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Heritage may not have its own stringent ethical boundaries, as heritage with negative connotations is still celebrated, for instance in America many sports teams carry the names of native tribes that had their land stolen, were sold into slavery or killed. Furthermore heritage also suffers from a deliberate policy of amnesia as attested to by conversations about Churchill rarely mentioning the Bengal famine which lead to 3 million deaths due to requests for increased grain imports being denied, difficult heritage may also be "re-interpreted within a new commodification"[1] therefore heritage may dodge most ethical boundaries by redefining them either by omitting certain parts of history or culture or using snapshots and warping them to fit preconceived notions in order to commodify history. However that is not to say that heritage does not have ethical boundaries, they are just influenced by affairs of state or through local pressures and are flexible on a country by country basis.
Not acknowledging difficult heritage may not be a heritage industry standard but is more likely to be due to a sense of national pride or political agendas and archaic ideas by museum heads. For instance the Smithsonian National Museum of the American Indian does not confront the history of American settling head on, challenging the zeitgeist that these people were the savages and could not adapt as it explores the culture of native tribes but only in terms agreeable to the wider American audience. It does not list the many atrocities committed by settlers as part of its exhibit into the history of these tribes, although it does have one exhibit in Washington DC on the Cherokee trail of tears. It does not explore for instance the Camp Grant massacre of 144 Apaches due to local economic concerns, the acceptable parameters either placed upon their exploration by political agendas or cultural norms instead allow for an exploration of the peace treaties between the US state and the native tribes, trying to paint the US government as harbingers of peace. However the exhibitions themselves challenge the view of settler saviors through the remembrance of natives who served in the US military, this is therefore an attempt to show natives in a more positive light in the eyes of the US general public by exhibiting the populations sacrifice. This reflects national pride influencing the ethics of heritage as the way the exhibition elicits empathy is through military service and not through the constant racially motivated verbal and physical harassment that exists at a systematic level, e.g. the 7 Flances, Subseca, Lightning stick society Lacrosse teams being expelled from the Dakota Premier Lacrosse League due to their members reporting racially motivated abuse during the test matches[2]- or the rise in deaths via police in Arizona going from 13 natives killed in 2015 to 24 in 2016[3]. To further show that the ethical boundaries of heritage are not fixed and are instead as a response to national pressures is to contrast the Smithsonian with how Germany deals with their difficult heritage. Germany's response to the horrors of WW2 has been that of shame, remorse and healing with its heritage sector following, The Berlin Museum and the Hamburg  monument both show a desire for vergangenheitsbewaltigung this approach also omits aspects of history in order to suit political agendas with the Fuhrerbunker not having a landmark to designate its location until 2006 and as any online content creator will attest to YouTube and other online streaming sites omit mention of Nazi Germany on their sites within German borders and are not allowed to advertise off of them, with those videos being made "private" in German cyberspace. 
In terms of archaic ideas within Heritage the most obvious is that of colonialism and its ethical ramifications. However these could also be attributed to ideals passed onto the Heritage sector via national governments as an issue of national pride such as the British Museum's planned exhibition Indigenous Australia: Enduring Civilization, this exhibition is set to open at a time when indigenous rights are still a hotly contested issue in Australia with clashes regularly shown on "Australia day" or "Invasion Day" as it is known by some and the last known massacre against aboriginals being as recent as 1928. The Museum has 6,000 items within it's vaults of aboriginal origin with some going to the aforementioned exhibit and some going to Canberra under the 2013 Protection of Cultural Objects of Loan act[4], demonstrating outdated colonial attitudes as Gary Foley predicts, "they wont be prepared to seriously discuss issues of reparations of cultural materials obtained through nefarious means"[5] the same can also be said of the Parthenon's Elgin marbles these artefacts are not compensated for or returned to their owners or creators due to outdated ideals of a colonial state and issues of national pride as a vast quantity of the British Museum's vault would have to be shipped back due to the precedent set, and so once again heritage ethical boundaries is also a question of national pride- these boundaries can also be fluid, based on the national zeitgeist or the ideals of exhibition heads.
In terms of dodging ethical boundaries through commodification and "cleaning up" the past, they are also in some way related to either colonialism in Kenya as I will explore or colonialist attitudes along with globalization and the merging of cultures, both Mayer's Ranch and Kichwa Tembo show these with issues of authenticity raised alongside the ethical and national quandaries. Mayer's Ranch commodified Missai culture, showing it to be brutish, primitive and static by only showing snapshots of the Missai culture that would appease the western tourist gaze, eventually the site was closed due to an closure order by the Kenyan government (which further shows that ethical boundaries do not exist in heritage outside of national influences and are therefore only reacting to external pressures and influences). Whilst Kichwa Tembo adheres to popular culture fantasies of Africa by providing wealthy western tourists with creature comforts and promoting the image of the upscale African Safari with traditional Missai cultural performances replaced by Hokuma-Matata and Jamaican Reggae, appeasing western cultural ideas of what tribes actually are that are ingrained through various media outlets. Commodification removes a site from its historical contexts and instead seeks to pacify or focus on certain aspects of heritage and therefore they inspire no questioning of the events or challenging the consumer m orally or intellectually, furthermore since it removes a site from its historical context and its authenticity as a piece of living history, commodification also raises ethical concerns through exploitation of local populations such as at Mayer's Ranch. However in terms of difficult heritage the commodification of sites is able to dodge stringent ethical boundaries by providing tourists with what they want, and what they expect to see in stead of allowing them to confront the actual history.
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