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Using an example of your choice discuss the issues that arise in the presentation of a site or collection which could be termed ‘difficult heritage’. 
The whole point of museums is to display and inform people of their past and to make them aware and connect with their heritage. However, what do you do when a heritage is deemed a troubling one, sensitive or could create conflict or political uprisings. We could put heritage such as this into a category that is as we put it classified as a ‘difficult heritage’. Difficult heritage is a term relatively recently created in 2007 at the ICMAH (International Committee for Museums and Collections of Archaeology and History) Annual Conference by Sharon Macdonald who stated that, ‘The difficult heritage is concerned with histories and pasts that do not easily fit with self-identities of the groups of whose pasts or histories they are part. Instead of affirming positive self-images, they potentially disrupt them or may threaten to open up social differences and conflict.’ (Macdonald,  2007).  It deals with the non traditional side of history that isn’t traditionally shown in museums. Therefore it could be said that sites that have staged significant events, that are usually major political events of controversy, could be deemed as difficult heritage. This is especially when it portrays a certain image on a certain group of people e.g. a governmental/ political group or figure. This also closely links up with another type of heritage called Dark tourism . ‘‘dark tourism’, or its academic namesake , thanatourism, has been applied in order to both identify and analyse this phenomenon of visiting sites of death, disaster and tragedy (Foley & Lennon 1996; Lennon & Foley 2000; Seaton 1996).... Dark tourism typifies „the presentation and consumption (by visitors) of real and commodified death and disaster sites‟(Phelan, 2008, pg1). This like difficult heritage various and comes in many forms both directly and indirectly and is necessarily inherent political dichotomies of a ‘heritage that hurts’’ (Roberts, Stone, 2014, pg 15). This more often or not is painful due to that site having connections to death, such as battlefields or places of ‘extermination’. Therefore classifying these sites as also being places of dark tourism, but also ‘offering a socially sanctioned, if not contested, environment in which difficult or displaced heritage is consumed.’ (Roberts, Stone, 2014, pg 9). The concept of difficult heritage and dark tourism is often nearly always crossed referenced, however according to researchers they are still seen as different areas that just interlink very often. ‘Logan and Reeves (2009) introduce the term ‘difficult heritage’ in their consideration of sites dealing with genocide, political imprisonment and conflict. However, the term and contextualising case studies used by contributing authors suggest a potential and relevant convergence with dark tourism research’ (Convery, Corsane, Davis, 2014, pg 15).
In this essay I will explore what just a selection of the issues are that come with having sites or collections deemed as difficult heritage open and on show to the public. When looking in general at these issues the site I have decided to look at and base my research around is the controversial site of Auschwitz in Poland, and also other sites of Nazi heritage, such as Nuremburg. This is deemed as difficult heritage because they are sites which do not directly fit in with the wanted German history. However they are also key sites that are linked to key events within German and Nazi history. They are also sites that some people would like to forget and erase from history, both the survivors of these places due to the memories and also people in Germany because of the shame connected to these places and the longing to disconnect them as if it never happened. Most of the Nazi sites in particular the concentration camps such as Auschwitz are also most certainly sites that fall into the category of dark tourism, due to the massive loss of live and suffering that happened at these places. However these sites, especially Auschwitz are some of the most visited and in demand museums in the world, with thousands of people taking the trip from all over the world to visit these places. This can be for a variety of reasons, from wanting to pay their respects to wanting to experience the feeling and emotions of the place. Auschwitz was also arguably one of the most significant places within the Nazi regime and a site that is the most well known and documented about surrounding the holocaust. ‘Auschwitz was the focus of the two main ideological ideas of the Nazi regime: it was the biggest stage for the mass murder of European Jewry, and at the same time a crystallization point of the policy of settlement and ‘Germanization’ (Steinbacher, 2005, pg3).
One of the main questions that arises is that by opening these sites to the public are we just commercialising pain and suffering? Whilst trauma has not happened for decades the atmosphere of Auschwitz is still very much one of death and suffering. We must also remember that many people who lived through this traumatic period and survived the holocaust, are still alive today. These people also lost family members and friends, watching them disappear before their eyes. We also have to remember the emotional pain and suffering it has caused people that the survivors of these places still suffer today. By having the site open to the public it could also be seen by people, to be dehumanising the place, as it looks like it is being turned into and marked as a tourist attraction. This is especially so as Auschwitz is continually marketed as one of the top places to visit within Poland bringing thousands of tourists there since its opening. ‘Approximately half a million person’s visit the Oswiecim annually, thus 25 million have visited since the Holocaust’s end ... The museum is Poland’s premier destination, especially for foreigners who constitute one-third of the total. (Miles, 2002, pg 1176) We can also ask what is even the correct term for these sites ?. Are they tourist attractions as they all are in their own rights or is it even politically correct to call them museums, with many sites connected to the holocaust not wanting to be called museums but identifying themselves as educational or memorial centres (Macdonald, 2009). Miles examines the functions of Auschwitz and concludes that it is a museum but it’s also more than just a museum ‘Beyond being a museum, it is also a mass graveyard. .. this is a cemetery without tombstones, a graveyard without graves. In this respect this museum is unique, both by housing a museum-cum-exhibition and encompassing the locations where the dead literally went up in smoke.’ (Miles, 2002, pg 1176).

This commercialism of these places and the rise of people wanting to visit these places has also created another problem. This matched with the rise of popularity the trend of social media has meant that there is a rise of people who want to take photographs of these places. These are also often taken and posted online, more so by young people without people thinking of what happened there. Without thinking people sometimes also post things in order to get ‘likes’ so pictures are sometimes partnered with offensive slogans such as ‘jumping on top of dead Jews’. This can be highlighted by the project called ‘Yolocaust’ created by Shahak Shapira, a Berlin-based Israeli artist in January 2017. It’s a mixture of the common millennial phase of Yolo – You only live once- and Holocaust. It was ‘a controversial project that superimposed photographs of young people frolicking at Berlin's Holocaust memorial with graphic images from Auschwitz’ (Sommer, 2017).
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Examples of two of the twelve images taken and photoshopped by Shahak Shapira taken from Haaretz.com (Sommer, 2017)
Here he photoshopped twelve different photos that he found on various social media sites such as facebook, twitter, instagram and tinder and displayed them on his website Yolocaust.com. The website was only up for seven days until he decided to remove it, but even then it still reached and had a massive impact on a huge audience that even included the people who posted the original photos, ‘the page was visited by over 2.5 million people. The crazy thing is that the project actually reached all 12 people who’s selfies were presented. Almost all of them understood the message, apologized and decided to remove their selfies from their personal Facebook and Instagram profiles.’ (Shapira, 2017).  A response from the poster of ‘Jumping on dead Jews @ Holocaust Memorial“ said, ‘I didn't mean to offend anyone. I have seen what kind of impact those words have and it's crazy and it's not what I wanted ...  The photo was meant for my friends as a joke. I am known to make out of line jokes... but when it gets shared, and comes to strangers who have no idea who I am, they just see someone disrespecting something important to someone else or them. That was not my intention. And I am sorry. I truly am.’ (Shapira, 2017).
This just shows the power of social media and that by opening up these sites to the public, we are opening them up to people who can easily abuse what are meant to be memorials. Often these people not thinking make ‘harmless’ and unintentional comments carelessly online, which easily upset and offend people as they attempt to get attention online not realising the consequences. Another issue that is faced is that visitors feel the need to want to take a souvenir home, therefore bits of these camps disappear. An example of this is in the KZ (2005) documentary in Mauthausen camp, in Austria where over the years the shower heads, and even photos on the walls disappeared from the gas chambers, which are suspected to be taken by visitors.
In some cases with difficult heritage, it is questioned whether it should be categorised as difficult heritage in the first place. Some sites cause people to put forward different opinions and question if these sites are seen as a place that could be considered to be troublesome; associated as they are with dark events. This is sometimes debated, as what could be deemed as troublesome and difficult heritage to one group of people, could be a symbolic and significant place to a different group of people. For example, for some people they see Auschwitz as a place that should not be on display or even acknowledged as a place in history, and would want Auschwitz shut down and closed to the public, or even going as far as being completely destroyed. However others see it as a memorial or a symbolic place of what we shouldn’t do in the future and a reminder of our past and it should be acknowledged. This applies to both political figures who want to ignore or forget what happened and also survivors who want to stop reliving what happened. This also makes it extremely difficult for people in power to decide, what we do with these sites. An amazing example of this would Nuremburg, being one of the largest Nazi bases, which housed some of the grandest architecture, that was constructed for the purpose of showing off the Nazis in publicised events, such as their huge rallies. They also housed major events in the decline of the Nazis as well as their rise, such as the Nuremburg trials. This was explored by Sharon Macdonald in her lecture at Michigan university around the difficult heritage in Nuremburg (Macdonald, 2009). It was explored how the government there were facing the issues about what to do with all their grand Nazi architecture. This included using them as storage places, or even places for rock concerts. She also explored the problems surrounding the expensive upkeep of these buildings, and how they were an investment by the city, therefore they felt obligated to maintain these grand buildings. However they faced the problem, that by maintaining these buildings they were seen to be maintaining their Nazi past, which the public wanted so badly to remove from their image.

When looking at cases of difficult heritage in the past, we can see that particularly when it has involved political decisions or mistakes, the government tries to hide this by destroying these sites in an attempt to erase them from history. This can also often be the start of difficult heritage as it often done in cases where the public has had no say, and buildings have been destroyed without the people’s approval often in non democratic countries. This then creates a divide between the people and the governments or political figures, which then deems the site as difficult heritage. Macdonald argues that this is because ‘heritage making’ is selective process that ‘typically focuses on triumphs and achievements, or sacrifices involved in the struggle for realisation and recognition.’ (Macdonald, 2008, pg 2) Events and evidence of them that do not fit into these definitions are either ignored or removed from the public ... ‘they may be ‘officially killed by silence’. (Macdonald, 2008, pg 2) More dramatically, silencing may involve the physical destruction of material heritage, such as the destruction of mosques as part of ‘ethnic cleansing’ (Macdonald, 2008). For archaeologists this is also a problem as these are often significant sites that played massive parts in significant events in history. These are often the monuments or sites that are destroyed that are symbols of significant periods or events in that places history and heritage. This therefore means that heritage is then destroyed and removed for future generations to study and understand the past events, and what happened. 
As mentioned above these sights are often ones that are linked to suffering or death. Even if you or your family has not directly been effected by what happened at these sites, they all still contain massive amounts of aura that means it is still a very emotional place, that hits you whether you have been directly affected or not. This is even more so for survivors of these types of places as revisits can bring up traumatising memories, even recreating trauma that is resurfaced. It is also argued that having places open to revisit does not help people with the mourning over the trauma. This is explored by LaCapra (LaCapra, 1998) as he explores the ethics behind having places open to the public, and the implications on survivors. He argues that the level of trauma someone faces over a memory site such as Auschwitz depends on the amount of mourning that has happened over the years about that trauma. However even for people that have gone through that grieving process and have appeared to ‘forget’ that trauma, sites such as Auschwitz retriggers that trauma as they relive or re-enact that past trauma “whether in more or less controlled artistic procedures or in uncontrolled existential experiences, of hallucinations, flashbacks, dream, and retraumatizing breakdown triggered by incidents that more or less obliquely recall the past” (LaCapra, 1998, p. 10). This could then suggest that by having access to these types of sites, it could be disrupting the healing process for sufferers and people affected by these sites , as they are continually reliving these traumatic memories, therefore never allowing them to heal and come to terms with what happened. 
Due to the sensitivity and different opinions around these another question we face is how to portray sites like this, especially as it has to be correct, as otherwise incorrect information could cause massive controversy and upset. A way Auschwitz makes sure that absolute correct information is given out and every point of the site explained correctly, is that the site requires visitors to go around in groups either with a tour guide or if not with a guide, they have ‘obligatory use of headphones’ (Auschwitz.org, 2017). This means that visitors get the full history and explanation of every significant point as ‘The educator provides content-related guidance during the tour around the Museum.’ (Auschwitz.org, 2017). It is also important to remember that survivors still visit these places therefore it is important that it is portrayed correctly. In his article ‘Crematoria, Barracks, Gateway: Survivors' Return Visits to the Memory Landscapes of Auschwitz’ Tim Cole talks to survivors and listens to their accounts of revisiting Auschwitz and attempts to analyse their behaviours and emotions, and also their purposes for revisiting Auschwitz (Cole, 2013). Many of the survivors that returned wanted to go back and search for specific spots to show their families. We also read how disorientated survivors got when the places they were searching for had been destroyed. When looking deeper into the site of Auschwitz we can see that a lot of the museum has actually been moved around and aspects of the site been reconstructed, as explored by Tom Tillett (Tillett, 2017). This makes us ask the question if a site has been destroyed do we just present the remains or are we entitled to build these ‘copies’ and does this take away from the authenticity of the place. Another example is the famous ‘Arbeit Macht Frei’ gates. Many tourists describe and show the gates to be the entrance to the camp. However the gates were moved many times throughout the war and ‘they do not represent the demarcation of the camp boundary as many visitors understand it to be.’ (Logan, Reeves, 2009, pg 54). In fact many prisoners entered the camp through the prisoner’s reception centre, which due to lack of funds the ASM converted the building into visitor reception facilities, which is still so today.  Therefore the very place that ‘becomes congested as visitors purchase tour tickets, consume beverages and use the bathrooms’ (Logan, Reeves, 2009, pg 55) is the very place where prisoners faced the shaming initiation process. (Logan, Reeves, 2009).
As well as the different opinions one of the things that is a major part of difficult heritage is that these different opinions can arise because, difficult heritage usually involves multiple groups of opinions, who are all affected and experienced the events in different ways. This can become a massive problem when it comes down to portraying these events, especially when it comes down to what information is delivered and also how it is delivered. ‘The tension arises not only over how collective memory of the Holocaust is preserved through memorialisation at Auschwitz, but also over who is responsible for preserving it, how this memory will ultimately impact collective narrative and thus define collective identity’ (Andriani, Manning, 2010, pg 51). This can create problems such as underrepresentation of groups, and potentially inaccurate information. This is especially so when different groups have different versions of a particular event. This is particularly true of Nazi concentration camps, as the Jews are so heavily documented about within literature and documentaries, that it is often forgotten about by people, that groups such as gypsies, homosexuals, the disabled and people of colour were also persecuted at these camps. This makes us question is it right to put most of the focus on the persecution of the Jews and are we somehow managing to forget about these ‘other’ people and making them just side notes within remembering and in research and literature. The other question that arises from this is who actually owns these sites and are responsible for them. This especially so as Nazi sites are scattered all over Europe, with evidence of their power even to the extent of all over the world. This is reflected by the amount of museums all over the world just connected to the holocaust. This then begs the question, who takes ownership of these sites and is therefore responsible for the upkeep of these places, especially the huge financial burden they carry. Should it now be Germany’s responsibility, who built these sites, or is it the individual places who take on the care of these sights, such as Macdonald brings up in her lecture about Nuremburg (Macdonald, 2009).

The heritage of a place can easily be manipulated with sites such as Auschwitz having the power to manipulate what is shown to the public and again how it is shown. We also have to ask the question is it possible to portray this information and heritage without any bias or sway to a particular side, especially when it involves political parties. Visiting places like this alone can influence what people think about certain groups such as the Germans, that can often stick with people who hold a grudge against a group of people, never letting go of the past. This is especially so as the site is seen as an educationalist site, therefore it is essential we only produce the facts, with as little opinion as possible. However this is usually hard to do especially with emotive sites. This is also a problem usually with difficult heritage as it relies a lot on memories from people, as these events such as the holocaust happen behind closed doors, with little documentation or public knowledge. This could be seen as problematic as in theory it could be argued that memory is just a concept, and can easily be manipulated or wrong. The other problem with relying heavily on people’s memories is that there is a good chance that people might remember things very differently. ‘Clearly, where such groups hold ideas, and perceptions of importance, which are not shared (either with other groups, or with others within a group), their translation is likely to be problematic and even dissonant.’ (Convery, Corsane, Davis, 2014, pg 14) This is especially so when it involves highly emotive or traumatic events, and also when it involves a big group of people, that then made of smaller groups of people, who could all have different memories surrounding a certain event and might remember things very differently. ‘Where memories relate to events of trauma, violence and/or conflict, the likelihood of difference in perception of the past is increased. Moreover, where diverse cultures and faith systems are factors, narrative discord may be further exacerbated.’  (Convery, Corsane, Davis, 2014, pg 14). Therefore this means that dealing with people’s memories and recollections of these events and their experiences of them, proves problematic for us when looking at them in a modern cultural heritage context, especially when it involves places of trauma and therefore in places that classify as places of dark heritage such as Auschwitz. ‘Here, we encounter situations where memory and its translation – or put another way, heritage and tourism – becomes discordant, and we find reflection of those situations in developing conceptual discourse relating to difficult, displaced and/or dissonant heritage.’ (Convery, Corsane, Davis, 2014, pg 14).
The problem with having a collective heritage such as this also means that the Heritage becomes subjective unlike the aims of history that is to be as objective as possible. This is explored by Lowenthal where he sums up the issue of heritage and memory. ‘Heritage manipulates the past – and thus collective memory – to suit the purpose of the present through inclusion of some facts and exclusion of others in the favour of those whose purpose is being served (Lowenthal, 1996).’ (Andriani, Manning, 2010, pg 46) It is also explored by Anthony Giddens that the past can be shaped and reshaped calling it ‘continuous reflexive endeavor’: “we create, maintain and amend sets of narratives to conform to our perceptions of events” (Bar‐On, 2008, p. 5).’ (Andriani, Manning, 2010, pg 46) This means that within a collective memory events can continually be altered, not making them technically reliable or fact.

The issues of difficult heritage are not even confined to just the site where it occurred, but it affects the whole place in which the site is situated. The site of Auschwitz is situated within the town of Oświęcim. This has faced a situation that faces a lot of places of dark tourism or difficult heritage, where the town just becomes associated with that particular place. It also means that these places histories are instantly taken over and are almost allowed to be consumed, or frozen in time. ‘The town’s 700 year‐old history is null and void: whatever history  existed  of Oświęcim prior  to Auschwitz has been  eclipsed  – forgotten  and replaced by the atrocities of the death camps ... Oświęcim is merely an extension of Auschwitz, and is thus nicknamed ‘the City of Death’. (Andriani, Manning, 2010, pg 50). In addition to having its history over ridden, towns also struggle to move on in the future and develop as a place ‘the shadow of Auschwitz looms over their lives, and more importantly over the (lack of) development of their hometown.’  (Andriani, Manning, 2010, pg 54). An example of this in Oświęcim would be where outside the USECO zone where you can’t develop a group of young people wanted to set up a Dance club in a warehouse. However this got criticized all over the world and stopped as they were seen to be being disrespectful and ‘dancing on graves’. (Andriani, Manning, 2010) However this is not always the case with all dark tourism sites especially ones not in living or recent history. We see that other sites such as pre 20th century battlefields, castles, or sites such as the catacombs in Paris or the Tower of London are free from many of these issues and don’t have this threat of disrespecting the dead. This is due to the fact that the events associated with sites, such as the Tower of London, occurred outside of living memory, therefore showing the impact memory has on difficult heritage diminishes as time progresses.
Difficult heritage isn’t called difficult heritage for no reason at all. It’s called difficult heritage because it does have many issues, as it deals with ‘the destructive and cruel side of history’(Logan, Reeves, 2009, pg1). However the role we face is not necessarily removing or resolving these issues, it is to manage and maintain them. Many of these issues are also issues that are out of our control and were created at the event in history, such as the emotive issues.  Difficult heritage over time is also predicted to grow even further (Convery, Corsane, Davis, 2014). Therefore I believe that as we understand this fairly new area over time, with practice we will understand more on how to present this heritage but to work around these issues, and to work with the public to portray these events and bringing an acceptance to them.
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