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AUCTION HOUSES AND THE ANTIQUITIES TRADE

From their prestigious premises in London and New York the large auction houses
Sotheby’s and Christie’s and to a lesser extent Bonhams dominate the antiquities
market. Straddling the wholesale-retail divide, selling to collectors and dealers
alike, their auctions are highlights of the annual antiquities sales calendar. Not
surprisingly, given their central place in the market, they frequently become
embroiled in disputes over the possession of stolen and illegally-exported (illicit)
antiquities. One reason for this seeming vulnerability to third-party fencing opera-
tions is their dismissive attitude towards published provenance, considered here
to comprise the published ownership history of a piece. In auction catalogues
provenance is often not supplied or offered only in barest anonymized outline —
“property of a European gentleman” or “bought on the London market” have
become cliche’s. Even when more informative and reliable information is made
available, it is usually limited to one or two public events in the otherwise private
life of the object — the date and place of a previous sale, for example, or the object’s
mention in a scholarly publication. Only on rare occasions is a full provenance
detailing an unbroken chain of ownership provided. With nothing that might help
to reveal their true nature, there is nothing to hinder the entry onto the market
of stolen, illegally-traded or counterfeit antiquities. For this reason alone, auc-
tion houses facilitate illegal trade by providing an environment that is conducive
to the marketing of illicit material. But their involvement is sometimes thought
to go beyond simple facilitation, and extend to more active support. This paper
describes cases of auction houses having been caught selling stolen or otherwise
illegally-traded material, and examines what they reveal about the policies and
practices of auction houses as regards the illicit trade in antiquities, and what
evidence there is of the more intimate involvement of auction houses.

THE INVESTIGATION OF SOTHEBY’S LONDON
DURING THE 1990s AND ITS FOLLOW-UP

For a long time, the propriety of the auction business was considered beyond
reproach. 20 years ago, a paper such as this one would not have been written.
But times and opinions have changed. Perhaps the first sign that auction houses
might be selling stolen antiquities came in June 1995 when Italian authorities
recognized at Sotheby’s New York a marble torso of Artemis that had been stolen
in 1988 from a convent in Naples and secured its return'. The appearance of a
stolen antiquity in a Sotheby’s catalogue was surprising to many people at the time,
but not to everyone. Throughout the 1980s and into the 1990s, Sotheby’s London
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had been selling unprecedented quantities of unprovenanced artifacts from Italy,
attracting the critical attention of archaeologists who suspected illegal excavation,
though the evidence needed to confirm that suspicion was initially hard to come by.
The evidence did arrive in 1991, however, when a disgruntled former employee
of Sotheby’s London came to journalist and author Peter Watson with three suit-
cases full of internal documents recording what he alleged to be malpractice at
the auction house. The documents prompted Watson to investigate the activities
of Italian antiquities dealer Giacomo Medici and Indian antiquities dealer Vaman
Ghiya, who both appeared to have been consigning large quantities of illicit mate-
rial to Sotheby’s through the offices of front companies based in Switzerland. The
documents also suggested that some Sotheby’s staff were aware of the situation.
In 1985, for example, Dietrich von Bothmer of the Metropolitan Museum of Art
had written to warn Sotheby’s that an antiquity offered for sale at a forthcoming
auction had been illegally excavated in Italy®. Sotheby’s withdrew the piece with-
out alerting Italian authorities, but even though it could be traced back to Medici,
continued accepting consignments that could be sourced to him. So profitable was
the relationship with Ghiya for Sotheby’s that in 1986 the company proposed that
their India expert should visit him twice a year to discuss what objects might be
suitable for sale®. In 1997, Watson finally announced his findings on television and
in a book*. The suspicions of archaeologists about the source of the unprovenanced
Italian antiquities looked to be confirmed. Sotheby’s announced that it was stop-
ping London sales of Classical and South Asian antiquities, which in future would
be held only in New York. The two heads of the respective departments also left
the company’. The glittering myth of auction house propriety had been shattered.

While Watson’s enquiries were ongoing, in Italy the Carabinieri had started their
own investigation of Medici, and in 1995 raided his warehouse in Geneva Freeport,
where they seized 3,800 objects, 4,000 photographs, and 35,000 sheets of paper
relating to his business practices. Included among the photographs was a dossier of
Polaroid photographs taken by Medici of recently looted objects in his possession,
and that could be used to identify illicit objects that had subsequently been acquired
by collectors and museums or offered for sale at auction. The Carabinieri also
discovered that while Medici had been selling illegally-obtained artifacts through
Sotheby’s, he had been laundering them too. He would consign a looted antiquity
through one front company and buy it back through another company. He would
then be able to sell the same artifact at a future date with a Sotheby’s provenance,
thus providing it with an aura of legitimacy. In only four auction catalogues, the
Carabinieri investigators were able to identify 29 examples of this type of object
laundering® . Medici was convicted in 2005 of trafficking in stolen artifacts. In May
2002 the Carabinieri in collaboration with Swiss police went on to raid the Swiss
premises of another Italian antiquities dealer, Gianfranco Becchina, recovering
another haul of documents and photographs of looted objects’.

To begin with, the Italian authorities used the evidence seized from Medici and
Becchina to launch successful claims for repatriation of illicit material acquired
by major US museums. Increasingly though, they started to make their presence
felt in the market by reclaiming identifiably illicit objects when they appeared for
auction. In 2009, for example, a Corinthian column krater was retrieved from
Christie’s New York, where it had been scheduled for sale in the June Antiquities
sale, on grounds that it had been introduced illegally to the market by Medici®.
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Also in 2009, two ceramic vessels that had been sold at the same Christie’s June sale
were seized, and together with a Roman marble Janiform Herm sold at Christie’s
New York in December 2009, returned to Italy. All three pieces had been illegally-
exported from Italy to Switzerland and had passed through the hands of Becchina
before arriving in the United States® .

Christie’s was not the only auction house to fall under Italian scrutiny. In
October 2008, Bonhams in London announced the forthcoming sale of material
from the collection of Graham Geddes'®. The sale had originally comprised 180
lots, but the day before it was due to go ahead the Italian authorities informed
Bonhams that ten pieces probably derived from illegal digs. Bonhams ultimately
withdrew 15 pieces from auction, in the expectation that Italy would make a for-
mal claim for their return'!. Seven of the pieces had been acquired at Sotheby’s
London between 1984 and 1989. Bonhams was also forced to withdraw four pieces
from its London April 2010 sale'®. By October 2010, however, Bonhams seems
to have developed a more robust attitude toward claims for recovery, refusing to
withdraw two objects said to feature in the Medici Polaroid dossier, objecting that
they did not appear in any stolen art database such as those maintained by Interpol
and the ALR and complaining about lack of access to the Medici and Becchini
photographs'®. After the Geddes sale, Bonhams’ chairman Robert Brooks had
similarly expressed his frustration when he was quoted in the Telegraph as saying
“We would welcome a greater openness on the part of the Italian government,
which would allow us far more advance warnings and information about concerns
they have”!. The Italian authorities have refused calls to share or make public the
Medici and Becchina photographs because they constitute evidence in ongoing
investigations. Nevertheless, the auction houses feel aggrieved that despite their
official status as evidence the photographs still seem to find their way into the ac-
cusatory hands of journalists and scholars'®, who are not slow to call attention to

allegedly illegally-traded antiquities appearing in catalogues'®.

OTHER CASE STUDIES AND WHAT THEY REVEAL

Although it is now been established that the major auction houses were centrally
implicated in the illegal trade of Italian antiquities, even if only unwittingly, other
investigations have shown that their involvement in illicit trade did not stop there.
In April 1990, for example, thieves stole more than 270 artifacts from the Museum
of the Corinth Excavations in Greece!”. By 1993, some of the stolen material was
in Miami, in the hands of one Wilma Sabala, a friend of one of the thieves. In
December 1997 and March 1998, Sabala sold five pieces by auction at Christie’s
New York!®. In September 1999, FBI agents in collaboration with Greek police
recovered another 265 of the stolen objects in twelve plastic boxes hidden in
crates of fresh fish in a Miami warehouse'?. 14 pieces were still missing, however,
including three marble heads — of Julius Caesar, Serapis and Eros. The heads were
subsequently recovered from sales at Christie’s New York in 1999%°. Christie’s did
not divulge the name of the consignor?!. Sabala was arrested in Miami in June
2000 and subsequently pleaded guilty to interstate transport of stolen property*.

Auction houses are often imagined to be relatively passive commercial institutions,
offering a physical space and the professional services necessary to create a context
of trust within which buyers and sellers can transact indirectly and if they so desire
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in conditions of anonymity. Watson’s investigation showed this characterisation to
be far from the mark, however, when he described how auction houses actively seek
out business, they do not simply wait for consignors to walk through their front
doors. They look for customers too, though occasionally the auction houses” active
search for “clients” has unintentionally exposed the illicit provenance of consigned
objects. In 2008, for example, an alabaster vessel in the form of a trussed duck that
had been officially excavated in 1979 from a burial chamber at Dashur and stolen
from storage in Saqqara sometime later was returned to Egypt**. Hoping to secure
a sale, in 2006 Christie’s New York had brought the vessel to the attention of a
curator at the Metropolitan Museum of Art, who was ironically its excavator and
who recognized the piece as stolen. The identity of the consignor was not revealed.
In August 2008, the Long Island University Hillwood Museum’s outgoing director
Barry Stern stole nine of the museum’s Egyptian artifacts. He sold five at Christie’s
New York in December 2008 and a further three in June 2009%**. The theft was
discovered in June 2009 when Christie’s faxed the dispossessed Hillwood Museum
a purchase offer on the remaining unsold piece. Stern confessed the crime and in
October 2010 was sentenced to one year’s imprisonment®.

Most illicit pieces appearing in auction catalogues that are subsequently returned
to their legitimate owners are identified by outside agencies such as scholars or
police. If an auction house’s own internal investigation of provenance uncovers
evidence ofillegal trade it is not publicized, presumably because it is bad for busi-
ness, so it is not known for certain how often this happens and what procedures
are followed when it does happen. One example of auction house policy as regards
the in-house discovery of possible stolen pieces is provided by a South Arabian
stele consigned in 2002 by Phoenix Ancient Art of New York for sale at Sotheby’s
New York?®. Sotheby’s staff discovered that the piece had been stolen from the
Aden Museum during the 1994 Yemeni civil war and offered to investigate the
museum’s claim to title on behalf of Phoenix*’. Phoenix decided instead to relin-
quish ownership and the stele was returned to Yemen in 2004. Sotheby’s did not
alert INTERPOL or any other law-enforcement agency about the presence of a
possibly stolen object on their premises. Their offer to intervene privately with
Aden Museum on behalf of Phoenix shows instead that their first obligation was
to the consignor, or perhaps more realistically to their own sales commission.

The illegally-traded and recovered pieces so far discussed have been offered for
auction with either no provenance or with a meaningless anonymized provenance.
Sometimes, however, fuller provenances are simply fabricated. In 2002, 70 artifacts
excavated officially from the Egyptian site of Ma’adi were reported stolen from a stor-
age facility at Cairo University*. Five stone and two ceramic vessels turned up for sale
at Bonhams in October 2004 when they were recognized by a French egyptologist,
who alerted Bonhams and caused their withdrawal and return to Egypt. In the cata-
logue’s saleroom notice the provenance was said to be “acquired by Joseph Garnish
while working in Cairo for a mining company in the 1930s. Thereafter, they stayed in
the family until acquired by the present owner from his grandson”. Another Ma’adi
stone vessel was sold through Christie’s New York in June 2004, said to have been
excavated at Ma’adi with a provenance “J. Garnish Collection, acquired in Egypt in
the 1930s”. The purchaser offered the piece on loan to the Metropolitan Museum of
Artin New York, whereupon the Metropolitan’s staff recognized the piece as stolen,
and arranged with the purchaser for it to be returned to Egypt.
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Neither Bonhams nor Christie’s revealed the identity of the consignor, though
it was soon discovered. By 2004, a large number of stolen Ma’adi ceramic vessels
had appeared for sale on various websites, usually advertised with photographs,
and sometimes with an excavation number, in which cases they were easy to check
against the 1987 publication of the official excavation. Working together with the
ALR, US Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) launched an investigation
into the trade of the Ma’adi material, and in February 2008 it announced the arrest
of US Army helicopter pilot Edward George Johnson®. Johnson had been on active
service in Cairo from February to October 2002. On his return to the US in January
2003 he had contacted Sands of Time Antiquities, a retail gallery, claiming that the
Ma’adi artifacts which were then in his possession had belonged to his grandfather
who had acquired them in Egypt during the 1930s and 1940s. Johnson’s arrest
warrant states that although he devised the false provenance, he failed to provide
Sands of Time with any documentary or other verification®. Nevertheless, Sands
of Time paid in the region of $20,000 to Johnson for something like 80 pieces, and
was subsequently able to sell them to other dealers and collectors around the world,
including Bonhams and Christie’s as already described®'. Thus if Sands of Time did
not receive any material proof of provenance, the implication must be that Christie’s
and Bonhams then took Johnson’s false account of provenance as repeated by the
consignor Sands of Time at face value, again without any substantive verification. In
July 2008, Johnson pleaded guilty to possession and selling of stolen antiquities®?,
and in December 2008 ICE returned 79 artifacts to Egypt™.

Johnson pleaded guilty to possession and handling, but falsifying provenance in
itself can be a criminal offence, even when the exact nature of illegal provenance is
not known. In August 2013, for example, Neil Kingsbury pleaded guilty to charges
relating to the fraudulent misrepresentation of provenance of Egyptian artifacts
he had sold through auction at Christie’s and Bonhams in London®**. He denied
knowing the material was stolen. The case hinged on six pieces he had consigned to
Christie’s for their May 2013 Antiquities sale. He told Christie’s that he had inherited
the pieces from his uncle who had lived in Egypt in the 1940s, and their provenance
was described in the Christie’s catalogue as “Private collection, UK, acquired Egypt
1940s; thence by descent”. One of the pieces, a red granite relief fragment depicting
a Nubian captive, was recognized by a curator in the British Museum as having been
discovered in 2000 in the Temple of Amenhotep III. A colleague in Egypt confirmed
it had been stolen from a storage depot. Christie’s withdrew the all six pieces from
sale and alerted the police and the Egyptian embassy. Kingsbury claimed to have
bought the material in a tourist shop in Egypt, and admitted to having previously
sold another five pieces at Bonhams and eight pieces at Christie’s.

Limited space precludes in-depth discussion of many other stolen and illegally-
exported objects that have been recovered from auction houses, but they include:

— A fragment of wall relief from an ancient Egyptian temple at Behbeit el-
Hagar recovered from Christie’s New York in June 2002 and returned to Egypt
in August 2004%.

— Seven ancient Egyptian artifacts stolen from the Amsterdam Bijbels Museum
in July 2007 recovered from Christie’s New York in May 2009 and returned to
the Museum™.

— Six figurines stolen from the tomb of the Chinese Western Han Empress
Dou recovered from Sotheby’s New York and returned to China in July 2003*".
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— A marble head of the Roman emperor Marcus Aurelius stolen from a museum
in Skikda, Algeria in 1996 featured on the front cover of the Christie’s New York
8 June 2004 Antiquities catalogue and returned to Algeria in January 2008,

— A marble relief panel stolen from the Tomb of Wang Chuhzi of the Five
Dynasties recovered in March 2000 from Christie’s New York and returned to
China on 23 May 2001%.

— Alimestone relief fragment from the Egyptian Late period Tomb of Murtidis
recovered from Bonhams in May 2008 and returned to Egypt*.

— A head of the Roman emperor Vespasian’s daughter Flavia Domitilla stolen
from Libya’s Sabratha Museum in 1990 and sold in April 2011 at Christie’s London
before being returned to Libya later the same year*'.

— A small bronze statue of Zeus stolen from the National Museum of Italy in
1980 and sold at Sotheby’s New York in December 2004 before being returned
to Italy in November 2010%.

— A 10th-century AD Khmer sandstone statue of the Hindu hero Duryadhana
stolen from the Prasat Chen temple site at Koh Ker in the early 1970s, recovered
from Sotheby’s New York and returned to Cambodia in December 2013%.

— Three (of more than a hundred) Cambodian stone sculptures stolen from
storage at Angkor Wat sometime during the 1970s, one sold at Sotheby’s New
York in 1992, one at Sotheby’s London in 1985 and one at Sotheby’s London in
1993; all later returned to Cambodia**.

— A 2nd-century AD mosaic stolen from ancient Edessa in Turkey and sold by
Christie’s New York in December 1999 to the Dallas Museum of Art from whence
it was returned to Turkey in 2012%.

IRAQI ARTIFACTS INSIDE AND OUTSIDE THE AUCTION HOUSES

The archaeological sites and museums of Iraq were very badly looted during the
wars of the 1990s and early 2000s, and it wasn’t hard at the time to find suspicious-
looking Iraqi artifacts coming up for auction. An Old Babylonian cuneiform-
inscribed clay barrel, for example, appeared for sale at Sotheby’s New York in
May 1997, without provenance, though with the comment that “only three other
examples of this inscription are known”, which was true enough. Over the next five
years a further seven previously unknown examples of the very same inscription
on similar barrels were offered for sale at Sotheby’s and Christie’s*®. The sudden
and suspicious appearance of so many previously unknown barrels at a time of
such severe looting in Iraq does not seem to have raised any questions for the
auction houses where the sales went ahead as planned.

The failure to subject the provenance of the barrels to a rigorous and critical exami-
nation is all the more surprising given the trade embargo imposed on Iraq in 1990
by United Nations Security Council Resolution (UNSCR) 661 in response to the Iraqi
occupation of Kuwait. The auction houses included notices of this embargo in their
catalogues, so were clearly aware of its existence. Christie’s London, for example, in
its 12 December 1990 Fine Antiquities catalogue, had this to say: “A recently imposed
United Nations trade embargo prohibits us from accepting bids ... from any other
person where we have reasonable cause to believe ... that the lot(s) will be used for
the purposes of any business carried on in, or operated from, Iraq or Kuwait”.

In the context of the barrels, however, it is clear that “reasonable cause to believe”
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was being interpreted in very limited terms. For Sotheby’s and Christie’s, the argument
that the barrels might have been recently moved out of Iraq and traded for the ulti-
mate benefit of an Iraqi business, even an illegal one, was clearly not a compelling one.

In fact, throughout the 1990s and early 2000s, and in apparent disregard of the
UN trade embargo, there was a healthy auction market in other unprovenanced
though clearly Iraqi-sourced artifacts such as cuneiform tablets and cylinder seals.
The trade came to a shuddering halt in the summer of 2003, however, after the
widely condemned plunder of the Iraq National Museum in April that year, and
the restatement of a trade embargo on cultural objects by UNSCR 1483 in May*’.
Exactly why the auction houses stopped selling material so precipitously is not
clear. Perhaps they were frightened of the negative publicity that the ongoing sale
of Iraqi material might attract, dismayed by the falling profitability of Iragi material
as customers lost their taste for it, or in light of the reaffirming UNSCR 1483 had
developed a broader idea of what might constitute “reasonable cause to believe”.

By 2008, it looked as though auction sales of unprovenanced material from Iraq
had all but ceased. In December 2008, however, at the request of the FBI, Christie’s
New York withdrew a pair of gold earrings that had been advertised for sale at the
December auction®®. The earrings were part of the “Nimrud treasure”, a collection
of Neo-Assyrian gold and jewelry discovered in 1989 during the excavation of two
royal tombs underneath the palace of Ashurnasirpal I1. They were returned to Iraq
in 2010*. By then, the auction market in Iragi material was starting to pick up again.
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Table 1 shows the spring and autumn sales volumes of cylinder seals at one
auction house (Christie’s London) over the period 1998 to 2013. The sale of large
numbers of unprovenanced seals being sold in the late 1990s and early 2000s
stopped in the years immediately following 2003, only for sales to start again from
late 2007 onwards, though not in such large quantities as previously. It also shows
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since 2009 increasing quantities of material with a 1989 or earlier provenance, but
nothing with a provenance stretching back to the period 1990 to 2013. In other
words, if the provenances provided are to be believed, there is nothing on the
face of it that would give “reasonable cause to believe” of illegal export from Iraq
after the date of UNSCR 661. The example of the Nimrud earrings, however, and
indeed of other case studies presented here, shows that the provenances supplied
to auction houses and reproduced in their catalogues cannot be relied upon, and
must raise questions about the real origin of some of the material now being sold.

Auction house sales of cuneiform tablets raise another question. Given the scale
of archaeological theft and destruction in Iraq, the number of tablets appearing
at auction was not really so high. Between 1991 and 2003, for example, Christie’s
London and Sotheby’s New York between them offered approximately 491 cu-
neiform tablets for sale. Over the same period, one private collector in the USA
accumulated 10,000 tablets®®, and another one since 2011 claims to have assembled
“one of the largest collections of cuneiform tablets in the Western Hemisphere™®!.
It is clear from these figures that the auction houses were offering only a small
proportion of all cuneiform tablets coming out of Iraq. The remainder were be-
ing traded privately, no doubt with false provenances, from dealers to private
collectors. This observation is not really new. High-quality objects of suspicious
provenance have always been acquired for high prices from private dealers on
the so-called invisible market’. Auction houses might be offering a window onto
the flow of illicit antiquities rather than providing a major conduit. Private sales
are also coming to constitute an important part of Sotheby’s business®®, so it is
important to bear in mind that public auctions do not constitute the entirety of
the auction houses business.

CONCLUSION

The preceding case studies prompt several observations about auction house poli-
cies and practices as regards the trade in stolen or illegally-exported antiquities.
First, it is obvious that the standard and transparency of internal due diligence as
regards the investigation of provenance are weak. False provenances supplied by
consignors are readily accepted, an indication that that consignors are not supply-
ing material validation, or that any such materials that are supplied are not subject
to rigorous examination. Auction houses do appear to search stolen art databases
such as INTERPOL or the ALR, but for antiquities these databases are of limited
utility. Illegally-excavated and thus undocumented material will not appear on
a stolen art database, as the ALR is careful to point out on its search certificates.
The reluctance of auction houses to enquire too closely about provenance talks of
a more general policy of confidentiality as regards consignors®*. Time and again,
when illicit material is identified at auction, the auction houses do not reveal the
identity of the consignor, thus stymieing further police action or due diligence on
the part of buyers of the type recommended by Article 4(4) of the UNIDROIT
Convention on Stolen or Illegally Exported Cultural Objects that takes account of
the character of vendors. Thus auction houses seem readier to protect the interests
of their consignors than those of their customers or dispossessed owners. There
are also hints of a culture of impunity. It remains the case that despite the ongoing
recoveries of illicit material, and notwithstanding what appear to be the damning
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revelations of Watson and the Carabinieri, not one auction house employee has
faced criminal charges arising out of auction house malpractice. Consignors yes,
auction houses no. Furthermore, although between them, the auction houses offer
thousands of antiquities for sale each year, recoveries are few and far between.
Certainly they are not enough to damage profitability or customer confidence.
Thus there is no real incentive for auction houses to reform policies and practices
that appear to serve them well.

The advice for custodians of archaeological sites and monuments and curators
of museum and other antiquities collections is simple: buy a camera! Many if not
all of the recoveries have been of objects stolen from inventoried collections or
documented monuments, or through the Carabinieri investigations that have
relied heavily on the evidence of seized Polaroids. Thus all collections of antiqui-
ties need to be properly inventoried, including photographs (though Egyptian
officials have pointed to the prohibitive cost of photographing and recording all
objects in storage®. The fact that most recovered antiquities are from documented
collections also suggests that the market penetration of illegally-excavated and
thus undocumented material is likely to be much worse than would appear from
the number of recoveries discussed here.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This paper was prepared in response to a kind invitation by the General
Directorate of Antiquities and Cultural Heritage and the Directorate for the
Documentation and the Protection of Cultural Goods of the Hellenic Ministry
of Culture and Sports to participate in the Third International Conference of
Experts on the Return of Cultural Property. The author would like to thank the
organisers for extending this invitation and for making the conference such an
enjoyable and worthwhile occasion. The paper was written while the author was
funded by the European Research Council under FP7, grant number ERC StG-
2011 283873 GTICO as part of the Trafficking Culture project.

NEIL BRODIE

Senior Research Fellow in the Scottish Centre for Crime
and Justice Research, University of Glasgow

71



NEIL BRODIE

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Arraf, J. 2008. “Iraq Bids to Stop Christie’s Sale of Ancient Earrings”, The Christian Science Monitor, 4 December.

Available online <http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Middle-East/2008/1204/p07s02-wome.html> accessed 5
February 2014.

Axarlis, N. 2001. “Corinth Antiquities Returned”, Archaeology online, 6 February. Available online <http://archive.
archaeology.org/online/features/corinth/index.html> accessed 5 February 2014.”, Time, 13 October. Available
online <http://content.time.com/time/world/article/0,8599,2056101,00.html> accessed 5 February 2014.

Bookidis, N. 2007. “The Corinth Theft”, in Rhodes, R.F. (ed.), The Acquisition and Exhibition of Classical Antiquities
(Notre Dame), 119-131.

Brodie, N. 2005. “In the News”, Culture Without Context, no. 16, 12-13.

Brodie, N. 2006. “Iraq’s Archaeological Heritage and the London Antiquities Trade”, in Brodie, N., Kersel,
M.M., Luke, C. and K.W. Tubb (eds.), Archaeology, Cultural Heritage, and the Antiquities Trade (University Press of
Florida), 206-226.

Brodie, N. 2008a. “The Market Background to the April 2003 Plunder of the Iraq National Museum”, in Stone,
P. and J. Farchakh Bajjaly (eds.), The Destruction of Cultural Heritage in Iraq (Woodbridge), 41-54.

Brodie, N. 2008b. “The Western Market in Iraqi Antiquities”, in Rothfield, L. (ed.), Antiquities Under Seige: Cultural
Heritage Protection After the Irag War (Lanham, USA), 63-74.

Cornell, K. and J. Mollica 2009. “LI's Pharaoh ‘Phraudster’™, New York Post, 16 September.

Dallas Museum of Art, 2012. “Orpheus Taming Wild Animals”.

Available online <http://www.dma.org/art-deaccessioned-artworks/orpheus-taming-wild-animals> accessed 16
February 2014.

Felch, J. 2013. “Cornell to Return 10,000 Ancient Tablets to Iraq”, Los Angeles Times, 3 November.

Gill, D. 2009. “Looting Matters for Classical Antiquities: Contemporary Issues in Archaeological Ethics”, Present
Pasts 1, 77-104.

Gill, D. and C. Tsirogiannis 2011. “Polaroids from the Medici Dossier: Continued Sightings on the Market”,
Journal of Art Crime 5, 27-33.

Green 2014. “Overview: the Green Collection”. Available online <http://demoss.com/newsrooms/
museumofthebible/background/overview-the-green-collection> accessed 16 February 2014.

Hughes, M. 2010. “Bonhams: Lots of Trouble on New Bond Street”, Independent, 27 October.

ICE 2008a. “US Arrests Army Pilot for Dealing in Stolen Egyptian Antiquities”, press release, 6 February (US
Immigration and Customs Enforcement).

ICE 2008b. “ICE Returns Stolen Antiquities to Egypt”, press release, 3 December (US Immigration and Customs
Enforcement).

ICE 2008c. “ICE Returns Ancient Marble Sculpture of Roman Emperor to Algerian Government”, press release,
15 January (US Immigration and Customs Enforcement).

ICE 2009a. “Stolen Italian Artifact Smuggled into the United States Found at Auction House”, press release, 1
June (US Immigration and Customs Enforcement).

ICE 2009b. “ICE Returns Stolen Artifacts to Italy”, press release, 2 December (US Immigration and Customs
Enforcement).

ICE 2009c. “ICE Recovers Egyptian Artifacts Stolen from a Museum in the Netherlands”, press release, 27 May
(US Immigration and Customs Enforcement).

ICE 2010. “ICE Returns Artifacts and Antiquities to Iraq Embassy: Assistant Secretary Morton Returns Six
Cultural Items to Iraqi Ambassador Sumaida’ie”, press release, 25 February (US Immigration and Customs
Enforcement).

ICE 2012. “ICE Returns Stolen and Looted Art and Antiquities to Italy”, press release, 26 April (US Immigration
and Customs Enforcement).

ICOM 1997. One Hundred Missing Objects: Looting in Angkor (International Council of Museums).

IFAR 1990. Special Issue: “Theft at Ancient Corinth, Greece”, International Foundation for Art Research Reports, vol.
11, no. 6, June.

Isman, F. 2011. “The Masterpiece Sold for $1,000 and a Suckling Pig”, A7t Newspaper,]une, 50-52.

Isman, F. and M. Gerlis 2010. “Medici ‘Loot” for Sale?”, Art Newspaper, October. Available online <http://www.

72

AUCTION HOUSES AND THE ANTIQUITIES TRADE

theartnewspaper.com/articles/Medici-loot-for-sale/21569> accessed 15 February 2014.

Maddux, M. 2010. “LI Museum Director Sentenced for Egyptian Artifact Theft”, New York Post, 15 October.

Mashberg, T. and R. Blumenthal 2013. “Disputed Statue to be Returned to Cambodia”, New York Times, 12
December.

Mason, P. 1997. “UNESCO Convention Invoked for the First Time in the US”, Art Newspaper, January, 25.

New York 2003. “U.S. Seizes Antiquity Stolen from Yemen Museum”, press release, 4 September (United States
Attorney, Southern District of New York).

Nyrskov, V. 2002. Greek Vases in New Conlexts (Aarhus University Press).

Pogrebin, R. 2004. “Stolen Relic from Temple is Returning to Egypt”, New York Times, 20 August.

Rountree, C. 2008. “The Geddes Collection”, Bonhams Magazine, 43.

Supreme Council of Antiquities, 2014a. “Royal Duck Vessels from Saqgara”. Available online <http://www.sca-
egypt.org/eng/RST_Duck_Vessels.htm> accessed 5 February 2014.

SCA 2014b. “Relief Fragment from the Tomb of Mutirdis”. Available online <http://www.sca-egypt.org/eng/
RST_003_Mutirdis.htm> accessed 5 February 2014.

Sciences et Avenir, 2005. “La saga dun trisor 1gyptien”, Sciences et Avenir, February, 30.

Sotheby’s 2012. Annual Report 2012 (New York: Sotheby’s). Available online <http://files.shareholder.com/
downloads/BID/2841405695x0x648544/03391A34-2880-4F51-878A-3B9FDD6C4225/BID_2012_annual_
report.pdf> accessed 5 February 2014.

Squires, N. 2008. “Suspicions that Roman Artefacts Were Illegally Traded”, Telegraph, 16 October.

Sultan, A. 2013. “British Museum and Archaeologist Confirm Identity of Stolen Egyptian Artefact”, Ahram online,
9 August. Available online <http://english.ahram.org.eg/NewsContentPrint/9/0/78641/Heritage/0/British-
Museum-and-archaeologist-confirm-identity-.aspx> accessed 5 February 2014.

Telegraph 2010. “Zeus Statue Returned to Italian Museum After Thirty Years”, Telegraph, 19 November.

Tsirogiannis, C. 2013. “Something is Confidential in the State of Christie’s”, Journal of Art Crime 7, 3-19.

USA 2001. “Stolen Corinth Artifacts Return to Greek Authorities”, press release, 18 January (US Embassy,
Athens).

USA, 2008. Complaint, USA v. Edward George Johnson, January (Southern District of New York).

US Customs 2001. “US Customs Service Returns Rare 10th-Century Burial Sculpture to China”, press release, 23
May (US Customs Service).

Watson, P. 1997. Sotheby’s: Inside Story (London).

Watson, P. and C. Todeschini 2006. The Medici Conspiracy. The Illicit Journey of Looted Antiquities from Italy’s Tomb
Raiders to the World’s Greatest Museums (USA).

Yates, D. 2006. “South America on the Block: The Changing Face of Pre-Columbian Antiquities Auctions in
Response to International Law” (MPhil dissertation, University of Cambridge).

73



NEIL BRODIE

ITEPIAHYH

ATAKINHXEH APXAIOTHTON
O POAOX TQN OIKQN AHMOIIPAXIQN

Yy nopovoa avakoivwor) e&etdletat o Tpo1og e Ttov omolo ot oikot Snpornpaotedv StevkoAbvouy 1) St-
akivnon apyatotjtov. Ané ) dekaetia tov 1990 €yel kataotel capeég 611 o1 vinpeoies peydlwv ofkmv
Snponpaoidv, dnmg o Sotheby’s kat o Christie’s, yivovrat avtikeipevo ekpetddAevong ané acuvveidnroug
EPIGPOLG OPYALOTHTOV Y10 TV HGAN 01 1 T1) VO ponoino1 napovopws Stakivotpevou vAikou. "Epeuveg
G AoTLYORIaG KAl TOV PECMV EMKOWVOVIOG £YOLV anmoKaAUpeL oTolyeln yla apyatdTTeg mov £€Yovy KAa-
nel and v Itadia, v Ivéia, 1o Ipdk, tnv Afyvnto kot v Kapnétdn kat npoopépovtatl npog ndAnorn
ané ofkoug SNPoIIPaoLGY, eve MOAAEG apyaldtnteg aré povoeia Kot ISIOTIKEG OLAAOYEG, ot omoieg pai-
veta 6Tt efyov KAarel, €youv Kotd Kolpoug ayopaotel § nwlnOetl oe Snponpaocies. H eyrAnpotiky expe-
TdAevor) Tov ofkwv Snuonpacidv ard epnoépovg G1EVKOABVETAL QIS TV IPAKTIKL] ToV (S10V TV 0iKov
VO JIV HapE€Xouv HANPOPOPTES yla TOUG HMANTEG KAl TO IPOYEVEOTEPO LOTOPIKS 1O10KTNOTAG TV OVTL-
KEWPEVOV (TNV Ipo€Aevor), 6nmg ovopddetal ovvoAikd) 6110ev yla Adyouvg anopprtov tov nelotoy, Ka-
0o o1 nwAntég Sev O€Aovy va Snpootevovtal AenTOPEPELEG OYETIKA HE TNV MIEPLOLOLAKIY TOVG Katdota-
on. Qotéo0, 6ot Kat av givat 1) attia, autr 1) IPOKTLKI] g pr) Snpooievong g mpo€Aevong mpooPE-
pet €va euvoikS neptfdliov yia tnv ndAnon nopavépms Katexpevov vAkov. Méow piag ogipdg moco-
TIKOV OVOAUOE®V T1)G Yo pds SNPOIPOaCL®V Kol TG IOpoLoinong oplopévay vmobéoemv, Oa SiepevvnOel
oe 11oto Badud ot ofkol Snponpaoidv epA€kovial oty S1aK{VIo1 apYOloTITwy.

Ta {qujpata kot ot vimobéoelg mov Ba e€etaotovv nepthapfavovy, Ywpis va nepropifovial oe avtd,
ta akélovba:

1. Tn pedén otoryeiov enavalapfavépevov nwAfoemv yia va yivel pavepd 6Tt 1 anoSotikstta tov
HEAOE®V apyatotjtwv ovveyilel va avgdvetat, mapd vy apvytiky Snpooidtyta.

2. Ty Swokivnon apyoatotjtmy, nov €xovv kAamel and ty Itadio kot v Ivia, péom tov olkwv Snponpa-
OV, 6ImG anokaAvnteton and tig €pevveg twv Peter Watson, Patrick Keefe kot tng Itadikrjg Aotuvopiog.

3. Tnv n®dAnon noMtiotikev ayabdv ipakivijg mpogdevorng Kat v entotpopr] and tov Oiko Christie’s
g Néag Yopkng 1o Aekéufpio tov 2008 Ledyovg xpuowv evotiov, ta onoila eiyav kAamel and va On-
0avPS XPLOWY KOOUNUAtoV, ov elxe avakadvpbel ot Nippouvvt to 1988.

4. Tyv emotpoey ané tov Oiko Bonhams to 2005 entd apyatotjtwy ané tov apyaoloyiko X@po Tov
Ma’adi tg Arydntov, ov ekAdnnoayv ané anobnkevtiks yadpo tov Havemotnypiov tov Kaipov.

5. T ovvexi(opevn Siéveln petalt g Kapndtdng kot tov Oikov Sotheby’s yia v npéOeorn tov
olkov va nwAfoet éva dyadpa and tov apyatodoyiké xadpo tov Ko Kep.

6. T ovAAnyn, to Mdwo tov 2013, evég Gvépa Gmomtov yia v nopddoon eni napaxatadrkn
kAeppévov apyatotjtov otov Otko Christie’s tov AovSivouv.

7. Mo pedétn otoyeiov npéopatov nwlfoenv mov egetdlet 1) B€on 61l ot oikol SnpoIPAcLHY
kaOiepdvouv S1adikaoieg yio va eprnodicovy Ty HOANCT) Topavop®ws S1akivoUpevoy VAIKOU.

TéAog, e§etddetar o péAog ov e§arolovBovv va Sradpapatifovv ot oikotl Snponpaciev otr Stakiviion
apyolotjtov, Staftepa 600V aPopd OtV MPEo@aty) PETATONON TOUL EMYEIPNOLOKOU POVIEAOL and
Snuéoieg Snponpaocies oe NWAOELS Pe IWIWTIKG CUPPOVITIKA, 1) €VpUTePT) avAPEL§l) TAVEIOT)HIOKOV
KOl EMOTUOVEV oL gpydlovial oe povoeia e touvg oikovg Snpompacidyv kot ta neplddpla mov
vIdpyouy yia peddoviikég puvOpioers.
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