
A Balance in Preserving and Excavating Historic Sites 

The continuation of excavating historic sites is important because it can give greater insight into the 

archaeological context and strengthen the data that historians have to piece together a site, such as 

Pompeii. In regard to Pompeii, it is an example of this particular argument in question: over a third of 

the site is left, shrouded in mystery as it has not yet been excavated. The argument here is that these 

areas could hold so much more information, and that leaving them and concentrating on preservation 

of what we currently have could be negating the actual purpose of exploring sites such as these which 

is clearly to further historic and archaeological knowledge. Furthermore, there is a range of 

disadvantages to favouring the alternative. Preserving what has already being found at a site could be 

argued to be a far less necessary and even inhibit scientific and archaeological progress. Evidently, 

resources and money that have to be spent on that preservation could be to little avail in numerous 

circumstances, as many structures have already dilapidated by time and exposure. In the present day, 

photographic documentation can also serve as a form of ‘preservation’ which is a viable, although 

cheapening, alternative to spending too many resources on this aspect. 

Alternatively, it is debated that preservation could be a vastly more crucial act to focus 

resources upon, currently. The so-far undiscovered possibilities are proven to still be conserved by the 

effects of volcanic eruptions, thus there is no great rush to excavate sites in which there is no imminent 

threat of another natural disaster that could tamper with the archaeological aspects of sites, that are yet 

to be uncovered. However, there is a more pressing issue in the threat of human intervention and 

exposure to the atmospheric conditions that can very much damage vulnerable elements of these sites, 

that can never be replicated again. This is perhaps most important factor to consider – these historical 

sites and digs are populated by carvings and secrets that have been lost for centuries that we can never 

re-obtain from time. To pay too much attention to excavating more and more of sites, such as Pompeii, 

is to ignore the exposure that significant archaeological findings now have, seeing as they are no longer 

protected by the volcanic ash that sealed them for two millennia. This is furthered by the simple, 

aforementioned fact that the protection from dense volcanic ash and other natural preservatives does 

not, in fact, bear any harm to the undiscovered and is therefore, not under threat. 

In conclusion, it is to be acknowledged that there is a significant large variety of contextual 

factors that come into this debate, yet the strongest argument, above this, is the argument that 

preservation of the discovered finds is an exceeding issue. This should elucidate that preservation is a 

priority and excavation, whilst important, can only go so far as that which is yet to be excavated is still 

well preserved, which is not the case of the discovered. 


