Reflective Report: Site Preservation and Presentation
Both the preservation and presentation of a site is important to not only allow the site to remain as researchable evidence of the ancient world, but also to help understand the site when perhaps only little survives. I will be discussing how I have learnt that the way in which a site is preserved and presented varies depending on the nature of the site and its location. The following report reflects on the way that two sites, Heraclea and the Galerian Complex, are preserved and presented while comparing to my surprise how differently two countries go about persevering and presenting their sites. Which has lead me to understand that sites are not always used for academic education but can also be used to influence how we understand such sites in its context today.
Heraclea, in FYROM has only partially been excavated, the site is presented by a guide giving a brief tour. They explain as you go round what you are seeing and what would have been the purpose of the buildings, but in some instances the guide had vague information or conflicting theories due to the research and excavation of the site still being on going with little conclusive explanations for parts of the site. This was unexpected as throughout the trip sites had not included mandatory guides also I had assumed a guide would have of had more conclusive explanations of the site. At times this way of presenting made understanding the site difficult as the conflicting theories could be hard to follow, especially if you were not well educated on that period of history, so I theorised that perhaps the want to have a mandatory guide is to control the information you receive as you could just ignore a plaque.
Furthermore not all the excavated site is presented like the medieval tower, identifiable because of its circular structure, which is not advertised and everything at the latest is dated as Late Byzantine. I learnt later that this was probably because they did not want to address the question of a Slavic population. I am now aware that a site can be manipulated sometimes to be presented publicly the way the owners of the site wish it to be seen.
Something that was highlighted to me on the visit was the conflict between preservation and presentation, which I had not expected as I assumed they would support each other. Due to little of the site being excavated and a want for the ruins that have been excavated to be understood by visitors a certain way, there was a lot of reconstruction to the site. However, this has meant that the site was rejected by UNESCO as there was too much reconstruction, diminishing the integrity of the site. I had not anticipated reconstruction to be a contentious point as from my understanding reconstruction is a common part of preservation to sometimes help support the ruined structure. Therefore I’ve become aware that there is a difficult balance necessary between both preserving the site so it will last and presenting it in a way that is accessible but also retaining the integrity of the site.
In terms of preservation I was at first shocked to find that they had covered their mosaics over with sand, I had assumed other preservation techniques would have been used. But after talking with the guide I realised that with preservation comes the issue of money, the site cannot afford any other means of preserving the mosaics. The guide also mentioned that sand was an effective way of preserving the mosaics which also surprised me, but after researching I realised that many other sites in more affluent counties use this technique, for example Caerwent[footnoteRef:1] in the UK. During further research into this subject I realised it actually made a lot of sense as many artefacts survive because they are buried, like the paintings on the Tomb of the Diver[footnoteRef:2]. [1:  National Museum Wales, 2007 ]  [2:  Holloway 2006: 365] 

At the Galerian Complex in Thessaloniki there is also little excavated, due to the site being firmly established as a part of the city with much of the unexcavated area being underground. I went to the site thinking it would be hard to understand as there would be so little of it, also I assumed presentation would be lacking due to the emphasis on Pre-Roman Greek over Roman sites in other areas such as what we saw in Dion where there had obviously been more attention to the Pre-Roman theatre over the Roman. However, the site had clearly put a lot of effort and money into presentation which included a visual tour with 3D models of what these sites would have looked like, inernally and externally, alongside detailed descriptions. What I learnt from this is a site’s location can affect the presentation it receives, the Galerian Complex is a major part of the city and so it makes sense that Thessaloniki would put effort in to its presentation as it is a major draw for tourists. It also reaffirmed what I learnt in Heraclea, that money is a big factor in what a place can justifiably do with their sites.
The Galerian palace section of the complex has seemingly had little to no repairs or attempts at reconstructions, so the site appears to be left how it was found. After seeing the repairs and reconstructions in Heraclea I had strongly expected to see more of the same practise. I then thought the reason that the site seemed untouched was due to there not being enough interest in the Roman site, with other Pre-Roman sites taking precedent, but once I saw the presentation work on the site I saw that was not the case. I then looked at the Galerian Complex’s website and found out that it is in fact because the site is focusing on protecting the area from further damage and not restoring it[footnoteRef:3]. This may be because they had to spend a lot of time and money removing previous restoration that was incorrect[footnoteRef:4], so I learnt that while restoration may help the visitor understand the site and help presentation it can actually harm the preservation of the site.  [3:  Galerian Complex, 2018]  [4:  Galerian Complex, 2018] 

To conclude I have learnt from these two sites is that presentation and perseveration in sites is highly dependent on the location and the affluence and agenda of the country, also that there are times when presentation is in conflict with preservation to which different sites respond varyingly. As shown to me by the contrasts between Heraclea and the Gelarian Complex.    

[bookmark: _GoBack]




Bibliography:
Galerian Complex ‘The Restoration’ 2018. http://galeriuspalace.culture.gr/en/renovation/ (Accessed: 23rd April 2018)
Holloway, R.R. 2006. ‘The Tomb of the Diver’, American Journal of Archaeology, Vol. 110, No. 3, 365-388
National Museum Wales ‘The Grand Forum-basilica at Caerwent’ 2007. https://museum.wales/articles/2007-03-30/The-Grand-Forum-basilica-at-Caerwent/ (Accessed: 24th April 2018)
