[bookmark: _GoBack]Conflict Learning: Concepts for understanding interactions around contentious heritages
In this text, we will outline three concepts that have proven valuable in understanding the way conflict plays out in learning about contentious heritage. We will show that these concepts have proven valuable in reference to our sites of research on education and conflict in the TRACES project. Specifically, they are museum collections with a colonial background and exhibitions on colonial history, as well as commemoration sites of Nazi atrocities in the German speaking countries of Europe. We refer to these sites as sites of difficult heritage (Macdonald 2009) in the sense that they point to histories of genocide, racism and violence that visitors and educators have to come to terms with, and as contentious in the sense that they open debatesit is debatable on how and with which consequences these histories should be commemorated. 	Comment by Landkammer Nora: überprüfen
The focus on the German-speaking context in our examples reflects our own subject position. We are limited as native German and English/Spanish as Second Language speaking researchers based in Austria/Switzerland by a language barrier in some partner countries and a restricted knowledge in the specific historical backgrounds of most of the localities that were included in the TRACES research. To fully grasp the subtleties of learning situations bearing the nature of a workshop or a museum tour, the language skills and the understanding of the historical background are crucial.  This means in our case that they are only fully possible in our geographical/language context. 
Although we write from and refer to a specific locale, we propose the concepts outlined here – the agonistic conflict zone, working through and multidirectional memory – as ‘conceptual tools’ for educators also in other contexts and seek feedback on how they resonate. In addition to outlining the theoretical background and previous research on these concepts, we draw on selected ‘moments’ from educational practice in exhibitions, museums and memory sites. These are scenes we observed in our empirical study[footnoteRef:2] or were personally involved in as educators. The insights into practice are not intended to illustrate a theoretical approach, as in practice meanings emerge which exceed and obscure the theory that the researcher would care to demonstrate.  Instead they should serve to discover how a given lens applied to pedagogical practice would shape its comprehension, and inversely: how practice shifts our comprehension of a concept. [2:  Observation and interviews with educators in museums, exhibitions and heritage sites, 2016-2018. The study concerned programmes that aim to encourage debate and active engagement with cases of contentious heritage, focusing on topics of colonial heritage and racism, and Nazism and the Holocaust. ] 

Our starting point is the assumption is that if difficult and potentially contentious heritage is at stake, learning settings need to create spaces where conflicts of interpretation can appear, be talked about, be negotiated. This means that practices of engagement and education need to allow or create these spaces rather than attempt to exclude or sooth conflicts. This approach may be counter to assumptions made in everyday practice, especially of education staff in museums and galleries. Education and community engagement in cultural institutions has a long history of being brought forward as a means to sooth potential social conflict (see for a study of the history of arts education in the UK with reference to this function Mörsch 2017). The function of harmonizing different views is also present in the use of the German term ‘Vermittlung’ (mediation), for gallery/museum education. It becomes visible when, for example the director of VMS and ICOM Switzerland, David Villaume, states that education/mediation is necessary in museums that “have to attain a certain degree of harmony among innumerable viewpoints” (Vuillaume 2013, 154).  Although for many it appears convincing that artists or researchers should address the conflicted aspects of heritage, it is often assumed that the heritage practitioner, especially the educator, would manage to provide safe spaces for all participants, aiming for settings without conflicts or aggression. In a constructivist framework, learning is always a dialectical process between the known and the unknown that enables the learner to reach out of her/his comfort zone:
“People need to connect to what is familiar, but learning, by definition, goes beyond the known; it leads to new ‘agreeable places’.” (Hein 1998: 176). 
One pedagogical aim in the constructivist paradigm is to induce dissonance in order to foster learning. If, from this perspective, learning on contentious heritage can be approached as conflict learning – both learning on conflict and being itself a situation in conflict – then how can we understand the dissonance and dissent arising in educational settings in order to devise meaningful forms of engagement?
I Learning as an agonistic conflict zone
Curator, educator and theorist Nora Sternfeld is known as one of those who tried to grasp these challenges through the concept of the ‘contact zone’’ or, more accurately, conflict zone, as introduced by Mary Louise Pratt and James Clifford in the 1990s (Sternfeld 2013). Transferred from the sites of colonial encounter (Pratt) to the museum (Clifford) this term helped to describe museums as spaces of negotiation which are reflexive in terms of the power relations at play (Pratt 1991, 2007; Clifford 1997). Sternfeld attempted to adapt this terminology further to include commemoration sites in the post Nazi-context. This enables an address to learning on the history of Nazism and World War II as part of the current migration society and to open up pedagogical practices for different, potentially conflicting and diverse narratives representing different backgrounds and contexts. According to Sternfeld, the introduction of the concept of ‘contact zones’ in the context of commemoration sites means that in opposition to a seemingly clear and unambiguous history that should be communicated in a memorial site on Nazi crimes, different backgrounds and different access points towards this history can unfold. Though the concept of  ‘contact zones’ it is possible
“to imagine connections between different positions against the background of the history of Nazi crimes, but without making appropriating or unifying assumptions”. (Sternfeld 2011)
To further emphasise the notion of conflict, the power relations and counter-hegemonic potentials, Sternfeld connects Pratt/Clifford’s contact zone with Chantal Mouffe’s theory of agonism and proposes her own concept, the agonistic conflict zone. 
“In order to do justice to the conflictuality of the concomitant situations in theory, it seems appropriate to expand Clifford’s concept of the contact zone with a democracy-theory approach to dealing with dissent: Chantal Mouffe’s concept of agonism.[By condensing Clifford and Mouffe, it becomes possible to describe our processes with the idea of an ‘agonistic conflict zone’ as one that is open and decidedly partisan at the same time”  (Sternfeld xxx)	Comment by Robert Ashley: Missing reference
The idea of educational spaces in museum and commemoration sites as zones where conflicts unfold and challenge hegemonic narratives is intriguing. They encourage educational approaches that take different, including marginalized, subject positions into consideration, and are open for differences, discussions, negotiations, whilst being simultaneously accurate from the political standpoint. Hence our empirical research sought educational practices that themselves seek to actively establish such approaches. However a closer analyses and description of some of these micro-moments also show that these zones are pervaded with sometimes unexpected or undesired contradictions and contingency. 
In the context of our action research at the Weltkulturen Museum Frankfurt we (Nora Landkammer, Karin Schneider and Julia Albrecht) designed the workshop “What Is This Doing Here?” to address and discuss the issue of ownership and claims of restitution of museum objects from colonial contexts in German museums. As we wanted to encourage young students to express their point of view, raise discussions and develop their own position, it can be seen that we, in some aspects, followed the idea of agonistic conflict zones - at least there are some moments of interactions we could describe as such (for a more detailed analysis of the experiences with this workshop format see Schneider: “Transition points…” and Landkammer “Researching with young people…” in this volume). An example is a discussion in one of the working groups after the students had interviewed the curator of the African collections. In this interview the question was raised if there were museums in Cameroon to which the objects from Cameroon in this collection could be restituted (theoretically). As this question was not fully answered in the interview, the educator took it up again in the working group and encouraged the students to search the Internet for information about museums in Cameroon:
“ (…) The students are almost shocked when Google immediately spits out ‘the 10 most important museums in Cameroon’ and at least one of these museums appears very big and modern – much bigger and more modern than the museum we are currently in, as one girl notes. The students are also appalled that in the interview the curator did not mention how modern the museum in Cameroon was. One boy claims that he thought the museums there were more like huts and the educator points out the huts on one of the pictures are actually museum pieces to show the local history (…). Some of the boys (…) say: why make such a fuss about this? What is the problem? The items are now in Germany and it does not matter anyway. One girl (…) gets really upset with this statement (she already earlier expressed her standpoint for restitution). Before the educator knows it, a loud fight starts between two of the boys and two of the girls. One of the girls addresses one of the boys directly, saying: You are also from… from… He says he comes from Eritrea. Exactly, says the girl, there are also things stolen from there, aren’t there? The boy says that he doesn’t care.” (Shortened observation protocol, translated from German, Karin Schneider)
This scene appears to be conflict learning –  the involved students argue for their standpoint and the involved educator provides the space for the arguments to evolve. The conflict aligns with the customary debate: Some of the pupils plead for the restitution of the objects while others argue that the objects are now in Germany, that history is a “done thing” and that we should not care about this so much. The setting enables visitors to engage with a highly debated museological and political conflict on the future of ethnographic collections (Harris / O’ Hanlon 2013), but which is rarely present in public programmes of museums, at least in the German speaking countries (see Landkammer, “Researching with young people…” in this volume). However there is another tension at stake that probably contributes to make this a conflict zone, rather than a disengaged dispute over a research exercise.
 “The students are also appalled that in the interview the curator did not mention how modern the museum in Cameroon was”. 
It seems as if the whole group developed an uneasy feeling towards the fact that they were, in a way, left alone with their fantasies and projections. It might have appeared to them that none of the adults in charge provided the needed information. The educator is hardly active in this scene. Neither the curator nor the educator felt the urge to update the students about the museum scene in Cameroon.  This was not necessarily because they might have thought the students should figure it out by themselves as that would appear too obvious a task in relation to all the other research questions the students were asked to develop.  More likely it is because they do not consider this as a necessary basic expert-knowledge in this context. We might say that this conflict line describes a tension between the students – who feel their dependence on provided information to fulfil their task of making up their minds if an object from Cameroon should be restituted or not – and the educator and the curator who do not comply with the expectation of giving the knowledge that is required to fulfil that task. The discussion described also develops out of an infringement of the terms of a classical pedagogical relationship. The institution museum and its speakers (in this case the educator and the curator) becomes an object of doubt rather than a secure reference. This unsettling experience becomes a motor for the students to engage personally in the debate (see also Schneider: “Transition points…” in this volume). 
On another layer the sequence shows that specific subject positions matter, but they do not predefine the position in the conflict. The fault lines do not necessarily run in alignment with the subject positions but can cross or contradict them: The boy from Eritrea does not feel that it is his duty to represent repatriation claims or something that is projected on him as ‘his heritage’. He insists on the freedom not to care. Also at stake, though not directly a part of the conflict, is the problem of dealing with what Paul Mecheril describes as nation-ethno-cultural order of belonging: the reference to cultural/national background also functions, in European migration societies, as a system of repeating the distinction between those who ‘belong’ and those who do not (Mecheril 2010). Being fixed on a national background, especially in the context of the ethnographic museum, is a gesture of othering that this particular participant rejects. In this sense, the personal engagement of students is in itself conflictive. 
The multiple layers identified here already point to the fact that not all conflicts that arise whilst actively engaging with contentious heritage can be acted out in an open way. Sometimes the conflicts remain hidden for a reason. It is necessary to acknowledge this and try to recognise the the hidden layers of those conflicts. The next example refers to such a situation and hence also calls for an alternate theoretical framing.	Comment by Landkammer Nora: Überprüfen ob das nun so stimmt
II Working Through  - learning through crises and mourning
Not every situation arising in the context of contentious heritage learning can be described as resulting in dissent. Other situations might trigger reactions of uneasiness, shock or defensiveness on the side of educators or visitors that remain difficult to grasp fully.,  also in respect to their learning potential.
In the context of our research we observed an educational setting at the memorial site of a former concentration camp in Germany: A tour given to a German high school group age16-17 provided general and very detailed and accurate information about the history of the concentration camp but also included moments of discussion, in part in small working groups. Unnoticed behind the back of the educator who gave the tour, a group of boys in the class introduced a secret role-play, performing the ‘warden of the camp’ and the ‘prisoners’. They were acting the ‘warden’ talking in a harsh mocking-Nazi voice to the ‘prisoners’, telling them that they ‘will be shot’ and talking about their ‘Aryan blood status’. 
A group of educators from the site were hugely impacted when analysing this scene with them, especiallymerely because it took place unnoticed by the colleague who gave the tour.  The question was raised as to what it means that these scene could happen, if it might have been triggered by the methods used, the content delivered, the age, or the gender and family background of the students, as well as the question what the educator would have done had she/he noticed the scene. It is very unlikely that these young students were supporting the extreme right, or that they did not understand the seriousness of the place per se – further sequences of the observation protocol show that in other situations some of them were quite interested and actively engaged in the discussions. During this session of analysis we sensed a hidden potential conflict between the told and the untold stories in such a commemoration site that might hint at deeply embedded traumatic aspects to it. If this is the case we need ways to describe forms of conflict in learning situations that go beyond the outspoken, touch the unspeakable and arouse crises in the educators, the teachers and visitors alike. 	Comment by Robert Ashley: I feel this appears somewhat „wertend“ do you mean „lediglich“?  Or do you mean it was the only concern they expressed?
It is understandable and consensual that a commemoration site of this nature is a place where the victims’ memory is intended to be honoured and the perpetrators’ voice is not to be allowed a hegemonic position. However to transfer this approach to educational situations might obscure the question of the degree of complicity, general knowledge and voluntary participation of the civil society and general family stories and narratives in Germany. Ulrike Jureit and Christian Schneider (2010) described what they call ‘victim identification’ as a problematic pattern of German remembrance culture. This kind of identification with what in most of the cases appears as ‘the other’ can help to get rid of ones own feelings of guilt, shame or responsibility that are connected with the perpetrator’s stories. The problem of the obliteration of the perpetrators’ stories at the former KZ memorial site depoliticizes the history that is taught: The violence that is caused to the victims appears as an anonymous, faceless power with no graspable human interests behind (Gudehus 2006). We could assume that the hidden role-play brought these neglected subject positions to life without necessarily identifying with them – and it showed through not-showing the fact that these positions are hidden. This scene shows how the invisible, not openly reflected issues matter in educational situations. Furtive conflicts provide a potential for learning processes that we might be able to address through a contextual frame provided by those educational theories working with psychoanalytical vocabulary.
Julia Rose (2014) for the museum context, Deborah Britzman and Alice Pitt (2004) or Shoshana Felman (1991) have been drawing on concepts from psychoanalytic theory to understand learning processes on difficult knowledges (Britzman 1998) that might show similarities to the structures of trauma (Britzman/Pitt 2004).
According to the Freudian notion of ‘working through’, in order to heal a traumatic past one has to repeat it on a symbolic level until remembrance (and new future perspectives) can emerge; this occurs in the client and the analyst alike (Freud 1964 [1914]). Based on these psychoanalytic methods and her own teaching experiences regarding Holocaust testimonies, Shoshana Felman pointed out that teaching needs to undergo some sort of crises in order to “encounter either the vulnerability or the explosiveness of a (explicit or implicit) critical and unpredictable dimension” (Felman 1991). Regarding informal teaching situations e.g. in museum or commemoration site pedagogy we propose to understand ‘crises’ in a symbolic way whilst still addressing issues that might open up thinking possibilitiesencourage contemplation and a shifting of perspectives. In this concept the educator holds an ambiguous position.  On the one hand as one who hosts the safe space where the crises can emerge and the process of ‘working through’ can occur whilst on the other hand the educator is her/himself part of the difficult situation.  He/she also has a specific subject position and above all is going through an own critical learning process.	Comment by Landkammer Nora: überprüfen
It is interesting to connect this concept with a tour we observed in an exhibition about colonial history and its local impact in a German city. In this case it was an open tour, the participants where all white Germans in the age between late 50s and early 60s. Although the tour was not announced explicitly as interactive format or debate, the visitors engaged vividly in discussions and interfered with questions.
A part of the exhibition dealt with colonial imagery in historic product design and advertisements. They tour arrived at this section having already discussed colonial violence and histories of Black people in Germany. All members of the tour group had expressed interest and a desire to know more on colonial history and had engaged in discussions about the consequences of colonization. After the educator mentioned the racially stereotyping logo of a chocolate company, a participant says: “I grew up with this and never questioned it.” Another participant joins in and gives an example of figures of black children used to collect donations for missionary work as a childhood memory. The participants start successively to share youth memories on racist stereotypes. Some participants pose their statements from a sarcastic distance; some ensure themselves that things “were not meant in an offensive way, anyway”. The educator after a while attempts to interrupt what seems a chain of associations triggered by the colonial images exhibited. The flow however resists this attempt, and becomes successively more personal and engaged. A chocolate store, children’s books, education, housing, a flow of racist imageries enters the room, mostly voiced in an ambiguous tone: between affirmation and critique. It culminates in a participant stating that he “drank racism with his mothers milk” and that however much he reflects, he knows that on a bodily level he still “hasn’t got rid of it”.  The educator regains attention after he himself provides an example of a racist term. He uses this attention to emphasize that not everyone who picked up a racist thinking pattern might have been a malicious person, but colonial perspectives underpin these ideas in an often unconscious way and it is our duty to reflect on them critically (from the recording). He retells the history of Black people in Germany “from some 1000 migrants from the colonies”, to the “Black GIs after WWII” to the, “fortunately, multicultural society today” – that might also lead to “irritations and discussions” (from the recording). After a moment of seemingly relaxed silence one participant adds that because of these developments the attitude of how to deal with that “what has been locked away” has to change.
The scene is uncanny, one could qualify it as a re-enactment of what the tour wanted to question, racism stemming from colonial history. If we now interpret it in another way this does not take away the fact that it was violent, and offensive. Yet, it led in a white-only group to an acknowledgement that can be viewed as an extremely important step of learning on racism and privilege: the acknowledgement of one’s own involvement in racism (Ogette 2017). It is interesting that both educator and participants refer here to psychoanalytical terminologies – the unconscious, that ‘what has been locked away’ to explain (and excuse?) the impact of colonial history. If, as we suggested earlier referring to Felman’s approach, learning on difficult history needs a process of ‘working through’, the scene might be read as a group’s urge to work through their previous (racist) socialisation. Julia Rose points out that learning which questions previous convictions and dearly held memories, with reference to Freud, can be compared to a process of mourning. Repetition and denial are phases of this ‘working through’ of previous knowledge in order to re-create a perception of the world that integrates the new knowledge. Spaces like this exhibition can be used, in this perspective, as an environment to act out that which is unconscious, embedded, covered and ‘has been locked away’; the group shares the opinion that to overcome the impact of the past it needs to be re-enacted or at least shared. The example points to the fact that spaces for ‘working through’ problematic knowledge are indeed needed for learning – yet they remain ambiguous, always in danger of re-createing and reaffirming what is supposedly deconstructed. 
III Multidirectional Memory Learning
A third important concept for our attempt to understand learning situations on contentious heritage is ‘Multidirectional Memory’ as introduced by Michael Rothberg (2010).  Rothberg, analysing the relation between remembrance of slavery and colonialism, and of the Holocaust, 
“instead of memory competition, (…) proposed the concept of multidirectional memory, which is meant to draw attention to the dynamic transfers that take place between diverse places and times during the act of remembrance. Thinking in terms of multidirectional memory helps explain the spiralling interactions that characterize the politics of memory.” (Ibid, 11). 
Rothberg suggests considering “memory as multidirectional: as subject to ongoing negotiation, cross-referencing, and borrowing; as productive and not privative” (Ibid, 3) For him the explicit claims of the “productive, intercultural dynamic of multidirectional memory” bears “the potential to create new forms of solidarity and new visions of justice”(Ibid, 5). 
As a result of initial fieldwork, we came to understand that there is no primary abstract necessity to ‘entangle’ the different histories. They start to intersect in educational practice through the active evolvement of participants in the way people approach images, draw connections, build associations. Hence we propose to understand these situations as ‘doing multidirectional memory’. Sometimes these connections help to obscure other connections, or memories that are pushed aside; sometimes they open up discussions or provide starting grounds. A scene from an educational programme on a colonial image archive in an ethnographic museum in Germany is interesting to observe from this point of view: 
The group has assembled around a table. […] The educator opens out a series of photographs from boxes on the table, pictures taken by a German doctor and anthropologist in the 19th century. They show front, back and profile views of naked persons – anthropometric photography, half concealed by the tracing paper that separates them in the boxes. The educator asks whether the students want to see these images, or if she should rather pack them away again. Some of the students nod, they want to see them. “What do you see on these pictures?”, she asks. […] “Selection ….Euthanasia” a student associates. The educator explains that the anthropologist worked as a doctor on a plantation and did research there on ‘race science’. […] Prompted by the educator who asks for more thoughts by the students, the boy who already spoke earlier says that people were selected whether they were fit for work or not, and only if they were they could survive. He does not name it, but apparently he speaks about the ‘selection’ in Nazi concentration camps. (Observation protocol, shortened and translated, N.L.)
The scene documents a misinterpretation. It is, however, a telling one, because it testifies to the fact that the speaker identified the images as violent. We would say, he used the history he knows and that is available to him (he makes reference to what he prepared for a presentation in school about Nazi concentration camps at a later point) to grasp a situation in which the gaze and the observation of the body as violent in another context, not known to him. Therefore his misinterpretation provides a starting ground for understanding one history through another, closer one, which is how Rothberg defines the process of multidirectionality in memory. 
What this means for an educational setting of course depends very much on what happens next. In the sequence described above, the teacher intervenes by bringing yet another association: police photography, and the photographs of criminals by Lambroso. The educator engages both statements by referring to ‘the body being measured’. She reacts to the interpretation as a concentration camp scene by saying: “These pictures do not come from this context, but that does not mean that there is no relation at all”. The educator introduces the history of scientific racism, to which the students react by wondering about the ‘sense’ that racism made in different historical situations as a means to justify exploitation. A discussion ensues as to whether the scientists establishing racial categories are responsible for the consequences of this knowledge, whether they “meant to do harm” or not, and if this matters. We describe the conversation at considerable length for several reasons. The educator, by providing context information, but not rejecting the associations, brings about a common inquiry that keeps jumping between various historical contexts. He/she remains somewhat vague, but for that same reason contributes to the group building understandings of the relation between science, power and violence. In the educational settings that we observed, the educators rarely take up the cross-links provided by visitors and move onto the thin ice of entangling histories, which risks producing incorrect comparisons and doing injustice to historical specificity. Yet, multidirectionality in memory can be, despite the risks, a productive dynamic for learning. 
It is not just by chance that the situation chosen here is one in which the memory of Nazism and of the Holocaust arises in dealing with geographically and chronologically different histories of violence. This is the single most common way of ‘doing multidirectional memory’ by visitors that we observed in the German speaking context. In his book “Multidirectional Memory: Remembering the Holocaust in the Age of Decolonization” (2010) Rothberg clarifies that the  “reference to the connection between Holocaust and de-colonisation memory is not coincidental”. Referring to the Holocaust he states: “there is probably no other single event that encapsulates the struggles for recognition that accompany collective memory in such a condensed and global form” (Ibid, 6).  Yet, he also points out that “early Holocaust memory emerged in dialogue with the dynamic transformations and multifaceted struggles that define the era of decolonization” (Ibid, 7). If images of the Holocaust in the German context, as a reference point in the context of dealing with – often less known – colonial heritages, then it is a case of the application of a majority narrative, which is part of official history and its teaching, to building memories of other histories. Other instances of historical cross-links by participants do appear in the education settings we observed, but often have, as minoritarian memories that cannot count on being understood and shared, much lower visibility. The indication that associating ‘black’ with ‘bad’ has its own racist history, for instance, was made by a student of colour in a tour at a former concentration camp site when this association came up in the discussion. The comment, drawing on knowledge of the history of racism that could well have contributed to the learning in the visit, was voiced as a murmur, only audible to the researcher who was the immediate neighbour, not for the whole group. The setting of historical learning in migration societies is much debated. (e.g. Messerschmidt 2011; Sternfeld 2013) The concept of multidirectionality in building up memory can be a fertile starting ground for devising educational settings that take up and actively encourage cross-links between the individual knowledge of participants, viewing them rather as gateways towards understanding than competing memories. 
Rather than focusing on a particular approach or method employed by facilitators, the ‘moments’ from educational practice outlined here have shown how dissent, instances of ‘working through’ problematic knowledge, and multidirectional memories appear in and impact upon learning settings. Also, they show evidence of how difficult it is for educators to perceive and acknowledge these moments as gateways to learning experiences rather than as disturbance, threat or resistance. The concepts of multidirectional memory, the agonistic conflict zone and learning through crises debated in the TRACES project can be taken as reflective tools to bring conflicted learning moments into the picture.
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