T. McGarry					1500769

[image: TSD_logo2010]
Undergraduate assignment feedback form
(to be completed by marker)


	Student Name:  Tanith McGarry


	Module Code: AHAC6007

Module title: Museums, Heritage and Representation
	Student number: 1500769

	For completion by marker:
Comments:












	Marker’s signature:
	Date:

	Provisional mark:
NB.  All marks are provisional until confirmed by the final examination board.










How important is the concept of authenticity in the presentation of heritage?

Our heritage is a presentation of ourselves, it is a presentation of place, of lives past, and of events. Understanding our past is aided by how it is presented. One main issue is how do we best present our heritage and how does this work with regards to being authentic. To be inauthentic is, in the bluntest of ways, to lie to one degree or another, but the key issue here is to understand the extent that being inauthentic is acceptable. What we reproduce will never be completely accurate, and this is a sorry fact those in the heritage sect must accept. The presentation of the past, one must consider what is the aim; the agenda. What is it that those in heritage are wanting the material to present? Who are we creating it for? There are numerous angles from which the heritage can be presented: the point of view of those we perceive as moral, and just; those we perceive as being immoral, and wrong; the average, everyday working man, and so forth. This is what must be understood by both curator and visitor. Politically, authenticity can be affected in terms of how we present figures of the past: are they to be presented as they were perceived by the general populous of their time, or do we present them as they are judged in our time; indeed, should they be presented how they were judged or perceived in a previous time i.e., the Victorian view of the medieval times. Do we give a rounded presentation, or do we present the accepted view point so as to be accepted by the mainstream public and press? This, surely, is inauthentic. Is it the duty of the heritage worker to please the public, or present history regardless of controversy and should authenticity be sacrificed for these means? These are the big challenges faced when understanding the importance of authenticity in presenting heritage. 
Museums and heritage arts projects and functions require finances to function, while such heritage sites and centres can charge an entrance fee or fee to participate in particular events, and many have cafés and gift shops, the income from these means are often not enough to fund heritage centres, thus government (local or central) are often involved in financing them (see Broughton/MuseumNext, 2016). In addition – or instead – of government funding, charities also donate money, for example in the UK, the Lottery Heritage Fund; private funders or charities too, such as National Trust or English Heritage, or even independent or private funders of museums (Museums Association, N.D.). The difficulty here is patrons: those from whom money is donated will have expectations and/or requirements from these heritage centres, meaning, should they not be met, it could result in a withdrawal of funds or lack of new grants meaning authenticity may have to be, to some degree, compromised so as to ensure future funding is secured. The stakes government or companies have in a museum or heritage centre affects what is displayed, for example, BP’s funding of the British Museum has meant that, while Shannon Wiseman, BP spokeswoman claims the company ‘“never” seeks “curatorial influence”, but admitted that BP and the museum work together to select exhibitions for BP to fund’ (Hanson, 2016). Thus, the external influencers and stakeholders in museums or heritage sites can have effect on what is produced and presented. 
Heritage tourism, something which has grown in popularity in the last twenty years, in which people want to experience part of their own heritage or the culture of other peoples. Such people want enjoyment and engagement: a tourist experience, but this comes with its own faults as it can create enjoyment and engagement at sacrifice of authenticity, thus ‘when authenticity is compromised cultural heritage tourism loses what differentiates it from sanitized theme park adventures and recreate (rather than real) attractions’ (Hargrove, 2003). This could lead to the tourist returning with misinformation or lack of understanding of what he or she has experienced. What Hargrove here misses, however, is that much of these attractions are recreations, this cannot be escaped due to the nature of preserving and experiencing the past. It cannot exist as separate from the time in which it is being presented, thus there simply must be elements of “falsehood”, but not necessarily inauthentic. For example, Chhabra et. al. (2003) examine the Flora Macdonald Scottish Highland Games held in North Carolina, a state in the USA which was heavily inhabited by those from Highland Scotland from the latter half of the 18th century onward, with some records showing that they outnumbered English immigrants 6 to 1 (see Newsome, 1962). Thus the links to the Highlanders in this State are prominent, albeit the games themselves have only been held annually for just over sixty years. It is a reminiscent approach in which those local to the Scottish-settled area can connect with their ancestry. For this staged heritage event, with regard to Hargrave’s distaste in recreated attractions, it is the recreational element is precisely what makes this piece of heritage as opposed to the real element that is important to authenticity here; more so as it is not recreational alone, for it is the ‘nostalgic collective memory’ (Chhabra et. al.: 2003, p.705). 
This event creates what one may deem to be the inauthentic yet due to the reason behind its creation it becomes authentic whereby ‘new tartans are created to give symbolic significance to new emerging groups or celebrations’ (Ibid., p.707). Chhabra et. al.’s findings of the ratings of authenticity by the visitors of the event showed that ‘those who felt that the games revived personal memories of Scottish heritage had significantly higher authenticity ratings’ of which most of this came from ‘“information on Scottish history” and setting of the Highland Games”’ (Ibid., p.712); further, and an important factor to note, those who were Scottish and had visited Scotland ‘perceived the games to be more authentic than their counterparts’ (Ibid., p.716). Thus, while there may be a setting of the romanticism of a past culture through reminiscent endeavour, its demonstration and perception of authenticity exists firmly with its audience, including those who can, to an extent, compare it to the “real thing” from visiting Scotland. Thus, this recreation, in which the historical practice of the Games has been physically displaced across the Atlantic, the level of authenticity is seemingly little effected in its perception and participation. 
 	Material heritage differs to that of recreational and staged heritage of events with regard to approaches toward authenticity. The importance of appearance and craftsmanship is important to an item’s authenticity. The ability to know and see the materials used, to see, also, how it was crafted, and who by; whether that be through inspecting the fingerprints on pottery or monograph on the underside of a piece of furniture. It brings the item a humanness, or even personhood; an innate sense of connection to their fellow Man of the past through understanding and interpreting the items for themselves, (for example making an item in a similar way to the authentic historical one to understand hands-on how it was made). It brings to those experiencing these items the ‘religious notions of beauty, status and wealth’ (Drew, 2018) through understanding and seeking value in the items of the past. Due to this, as Hede, et. al. rightly note that ‘visitors should not be deceived’, that is, if an item is a replica the public should clearly be made aware of this fact, as well as what materials used (2014, p.1398), and whether or not replica tools or methods used, or if it was just manufactured by machine for the purpose of looking like the original, as opposed to being made in the same way as the original, of which will be discussed nearing the end. As Drew in his talk later said, the advancement of technology somewhat reduces the status of an item (Drew, 2018). This can extend beyond replicas and on to historical items themselves from c.19th century onwards as machine-made items are not “one-offs” as hand-made items are, they lose that sense of humanness and personhood as they are numerous and mass-produced; mass-production, something which today is extremely common place, which why people seek-out handmade items for gift-giving so as to present to those dear to them a higher level of appreciation by giving them a handmade item compared to a mass-produced item, one purchased from a shelf next to dozens more almost exactly the same.
 	At present in the West, we currently have a common standard of “political correctness” in which we must speak and present ourselves in a particular way so as not to offend. Western heritage centres, who are at the forefront of displaying history and culture in the Western world, are expected and often required to meet such politically correct standards, which sometimes creates risk to authentically presenting the past. The ICOM (International Council of Museums) “Code of Ethics for Museums” in 2006 states that museums are to behave in a socially responsible manner, which would be to abide by laws, rules and regulations; self-regulation and other voluntary initiatives. Therefore, a museum has many standards to upkeep, which, in the world of globalisation, as we have today, can cause risk as to how authentically we present the past while avoiding the possibility of creating offense (Hede, et. al.: 2014, p.1400). For example, the Amazing World of Dr Seuss Museum in Springfield, Massachusetts ran into difficulty with depicting a “jarring racial stereotype” of a Chinese man, whose skin is yellow, eyes are slanted, with a long ponytail and holding chopsticks, all in cartoon fashion, an illustration in Seuss’s first book And to think that I saw it on Mulberry Street. Due to the Museums facing confrontation from two outspoken individuals, the Museum decided to remove the image (Bever, 2017). The decision which has censored, thus removed part of the story, creating an inauthentic display of the work of an author the museum’s dedication is to be presenting.  
 	Similarly, in the UK, Political Correctness and the want to present an ever-growing diverse population comes with a suppression of history. The slave trade, for example, hidden due to it being a dark shadow over our history and yet it is just that: our history. Thus, the suppression of information on this topic is inauthentic as it is not presented, but instead hidden away and thus by default denied. For example, Liverpool’s hand in the transportation of slaves was not something presented and was the case until the opening of the International Slavery Museum in 2007, which shares a building with the Merseyside Maritime Museum. Demonstrating, alongside one another, the different involvement the Pier Head had with trade and seamanship; the Maritime Museum demonstrates a rounded view of the history of the naval trading City. Due to shame in this part of Liverpool’s history, the negative form of political correctness came into play in 2005-2007 as Barbara Mace, Woolton councillor, proposed to change the street names of Liverpool which were, three centuries ago, built and named after people of importance to the area who also prospered from the slave trade. The opinion was that the commemoration of these people was somehow celebration of the slave trade. This change, however, had it gone through and been successful, would have removed some of the great City’s history and heritage. (BBC News, 2006). To do so would be inauthentic for it is a removal – a creating of a fresh slate, if you will – of a part of history instead of an acceptance of it. This would, too, have a knock-on effect onto a more recent part of Liverpool heritage, that being The Beatles and their song “Penny Lane”, Penny being James Penny, prominent 18th century ship-owner who was a merchant and slave ship owner based in Liverpool (Edwards, N.D.). The change of the name would affect both of these areas of history from being presented: his role in the growth of the Liverpool economy as well as that of The Beatles’s immortalisation of the place name, which many fans of the band come to the City to visit the street and the street’s sign. To alter the name would work only to remove some level of consciousness of a City’s past, which cannot be easily nor honestly done, and if attempted would seemingly be propagandised. In more recent years we have had similar trouble with statues of those who were colonialists, such as the Cecil Rhodes statue at Oxford University and “Rhodes Must Fall” campaign, as well the removal and tearing down of confederate statues in the United States.
 	On the line of colonisation, a major difficulty regarding authenticity is the argument of who can interpret the heritage of natives of colonised areas: can it be done only be the descendant of these natives to make it authentic, or can it still be authentic if interpreted by someone else? For example, the National Museum of the American Indian (NMAI) has the policy that interpretation can be done only by First Nations people, which Larry Zimmerman argues against, believing that the ‘notions commonly held by Indians and non-Indians that only Indians can provide authentic information about Indians’ should be challenged, bringing in the involvement of non-Indians to create a ‘multithreaded, multivocal, and ‘complicated’ interpretation of the cultures and history of these peoples’ (Zimmerman, 2010). To limit who can and cannot be involved in interpreting heritage can become a slippery slope with regard to finding whose studies and displays are the most “authentic”: could – or should – we limit the presentation of heritage done by local historians as being the most authentic; should we limit studies of areas to be done only be the local historian, for they have been raised and live in the particular location in which they study (presumably their family has done so also, which creates further ties)? After all, local history is ‘defined as a science of the individual and the particular, seems to serve the authentic and definite function of reconstructing history’. Adding to this, however, is the notion that those whose heritage you are viewing would have more substance, should it have been interpreted or presented by those who have lineage/links to the heritage which they are interpreting and presenting – it is part of them which is being present. Therefore, one may deem it inauthentic for an “outsider” to interpret something that is not their own. But, are we all not outsiders to the past, for as will below be discussed, changing times can mean changes in the interpretation and presentation of heritage so as to make it more suited to current times. 
 	Groups wish to present themselves as they want people to view them authentically, and it would be concern that outsider groups may trivialise or even commercialise the past of others. The main issue here is that groups who self-present are generally more likely to have favourable bias than those who are not part of the group; those who are part of the group would want to give their heritage and themselves a positive presentation. It may not matter to some groups the authenticity of their work depending on how they want to be perceived: heroes, oppressed, humble etc. This bias, therefore, can mean that a group does not authentically represent themselves – or even that they inauthenticially misrepresent other groups (whether on purpose or by accident).
The alteration of heritage, which, in some cases, could be seen as a means of playing to the politically correct, is not necessarily inauthentic, an approach taken by Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam. There is no removal of pieces as there was with the Rhodes Must Fall campaign or as would have been with the renaming of streets in Liverpool, instead an alteration as to how the heritage is presented. At Rijksmuseum, 220,000 pieces of artwork underwent a transformation in which their titles and descriptions were being altered and “updated” so as to remove “offensive colonial terms”. For example, a portrait of Margeratha van Raephorst having pearls put on her arm by a smartly dressed black boy-servant had originally in its description labelled the boy “N***** servant” (Boztas: 2015), now it is “Young black servant”, the titles of these pieces, however, retain their title which contain what we would consider today to be words unsavoury. However, an alternative title is provided also. To change the titles completely, would be to mispresent history, to retain them as their original (along with their descriptions), while authentic, to the originals misses their presence in the current age whereby such terms are frowned upon. Thus, it would be improper and somewhat an inaccurate description to the modern-day visitor:

“Martine Gosselink, head of its history department, and a specialist in the visual culture of Dutch overseas and colonial history, said they do not want to rewrite history, but welcome the modern visitor” (Ibid.).

	The difficulty here is managing authenticity with the want of the public. One could question that the public wants do not really matter as authenticity is key by all and any means; this is to ignore how the heritage affects those at present. For example, those who we at present shun as being bad and immoral, should we present also the good that they did? One of the main, and controversial people which may spring to most people’s minds would be Adolf Hitler. Much of the presentation of Hitler, and his rulership and Nazi Germany is presented by or about those who he oppressed, wanting to demonstrate how one group of people was wronged by another. Due to this bad that Hitler and Nazi Germany committed, different angles of Hitler’s life or rule are not displayed so as to not appear to celebrate him, a similar argument Mace gave with regard to the street signs in Liverpool. It was not until 2010 that an art exhibition of Hilter’s work was displayed in post-War in Germany in which certain items were not displayed, such as many of his ‘uniforms and other personal items [which] have been preserved, in storage in Moscow, but there are no plans to display them’, Hans-Ulrich Thamer, curator for the German Historical Museum (DHM), said that to display them would be to ‘cross the line into making this an homage to a hero’ (Horing and Sontheimer: 2010). Here, items of interest that have been locked away for so long continue still to be locked away. Should the work of the artists who the Nazi government funded to improve and display their skills be presented in an exhibition would be today taboo, even though ‘there were many cultural figures who viewed, with good reason [at the time], the Nazi leaders as generous patrons’ (Petropoulos: 2014, p.62), while it would be authentic to display this work and opinion contemporary to the period, the display of this level of authenticity is questioned due to its sensitivities and want to not appear in support of a regime which lead to the deaths that it did. This, therefore, is an arguable case for not presenting sensitive heritage. Should this even be attempted to be presented in a neutral fashion, due to the widely-universally accepted stance are so heavily opposed to Hitler and Nazi-Germany, it would be deemed insensitive to display the “positive” acts that the government carried out (such as the building of homes for the German people, as well as building them ‘clean factories’ (Laffin: 1995, p.20)). One could counter this, however, in that the purpose of a museum – the centre at which heritage is presented – is to raise these issues with regard to interpretation and presentation for ‘museums are politicised spaces, where all sorts of dramas can be played out’ (Dubin: 2011, p.479). Here, the importance is balancing modern sensitivities and the authenticity of the past, thus to display the items and work of Hitler and Nazi Germany which were the “positive” aspects in a neutral display is in itself inauthentic for the work carried out by Hitler – whether in support of his people or not – is now tarnished, thus would retrospectively be seen to be inauthentic. 
 	One of the main issues with regard to the presentation of heritage in an authentic manner is that of the display of heritage as industry, that is, the want to draw attraction of visitors and tourists to view places of historical interest – heritage sites and museums. The importance here, however, is retaining and establishing a balance between authenticity and attraction, that is, to what extent can authenticity be sacrificed – or the historical accuracy be exaggerated. For Saumarez-Smith, the importance question is that heritage centres and those who present the past should be asking ‘is it interesting, rather than will it attract the most amount of people?’ (2011, p.551) Here, authenticity’s importance plays a role in terms of interest vs visitor count in that to achieve both of these goals simultaneously is through authenticity of the presentation of heritage which is has its importance to the visitor as has so far been discussed.
The on-going debate in the British heritage sect has surrounded this topic. Tom Paulin (Paulin, 1993 in Rutherford-Morrison: 2015) described Britain’s heritage industry as ‘a loathsome collection of theme parks and dead values’ due to their promotion of a narrative which was very monolithic and often centred around the elite (such as stately homes) (Rutherford-Morrison: 2015, p.78). Living history museums and re-enactment events have thus often come under fire due to seemingly displaying a nostalgic or idealised version of the past thus affecting the level of authenticity which, as discussed above, the nostalgic presentation of heritage can serve well but only in certain heritage practices whose aim is collected memory, such as the given example of the Highland Games in North Carolina.
[bookmark: _GoBack] 	The example Rutherford-Morrison is writing of in the above citation is Blists Hill Victorian Village and its role in “make-believe”, that is, and a space which has been created for visitors to participate in a recreation of visiting in a faux-Victorian village, modelled on the surrounding villages in Iron Bridge. It is a museum in which staff are clothed in Victorian dress and work in buildings built like that of the period. This immersive play goes as far as being able to exchange current money into replicas of Victorian coins in which the “Victorian banker” teaches visitors how to use the ‘farthings, “ha’pennies,” “thre-pence,” and “tanners”’ so that the visitor can use the coins to purchase items in the shops (Ibid., p.93). This concept contributes to creating an authentic space as modern money could be equally used, but this added process of exchanging modern coins for Victorian coins removed, but instead, the Museum has taken the extra steps to create a space in which the presentation of authenticity is key: it gives a transitional doorway from the modern to the past in which the public can immerse themselves in, abandoning some of that of the modern in exchange for that of the past. The items sold are replicas of that from the period, which are made using similar apparatus and tools as well as technique, (e.g. forged items, poems from the print press, traditional sweets and traditional fish and chips, and so forth). The museum, here, differentiating itself from the ordinary souvenirs sold in gift shops of most standard museums whose commercialism often lacks authenticity, certainly in the gift-shop, linking in with Drew’s view on the handmade as discussed above. This method of souvenir shopping contributes to this living experience of “make-believe” Blists Hill uses to create as an authentic experience as possible.
 	Much like the costume worn by the workers of Blists Hill, re-enactment groups – that is heritage presented through community groups and societies, such as Regia Anlgorum does similar. Regia Anglorum are a group who pride themselves on authenticity, going as far as listing authentic names for members’ “new persona” (Regia Anglorum, 2004) as well as guides for equipment and clothing, on which Authenticity Officers keep check on members’ dress and equipment (Butler, 2015). Thus they are not providing just a “fun” experience for the visitor watching people walking about in “old clothes” or of watching war battles in which the equipment used does not resemble weaponry of the past, which, from personal experience, the group strives to separate themselves from other living history groups who do not create scenes of authenticity as Regia Anglorum pride themselves in recreating. Thus, the importance of such live presentation of heritage involves the public as well as gives an alternate view or even understanding of the way in which material was constructed and used.
 	This method of heritage-in-practice, or experimental archaeology is common, certainly with such things as understanding the use of weaponry. Earlier this year, there was a newspaper report on ‘[a]rchaeologists from the University of Washington [who] recreated weapons that hunter-gatherers used 14,000 years ago’. A study on understanding how those of the past functioned, and to what degree, they worked; through this, the study found that humans during the period were ‘more sophisticated’ than originally thought. The items of the past worked (O’Neill, 2018). Therefore, in this area of study and presentation of recreational heritage authenticity is key so as to not skew any of the results. 
 	The importance of authenticity is dependent on what and how you wish to present heritage and the past: are the aims to create a space which is shocking and controversial; are they to create living memory through nostalgic thought and relationship to the past; a celebration of your own peoples through community work carried out by a group of peoples on their own past and heritage. The important factors that come into how best to present heritage is by measuring who you want to attract and how, an exhibition, book or essay which is highly academic will likely not grab the attention of those who are not academics; games and fun or messy activities will also likely not grab the attention of those who lack a family with children thus the interpretation is based on who you want to visit and experience the heritage which is complemented by its level of authenticity which, as I have discussed throughout, is important so long as it fits with the socio-political climate of the time in which the heritage is presented so as to secure interest by visitor and by funder.
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