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 	As far as the representation of ‘difficult heritage’ is concerned, there are a whole range of issues which are most prominent in this case. The concept of difficult heritage is clued in its own name; whether it is the presentation of the archaeology of war or of collective death, it is a matter of the utmost delicacy which, if dealt with wrongly, can result in the most unfortunate of implications. The creation, curation, presentation and marketing of places and exhibitions attributed to difficult heritage, or dark tourism, requires respect.
[bookmark: _GoBack]	The consumption of difficult heritage, or at least travel to places associated with death and so forth, is a phenomenon as old as the capacity itself of people to travel, an identifiable form of tourism which branches into various kinds of heritage areas, such as graveyards, old asylums, locations of major disasters and murder sites (Sharpley et al, 2009: 9-10); it can be described as a form of heritage which specialises in “milking the macabre” (Dann, 1994: 61, in Sharpley et al, 2009: 10).
	Concerning the nature of dark sites and what they inspire or represent, there are a number of issues that require full consideration and inquiry; specifically issues in ethics, marketing or promotion, interpretation and site management. These can be seen as important within social, cultural, historical and political contexts (Sharpley et al, 2009: 7-9).
	There is one museum which strongly emphasises the issues that could arise in such an industry, even more so what could possibly happen should those issues fail to be addressed. This establishment is the officially named “Jack the Ripper Museum”, an exhibition concerning the titular and infamous serial killer of the East End of London, who committed multiple atrocities in the form of butchery on women immediately after murdering them. These women were of a certain background which comes hand in hand with the austere conditions of the area surrounding Whitechapel Road, which is where the crimes occurred. Beginning with a description of the historical background of the murders, the story behind the victims and the circumstances which led to their unfortunate deaths, followed by an analysis of the museum and its structure and commercial system, the issues related to difficult heritage shall be assessed.
	The most infamous and intriguing murders in British history took place around the second half of 1888 (Ackroyd, 2008: 7-9). The number of victims is canonically, and is generally accepted to be, five. The closest to an ascertained figure is unknown, with some victims falling out of memory (Begg et al, 2013: 3-4). The murders took place in the neighbourhood on Whitechapel Road, in the East End of London, around 1888.
The first victim, found in Buck’s Row on Friday, 31st August 1888, was a woman named Mary Ann Nichols; her throat was cut and there were several lacerations across her mutilated body (Evans et al, 2006: 60-61; Evans et al, 2000: 35, 47; Rumbelow, 2004: 24-27; Wescott, 2006: 53). She lived in poverty in a cheap lodging house for the homeless, relying exclusively on prostitution to make a living for herself after spousal and familial frictions (Evans et al, 2000: 24, 29). Based on the accounts of her life, she lived a rough lifestyle, forced to survive in bleak conditions due to unfortunate circumstances in her life. If there was indeed a motive behind the murder, it certainly appears petty in nature, being the needless slaughter and mutilation of an unfortunate individual. This act was shocking and unusually monstrous, that much is for certain; nevertheless, an attempt to dig deeper into the reasoning, to discover who ended her life so callously, should not be considered a necessity in this case. It doesn’t really matter at this point who “Jack the Ripper” really was, and this incident is infamous but by no means unique, and is something which could occur again to those who have been, and still are, regarded with apathy or disdain by higher members of society. 
Such a malicious action against Ms Nichols is especially jarring when one takes the other victims into account. The second murder took place eight days after Mary Ann Nichols’ death, on the 8th of September 1888, in Hanbury Street on the same neighbourhood of Spitalfields. The victim was another prostitute by the name of Annie Chapman, who lived in a lodging-house like Ms Nichols (Evans et al, 2006: 66; Evans et al, 2000: 73). She was found lying on her back with her legs spread wide. Her body was, according to the coroner ‘terribly mutilated’ and her throat profoundly cut with a thin narrow blade (Ackroyd, 2008: 7-8), an act of butchery not unlike that which was done on Mary Ann Nichols. 
The third victim was Elizabeth Stride, found in Dutfield’s Yard at Berner’s Street on the 30th of September 1888 (Evans et al, 2006: 99-101; Ackroyd, 2008: 8). She too worked as a prostitute, only occasionally, while also making money by charring and sewing, and living in a common lodging-house (Evans et al, 2006: 96). She was murdered with a cut to the throat, but had not been mutilated (Ackroyd, 2008: 8). The following victim was Catherine Eddowes, a casual prostitute and hop-picker who moved to a lodging-house a day before her death (White, 2007: 323-349; Evans et al, 2006: 114-115). She was found in Mitre Square on the same night as Elizabeth Stride, horrifically mutilated like Mary-Ann Nichols and Annie Chapman (Ackroyd, 2008: 8).
The fifth and final ‘canonical’ victim was found on the 9th of November 1888. Her name was Mary Jane Kelly, and she was subject to terrible bodily mutilation and facial lacerations to the point of being beyond recognition. Unlike her Whitechapel neighbours, she was found on the bed of the room she was renting at the time of her death, in a lodging-house in Spitalfields, which was the area where Mary Ann Nichols was murdered (Ackroyd, 2008: 8). 
Besides the principal five murders, there have been others linked to them. In the spring of 1888, Emma Smith, a prostitute, after an assault in Osborne Street, Whitechapel, died in London Hospital. Her right ear was torn and a blunt instrument inserted into her stomach. Another prostitute named Martha Tabram was discovered on a first-floor landing in Whitechapel with thirty-nine stab wounds (Ackroyd, 2008: 9). Theories are a major part of the study of these murders, specifically the identity of the killer, with major candidates including Walter Sickert, the Duke of Clarence and royal physician Sir William Gull, as well as doctors and barristers. Alongside conspiracy theories, these have been debunked (Ackroyd, 2008: 10) and, in the grand scheme of things, are not really of relevance in this debate. Why should the identity of a 19th-century serial killer be important when it is the victims who deserve more acknowledgment? 
These vulnerable women, only few among a population of individuals in similar backgrounds and then some, who ran just as much of a risk of having their lives taken and brutalised, are sometimes referred to as “unfortunates”: they were women who would do anything for money in order to survive, prostitution included (Sanghani, 2015). The image of the prostitute has often been a negative one; they have been looked down upon by other members of society who understand little of the circumstances behind their pursuit of the profession. They would often be seen as a degraded form of humanity, choosing to be violated for money and some twisted form of enjoyment, whereas they are often forced to do what they do. 
From what can be gathered thus far with these murders, there is a general and established pattern with these five women and their fates. They were all prostitutes who lived in abject poverty, with similar backgrounds and circumstances which influenced their lifestyles, and appeared to have been, to put the phrase mildly, subjected to horrendous corporeal mistreatment. Whether the killer was one individual with a fixed motive or several with a collective goal isn’t really of concern here. The women chosen for undeserved execution and defacement were unfortunate individuals who lived in miserable conditions. It seems clear that they were specifically chosen based on their occupation as prostitutes, their class and their gender. The motive of the killer, whoever he or she was, could possibly have been out of extreme misogyny, specifically towards women of such a profession and social ranking. Perhaps it was an attempt to purge humanity of what they consider a taint upon society. Indeed, an anonymous letter sent to the police on 25th September 1888 read “I am down on whores and I shan’t quit ripping them till I do get buckled” (Ackroyd, 2008: 10). This may be a hoax, but assuming the contrary, it appears to be a valid suggestion that this was the killer’s motive. Either way, it was misunderstood and unsubstantiated. These women were targeted for circumstances beyond their control, and it is a form of what could be described as attempted genocide that was not exclusive to the 1800s. If one were to take the iconic image of the man dressed in the clothing of the upper class into account, Jack the Ripper could be, in a sense, the most extreme manifestation of attitudes towards the East End of London and its inhabitants. 
According to Rumbelow, the average Victorian perceived the East End as ‘outcast London’ (2004: 2). Poverty was a major feature of this part of London since the medieval period, attracting a reputation as such and serving only to consolidate its lowly status (Ackroyd, 2008: 34). Whereas the West End became a centre of luxury, a place that had the money, the East End was a series of neighbourhoods full of corruption and criminal activity. It just seemed that the West End appeared as more of an ideal area to inhabit, compared to the already miserable conditions of its eastern counterpart. It didn’t help that the East of London became an agent, albeit unwilling, of the Industrial Revolution, creating a site of ‘stink industries’ such as dyeing and tanning. The conditions and the infamy were so that its nicknames were self-explanatory: the “pyle”, the “wen”, the “sink”, the “abyss”, a haven of immorality and savagery; it was a place referred to as “the pest-stricken regions of East London, sweltering in sunshine which served only to reveal the intimacies of abomination” (Ackroyd, 2008: 18-21). The unfortunate part about this, though, is how it was an issue which could have been helped. Instead of condemning the East End as a place of evil, one could have contributed to the well-being of its inhabitants. They were people who fell on hard times, and prostitution was a means of survival in a harsh environment; these women were killed while struggling to make ends meet. These crimes were merely a few among many, no matter how brutal they were. Again, they were one kind of perspectives on the East End. Such was the social structure at the time, it was a case of either being regarded upon with apathy or disdain for the most part, and this is a form of apartheid which has existed both before and after the time of the Whitechapel Murders; as a matter of fact, it still goes on today. Such environments subjected to poverty, where desperate measures are necessary to survive, still exist. It has been proven that little has changed since that period, and not just in London (Panther, 2016) Has the concept of social apathy from a higher class truly died down since the 1800s, when we could easily compensate by raising awareness and helping those who are still in danger from crimes such as this? Each and every experience prostitutes went through should be seen as a constant battle for survival worthy of acknowledgment and celebration. They are among those who suffer daily and then some simply to make a living. The idea of a museum or an exhibition which pays tribute to those struggles, an institution that commemorates these unsung heroines whose situations encouraged social reforms to contribute towards the betterment of our society, can be a powerful one. Besides paying tribute to this social class, it should also be a display of education towards the prevention of violence against women. This is where the Jack the Ripper Museum can be seen as a failure.
	Located on Cable Street in London, the museum’s promoted purpose was established as such:

“Jack the Ripper Museum, situated in a historic Victorian house in the heart of Whitechapel, tells the full story of the Jack the Ripper murders. Step back in time to the London of 1888, the greatest city in the world, where the greatest unsolved crimes of all time took place.

As you explore the museum, you will discover everything there is to know about the lives of the victims, the main suspects in the murders, the police investigation and the daily life of those living in the east end of London in 1888. Once you have all the clues, will you be able to solve the mystery of Jack the Ripper?

As you make your way up the stairs, you’ll see details of each murder recorded on the walls. The victims’ names, ages and murder locations are shown, along with newspaper reports and illustrations of the crimes.

Who was Jack? An artist, a doctor or an aristocrat?
You decide....” (Jack the Ripper Museum, date n.d.)


	At first glance, it may appear that the museum’s intentions have a degree of awareness regarding the victims themselves, mentioning how visitors can “discover all there is to know about the lives of the victims”. However, it does also seem that there is already more focus on the sensation of the murders, describing the murders as “greatest unsolved crimes of all time”. The summary alone seems to treat the visit as an attempt to solve the mystery of the killer, seeing details of each murder, as well as what seem to be replications of the crime scenes. Right here, one can see a case of mistaken aim regarding what should be the focus at this point. What does one hope to gain when it comes to finding out who “Jack” really was? If we do find out, what then? Does it really matter as much as, for instance, educating the general public on violence against women and on social reformation for those who need it more than others? Again, the East End is only one of many areas affected by poverty and destitution throughout the world and its history, and the Whitechapel Murders were merely part of a far wider problematic context.
	The controversy is most present in the form of outraged reception towards what the public ultimately got from the Museum itself. It should be noted first and foremost that the Museum was billed, and originally planned to be inaugurated, as a celebration of women of East London; it was given planned permission by promising to be “the only dedicated resource in the East End to women’s history” (Khomami, 2015). It was to be built by former diversity chief at Google, Mark Palmer-Edgecumbe. His planning document stated that the Museum was intended to uphold the recognition and the celebration of the women of the East End who have shaped history, “telling the story of how they have been instrumental in changing society […] analys[ing] the social, political and domestic experience from the Victorian period to the present day” (Sanghani, 2015). So it would appear that there was a plan to make the Museum a tributary establishment focusing on the history of women in the East End. It could have been possible that the Whitechapel murders would have been used as a standout example of the suffering they went through combined with the apathy towards the area by the social elite. 
	Concerning the issues surrounding an area of difficult heritage, it already seems clear in the publicity of the Museum itself that these issues are all present. Beginning with the ethical problem, it has been described that “the attraction […] has offered thousands of visitors a chance to experience his crimes through the eyes of the women who were his victims” (Collinson, 2015). Metaphorical statement or otherwise, this is clearly the opposite of what the Museum’s project was meant to do. Which aspect of the education of women’s history could possibly be featured in such an experience? Furthermore, it comes off as a case of morbid amusement, or attempt thereto, which can be hit and miss. It would either traumatise visitors if they are to be given some form of perspective in a recreation of a murder scene of all things, or it would influence the mindset of others in a negative and non-educative fashion. Either way, the effect would be anything but beneficial. Who would truly wish to bear witness to the replication of a murder, especially one of such a brutal nature, let alone be put in the place of the victim? Wouldn’t it be tantamount to experiencing the execution of prisoners of war from the Holocaust from the perspective of the prisoners themselves?
The ethical inadequacies continue with encouragements of actions in events, namely Halloween events where visitors are offered the possibility of taking pictures of themselves either in the vicinity of replicas of the murder scenes in the Museum or in the areas nearby where the actual murders took place. The photographs themselves would involve the models of the Ripper and of the victims, who are in the position that their real-life counterparts were upon death. The case in point here is a waxwork of Catherine Eddowes, the fourth victim, who sits in an otherwise empty room, and a press release for the event challenges the public as to whether they’re “brave enough to meet [Jack the Ripper] in Mary Jane Kelly’s bedroom – the scene of the most horrific of all Jack the Ripper’s murders”. Not to mention the fact that one of the first things visitors are able to hear upon arrival is a continuously looping soundtrack of women screaming (Horton, 2015). It seems to be further argument that the Museum is going for some form of morbid amusement with very little consideration for unfortunate implications that could arise. Furthermore, historian Riddell (2015) describes the Museum as “a badly done attraction, with little regard for the lives of the women it supposedly portrays”, adding that there is nothing to inform us of who the women were and how they lived, that the murders aren’t set in any form of context, instead focusing on glamorising the murders. These are only a few of the multiple negative reactions towards these attractions surrounding this institution, which does say a lot of how much the major issues surrounding the establishment of an area of difficult heritage ended up being neglected.
It can be fair to say that both the ethical and the promotional problems seem to go hand in hand here, due to the fact that the promise of a museum dedicated to women ended up being a tribute to an infamous serial killer: the marketing was mishandled and the focus of the finished project goes in the opposite direction and is aimed entirely towards the person who deserves anything but commemoration or glorified tribute. Imagine if the Anne Frank House in Amsterdam, instead of being dedicated and attributed to the Jewish people and their history and culture with Anne Frank as a representative and symbol of that tribute, would be a veneration of German National Socialism and of the Third Reich. There is a degree of false promises made here; the museum was promoted as a celebration of women’s history but the final product instead focuses the celebration on an individual who frankly deserves none. The issue of marketing and promotion is the key factor here. When it comes to promoting a heritage establishment of sensitive memory, the least that could be done is to promote it as it actually is. It is unsurprising that the Museum was met with outrage, not only by the public but by the architect, who stated that he was duped over the purpose of the museum project when he learned of what it turned out to be as opposed to what it was going to be, as well as admitting he would not have contributed to the project if he had known the reality of the outcome of the project (Khomami, 2015). The extent of the falseness behind the project was very great indeed, a most appropriate demonstration of how the issue of marketing can be mishandled. 

And what of the other issues, which are interpretation and site management? The latter has been addressed in a way already, concerning some of the decorative choices for the building such as the replicas of crime scenes like Mary Jane Kelly’s bedroom – a truly horrific crime scene which no-one should experience in a sensational manner – and the sound of screaming. There is also, once again, the problem mentioned by Riddell about how there is little to no information of the victims. Horton does point out that in the otherwise empty room that the waxwork of Catherine Eddowes is in, there are merely a few pieces of “A4 paper dedicated to talking about the women, in the entire six-storey museum” (Horton, 2015). 
As for the issue concerning interpretation, this could be an underlying problem amongst the others. This is on equal ground with the unfortunate legacy of Jack the Ripper himself. The murders were so infamous in their brutality that the killer has been embedded into popular culture ever since, whilst the image of the prostitute continues to be met with a mixture of apathy and disdain by many, in spite of the advancement of women’s rights. The ‘Ripper’ is focused upon mainly for the mystery of his identity, in order to find out why anyone would commit such monstrous acts. It is all very well to be fascinated by the mystery behind all of this, but the subject has reached a point where solving the mystery would be practically impossible now every suspect is no longer alive. And even if we did find out who it was, what then? What else is left to do? Would it matter if we never found out? The Museum encourages solving the mystery of the identity of the killer through its display and its marketing, rather than focusing on a subject far more important – that of the stories of the victims. The question of interpretation should facilitate the understanding of women’s history. Should the curator preferably be someone who at least understands the women’s side of the subject? They could be someone who has an understanding of the feminine part of society, especially the prostitute, who could be a symbol representing the struggle for women’s rights. 
Taking ethical issues into account, it could be argued that the Museum should instead make the women of the East End central. Their suffering should be acknowledged as the main context, educating the visitors on the history of women’s struggles against violence and ill-treatment towards them. The Whitechapel Murders should not be the main focus, least of all in a glorified fashion, but an example of violence towards women in all of its forms. The murders all took place in streets in the middle of the night, something which can easily be done again. The Jack the Ripper Museum should instead inspire awareness to the public of the challenges that women encounter, especially those in difficult situations, if only to provide for them more help and protection from potential dangers like the Ripper.
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