‘France Urged to Return Museum Artefacts to Africa’, 
FT.com, 2018
]  [4:   Kenyon,  ‘Carew Cross, Castle and Mill’, Archaeological Journal (London), 167.sup1 (2010), 29–33] 


Cons of Removing Monuments and Artefacts
One argument against removing monuments from their sites to the safekeeping of a museum is that having a monument remain on its site of origin helps those who view it to gain a better understanding of its situation and history. By removing a monument or artefact from its “original” site, the picture of its history that the site itself presents becomes slightly blurred and erased. While a museum collects and displays artefacts from across a large area, a specific site only really has access to what is found on their property, meaning that it becomes more important for the site to keep and maintain its own monuments, artefacts, and by extension its heritage. Furthermore, Museums rarely display every artefact and monument they collect, only some of their collection going on permanent display, with some on circulation as temporary exhibits, and many more ending up in storage. Thus, sending monuments and artefacts to the safekeeping of a museum often results in a net loss of knowledge for the original site. However, it can be argued that the site itself is often not the original place where the artefact or monument originated. Therefore, while the artefact or monument itself has some link to the site where it was found, it does not necessarily need to stay at that site in order to be studied, and thus contributing to the history of the site. The Carew Cross, for example, likely did not originate from the Castle site, and may have been moved there either during or after construction. While it could be argued that keeping the Carew Cross at the site of Carew Castle does add to the history that is shown on site, some may also argue that it would not and could be removed to a museum. 

Another argument against removing monuments from their sites to the safekeeping of a museum is that viewing a monument or artefact in its original place can be much more inclusive and accessible than viewing it in a museum. By keeping a monument or artefact in its original site, it can be more easily viewed by the general public. Unlike museums which are often enclosed spaces which can be very inaccessible to the general public, specific sites are often more relaxed in their enclosure of artefacts and monuments. This means if artefacts would be removed to museums they would become less used and less viewed by the public. Museums can also be very conservative in how they present and portray ideas through monuments and artefacts. They often attempt to push a singular narrative on history that benefits them and their ideas. They are also very unlikely to be able to cover multiple languages, meaning that their explanations might not come across to a portion of the general public. However, by keeping monuments and artefacts in their original site, viewers can develop their own ideas and infer from their surroundings more so than in a museum environment. 

Conclusion 
In conclusion, the site of Carew Castle can be used to demonstrate many arguments both for and against the removal of monuments and artefacts from their original sites into the safekeeping of a museum. This includes both the ideas that museums can promote learning and the conservation of artefacts, and the arguments that museums can lock the public out of knowledge and seeing artefacts and monuments. Carew Castle and the Carew Cross showcase this particularly well. 
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