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. Introduction and Polemic

The Forgery Culture

To understand the forgery problem, one must understand the forgery culture. The cata-
logue of forgeries below provides the essential data concerning the existence of obvious
and possible forgeries, information about their initial introduction and circulation from
the bazaars, and their acceptance by the archaeological and art historical communities.
But an inspection of these data Is equivalent to examining incomplete surface finds on
a mound, the broken sherds that reflect tantalizing but isolated pieces of knowledge.
Excavation, so to speak, below this cultural surface is difficult. There are no hnancial
grants for such activity. And few students know how or where to commence, and in fact
are not encouraged to do so. The report that follows Is the product of one researcher's
(excavator's) investigation based on personal knowledge and experiences. Surveys and
sondages took place at many sites but others could not be approached, and sometimes
It was possible only to accomplish a probe. Hence the information shared here does
not claim to be a dehnitive description of the culture, only a little more than the tip
of the proverbial iceberg. Other Investigators who do their own digging will find the
same Information and cultural evidence discussed below, but they will surely encounter
new or modified detalls and more information documenting the presence of this world
economy.

The reality and external structure of the forgery culture as well as the identity of some
of its inhabitants can be recognized In part from the evidence presented in the Catalogue
below. But not readily discernable from the evidence Is the existence of a clandestine
order that includes individuals with the will, determination, and financial and political
power to control information, people, and institutions. From the very beginning we will
be aware that while the forgery culture and the collection culture may In theory be
considered to be discrete, they share the same environments and personnel.

The forgery culture is stratified and multi-facetted. It has a kinship system, a hier-
archical structure, systems of gift exchange, laws, a coded language, judges and juries
(usually the same), a police force. Its inhabitants include professors, curators, scientists,
museum officials and trustees, dealers, smugglers, auction house employees, collectors,
and forgers. An imperial culture, it colonizes other, more legitimate, cultures, drawing
Into Its realm scholars, students, and the general public. It controls an extensive physical
geography but possesses no moral geography. An appreciation of the spirit of Its deeds
suggests that many who participate in the culture’s activities function as a fifth column
In the archaeological domain. Individuals function in this capacity willingly or as fellow
travelers (because of the prestige, power, and financial support granted), some out of
a fear (1.e. of losing one’s Job or someone’s affection and support); others are more
Innocent or ignorant, not realizing they perform important tasks that help the culture to
thrive.

Although the secret, hidden character of the culture’s behind-the-scenes, need-to-




know tactics and actions in the Great Game prevents any single individual from obtaining
comprehensive knowledge (that task would require research by a full time anthropol-
ogist), information about Its dimensions and customs are obtainable once the defining
actions are recognized. Different strands and impulses inform the culture, but It also
has systematic rules. These may be summarized In one sentence: use all a; propriate
strategies to impede discussion and exposure of both the policies to acquiie plundered
art and the existence of forgeries.

When curators and collectors discover they have purchased a forgery they become
angry, because they were duped - but more precisely because the wrong crime was
committed. (Of course, If they are sophisticated, they accept the fraud as a normal risk
In their business of “rescuing” art). The actual crime they commissioned (by virtue of
the contract inherent In the purchase) was the plundering of artifacts (art) from a site
thereby eliminated, theft from the country of origin, smuggling and bribery. Buyers
protest that they purchased the object In “good faith": a phrase often occurring In
newspaper reports of bad sales, but which every dealer, museum, auction house, and
collector knows signifies the guarantee that the plunder, theft, bribery, and smuggling
nas been successfully accomplished - and equally important, that all trace of such action
nas been covered up. When the buyer failed to effect the destruction of a site and was told
a lie by a dealer who sold an unplundered forgery, the implicit contract has been broken.
Such 1s not the “good faith" behavior of a gentleman fence. But once deceived, the buyer
IS bound to keep the secret, and in this endeavor he gets the culture's cooperation.

The forgery culture maintains a self-imposed society, where information exists only
In the underground except for occasional samizdat whispers. If we carry out multi-
regional surveys of the forgery culture, here Is what we find, some of It heartbreaking.

Consider:

- A museum administration tried to prevent a staff member from publishing as a forgery
an object previously published as genuine. The object was not even In the museum’s
possession, It was the property of a dealer who contributes money and donates objects
to the Institution. The staff member was ordered not to publish it, and was asked “Why
do you care; Is It so important?” (The object was published).

- Some (I specifically know several) Museums accept as gifts from trustees or rich
citizens objects they know to be forgeries. Sometimes the administration knows about
the evaluation, sometimes the curator keeps the information private. These gifts may
be exhibited or buried In storerooms, and the museum officials do not notify the tax
authorities that a tax deduction was taken for the full value of an authentic ancient work
of art. They indignantly justify this action by asserting that it is “common” and “legal.”
Nor do they inform scholars or the public that they possess the forgeries. This silence
protects “important” people the museum hopes may continue to support the museum;
equally, 1t avoids frightening away potential donors.

- In rare Instances a museum curator will inform the Director that an object on exhibit
Is a forgery and should be removed. The indignant Director orders the object to be left In
place, establishing that he is the boss, he will determine what is exhibited in his museum.
He also reinforces his reputation as an astute Director, whose knowledge and control of
what Is or 1s not to be exhibited will /lot be called into question.




- Museum curators will refuse to remove from exhibition an object they know Is a
forgery because of loyalty to a predecessor who hired them, to their institution, to the
wealth of the forgery's owner, or for their own benefit In receiving institutional support.

- Some curators have also refused to remove forgeries from exhibitions because if
they do so, they have very little on view to justify administration support for their
department-or their jobs, or both.

- Museum files registering information on a recognized forgery that was either pur-
chased or deeded will contain private notations expressing one or all of the following:
no one Is to be allowed to examine It; no one Is to be given photographs of It with correct
Information about its age; no reference Is to be made that it I1s a forgery: information
about 1ts modern age “is not to be made available to the public™; or "this object should
not become a research project for anyone."

- Curators at several museums have refused requests for non-destructive laboratory
testing on suspicious material in their collections (for example alleged Hacilar figurines,
terracotta figures, or alleged Minoan Ivory statuettes). These curators may also wish to
avold disclosure for reasons already mentioned above, protection of their own reputation
or that of a predecessor, or fear of offending the donor or the one who authorized the
funds to purchase It. The official refusal presented usually asserts that of course the
object Is genuine, and that as protectors of art they do not want to cause physical damage
to the precious object, although they are aware that in fact damage would not occur.
They refuse because they have the power to refuse.

- Dealers, collectors and curators respond to queries about a terracotta human or animal
figurine that It “has been tested by thermoluminescence.” The bald statement given here
In Its entirety, 1.e. without revealing the result of the test, Is meant to imply a positive
result, although in fact, the tests demonstrated recent manufacture. | have been told this
nonsense several times. In at least one case, a written test report was promised to me
several times but was never delivered.

- A cuneiform scholar at a major university (with tenure, security, and a good salary)
refused to answer questions about an inscription on a suspicious object called to his
attention because, he said, he did not want to “offend” the owner (a dealer/collector)
or the scholar who published i1t - two powerful reasons. The cuneiformist had no
qualms about offending the non-powerful scholar who requested the Information, or
scholarship. He also seemed unaware that his negative, collusive, attitude In fact had
confirmed suspicions that the inscription had been added to a newly manufactured
antiquity. (Students of the forgery and collecting cultures and the power they generate
will be interested to know that the scholar's university has many objects on loan from
the same dealer/collector).

- Scholars refrain from attesting in print or in other appropriate contexts that an object
exhibited in a museum or private collection, or published, iIs considered by them to be
a forgery. They fear that its owner, exhibitor, publisher, or fellow-travelling scholars
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will seek revenge - deny jobs, Internships, grants, recommendations, or affection, to
themselves or their students. They are, of course, realists, for they are right to fear

reprisals (see below). *

- A staff member of a major institution actively involved In studying a laree private
collection of ancient (and not ancient) material threatened a student doing research
on that material. If the student would not remove from a discussion of forgeries in a
projected dissertation objects from that collection, he would prevent the student from
receiving a Ph.D. (then In preparation at another institution - and fortunately completed

there).

- An attempt was made to deny a graduate student’s fellowship application at a uni-
versity precisely because, as the charge was stated, of the student's strong concern with
forgeries. The student was also advised that the topic should be abandoned. (Other wills
did not allow the assassination to succeed).

- Professor X ordered students never to raise the issue of forgeries with a professor
who had been Invited to give a series of lectures by Professor X's institution. The invited
professor had published many forgeries as ancient artifacts, a fact well known to the host
professor. The students obeyed - fearing expulsion, a poor recommendation, or scorn.

- Students In a graduate seminar were instructed to investigate a single alleged ancient
Near Eastern object from different perspectives. All reported problems, and eventually
reached the conclusion that the object was modern. The professor agreed, but strongly
admonished the students that the investigation was merely an exercise In art history, and
that If any of them ever published this declared secret information the professor would
make It difficult for them to secure an academic or museum position.

- A scholar informed me that he would not write a study of an apparent forgery In his
special area of interest (of which there are not many specialists) until X retired. X Is a
powerful specialist in the same field but has never published anything about forgeries.
The reason for the scholar’s reluctance to publish was that he has no significant academic
position, no power, and does not want to compromise future help from X or X's friends.

- A scholar was Invited by a curator to write entries for an exhibition catalogue of
alleged ancient art planned to be displayed at the latter's museum. But the scholar, one
of the very few experts on the material-to be exhibited, was told not to mention any
suspicions about authenticity - only the word “unparalleled” would be tolerated. The
curator thus betrayed awareness that some of the objects were “problems” or worse,
and also that the Invited scholar would have doubts. Given such conditions, the scholar
refused the invitation. Someone less fastidious - and manifestly less knowledgeable
about the material - was then approached and readily consented to*write the entries.
This person detected no problems, and none were reported. The curator’s action 1Is
considered In the museum to be correct, mature museum staff behavior. Future financial
support from the exhibition sponsors could not be compromised for any reason.




- A museum staff member disclosed to a department administrator that a staff member
In the latter's department was working on a study of forgeries (a no-no topic ol some
sensitivity In that institution). The staff member was summoned to the administrator's
office, queried about the alleged work (without being informed how the information was
acquired), and told 1t must be submitted for review before it could be published. The
administrator claimed that this “review" was normal behavior in the museum. The order

was ignored.

- Scholars verbally or in writing authenticate objects, some of which are forgeries, for
dealers. In one egregious case, dealers solicit letters of authenticity for their forgeries
from a particular scholar known to be available for such services, and who (I am told, but
cannot of course verify) accepts payment In the form of a certain group of antiquities.
Although having no knowledge of ancient artifacts, he reports on university stationary
about a variety of alleged ancient cultural materials. The objects are never determined
to be anything but good, old, and valuable (otherwise why employ him), even though
some are modern. These letters are counterfeits passed on by the forgery culture. Note
that In art sales of any form, dealers sometimes seek out self-proclaimed experts - often
Individuals familiar with material In another area - to authenticate their goods. The
latter's reports are then quoted with the sales promotion (for examples see The New
Yorker June 29, 1987 44 ff. and November 3, 1997: 62 ff.).

This conscious collusion of scholars with dealers and collectors is not to be confused
with verbal claims by dealers that Scholar X has seen the piece being offered for sale
and authenticated it. These verbal claims are sometimes untrue. Several times | have
been told that my name (or that of a colleague) had been quoted In this manner, but In
such instances | had either not seen the object or If | had seen it, | did not authenticate
it. Peter Hopkirk has also reported in the London Times, April 19, 1973, that dealers
forged British Museum stationary and signatures of keepers purporting to authenticate
forgeries of Greek vases. The dealers could take this risk because, Hopkirk also reports,
British Museum staff are authorized to authenticate material brought to them by dealers.
| myself witnessed a British Museum curator authenticate antiquities for a representative
of a London auction house. In many United States museums any wealthy person, and
certainly all wealthy patrons, get special attention and advice regarding their intended
purchases from curators and conservation departments.

- Sclentists offer apparent scientific conclusions on laboratory (sometimes that of a
museum) stationary and report positive results - but without conducting the expected
crucial tests. Sometimes a subjective art historical analysis Is proffered instead, which
IS meant to appear scientific in an alleged scientific report. | have seen “laboratory”
reports authenticating a forgery with the dissimulating (I think intentional) conclusion
"The gold i1s ancient.” These reports are themselves a kind of forgery.

- Scholars defend the purchase of forgeries by museums and private collectors because
It IS an acceptable, worth-taking, risk necessary to “save” these orphaned objects. One
comes across this sophisticated and seductive claim in most discussions of forgeries.



- And then there are the scholars who publish forgeries (or genuine material) as won-
derful, recently excavated (or using the exciting public relations word “discovered")
artifacts - sometimes even supplying a specific provenience. They know that dealers
own the material and they know, or ignore, the fact that the report is thereby supporting
and encouraging a purchase. But they neglect to reveal these trivial matters.

- |lwas told the following story: a curator at a museum tried to purchase an ancient object
at a discounted price. When the dealer sold it to another museum for a larger amount of
money the disappointed curator was bitter and sought revenge. He told several people,
Including staff members of the purchasing institution, that the object its curator acquired
was a forgery. But then another individual informed me that In fact the story told me
was a lie. The object was indeed a forgery, and the storyteller wanted both to protect its
purchaser, a colleague, and malign the alleged disappointed curator. Whichever story IS
true Is not really relevant, what is relevant is the intrigue behind museum purchases.

- A museum director tells the tale that he allowed a colleague at his iInstitution to
proclaim at a symposium that an important object In their collection (not ancient Near
Eastern) was a forgery, even though he claimed to know that it was In fact genuine. The
director, with a sophisticated wink, informs us that he allowed the colleague to make
the false charge because he wanted him to be discredited when the object’s true guality
was demonstrated, an event that was orchestrated at the proper time.

- A student In a university seminar on ancient art innocently presented a forgery as an
ancient object Iin her report, which solecism was noted by a member of the seminar.
The seminar’s professor stated that its authenticity did not matter since the object was
representative of the class of artifact the student was considering. The professor (a
good scholar) Inadvertently assumed the role of an “equal-opportunity” pedagogue,
who eschewed privileging the excavated and genuine over the provenience-impaired.

- Two scholars attending a northeast, private and elite archaeological club shared with
fellow members (all university professors) strong objections about a recent publication
on forgeries. One argued that “we do not exhibit our dirty laundry In public,” It Is
not good form, not proper behavior. Another claimed that “it Is better to buy forgeries
than plundered objects, and one should not let museums and collectors know they buy
forgeries.” Not one scholar in the group objected (not even the one who reported the
Incident), and not one expressed concern about informing students and colleagues, not
to mention the public, about the existence of forgeries. (At the time, one of the two
Indignant members was, and the other was to become, very active In supporting the
purchase of antiquities by a museum).

These anecdotes hardly exhaust the range of activities of the forgery culture, specifically
of the iIndividuals who circulate freely within or fellow-travel at I”s edges. But they
provide some definition of its parameters. They document that museum staff and scholars
constitute a large component of the forgery culture. There are other examples, certain
overt activities that when correctly understood will be recognized to exist in many places.
One such activity Is the evoking of the Museum Ritual, examples of which appear above




and In the Catalogue below. The Ritual is one of the first curatorial functions learned by
a clever curator. It can be invoked merely by remaining aloof, by not mentioning that
something I1s/may be wrong with one of the ARTIfacts In the institution’s collection. A
sometimes aggrieved, sometimes upset, often arrogant, but always defiant, curator, who
rationalizes the inconvenient realities of a cherished purchase, may evoke it in the form
of a recitation. This curator-speak allows the curator to defend by fiat an antiquity that
can never be proven to be ancient, to defend the unparalleled, the anomalies, and the
ancient “misunderstandings” as new iconographies he has uncovered. He also defends
the importance and wisdom of the purchase or gift-especially and all the more willfully
If the curator himself, or a close friend or associate, or a rich benefactor was involved
In the acquisition process. However, at all times the Ritual commands that no one be
Informed of these circumstances. The Ritual Is evoked for the sake of. the reputations
of the curator, director, trustees, donor, colleagues, and for the sake of keeping from the
public that it Is paying the bills through tax deductible money - the latter being one of
the best kept museum secrets.1

In this context It Is relevant to understand the reality of museum staffing policies.
The evidence seems to indicate that probably all museum staffs function independently
of normative scholarly standards. Many curators of alleged ancient art are less educated
than scholars and know and care little about scholarship, let alone archaeology. A
curator’s importance iIs determined by a willingness to purchase antiquities (see also
note 5). Although highly significant, it remains largely unperceived that many antiquities
housed In museums, even If they are ancient, have little or no historical value. They
may, of course, have limited archaeological value - but to what degree Is another
purchased unexcavated decapitated and bald alleged Early Dynastic head, or another
alleged Levantine figurine, or another alleged Hacilar figurine, and so on - again, even
If possibly ancient - per se important and meaningful to the attainment of historical
knowledge? (When still innocent about the consequences of my role as a curator, |
wrote for the Metropolitan Museum of Art's November 1969 calendar of events a
review of the Alistar Bradley Martin collection. It appears to me now as obsequious, but
that is what | was expected to write; mea culpa).

Another standard tactic of the culture, one not limited to museums, Is to minimize
the importance of the "few" forgeries in existence, arguing that they are a minor problem,
and concomitantly to dismiss and ridicule, or ignore, those who claim otherwise (infra).
Following upon this posture is the affirmation that possessing a forgery Is a necessary,
even an enviable situation. P, Amiet’s writings (1978: 3 f.; lranAntiq XV, 1980: 155)
exemplifies this attitude. He censures critics - dismissively called “moralistes” - for
Insinuating that all objects bought on the antiquities market — "antiquites orphelines” -
are forgeries. In fact, | do not know a single person, and Amiet does not name one, who
argues this, unfortunately untrue, claim: indeed, quite a few problems would be solved
If all bazaar material were modem - and this book need not have been written. Amiet
then defends buying forgeries as a necessary risk for those who assume the solemn
obligation to preserve the past by acquiring plundered art. To do otherwise iIs to be

anti-archeologie.”
This bite-the-bullet, heroic role had previously been advocated by A. U. Pope (1939:
182, note 1). He mandated that collectors and museums must accept the risks of buying
forgeries because purchasing antiquities Is, yes, a responsibility (a responsibility that
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Included purchasing antiquities from Pope; see below and note 2); see also Pope 1968:
A/l ff., and an associate of Pope, Ghirshman 1976: 27. Whether T. Hoving ever read
Amiet or Pope, | do not know, but he adds his wisdom to. the discussion In his advice to
curators (1993). One must ignore the “jungle of ‘caveat emptorism,’” snigger at one's
colleagues who purchased a fake, swallow hard when we purchase one, and realize that
“no collector of true significance ... had not acquired a fake...." Only th~ willful or
Innocent will be surprised to discover that almost invariably those who proclaim and
accept these benign attitudes toward forgeries are the very individuals who learned, and
wished to deny, that they themselves had bought or sold forgeries.

The culture’s so-called preservers of the past want the moralistes exposed and to
experience guilt for (always stated in a sophisticated, street-wise manner) their arrogance
In taking the high, moral ground. The preservers proclaim that it iIs more serious, even
a crime, to condemn genuine artifacts, but only a temporary or “malheureux” deed If a
preserver offers (a very rare event) a forgery as an ancient work of art (see Muscarella
1977b: notes 42a and 68). Pope’s two articles written allegedly to set the record straight
about forgeries, 1939 (especially “The False Canons,” 182-24) and 1968, are nothing
other than pecksniffian defenses of the integrity of objects that Pope himself was selling
or already had sold, and encouragement for further purchase from his cache of antiquities.
They also were meant to serve as short cut, how-not-to-be-fooled, guides to combat
those poorly educated (not being dealers) scholars who see forgeries everywhere. In
this capacity the articles function as bazaar archaeology handbooks: written by one of
the most successful dealer-preservers ever to operate In the bazaar (Muscarella 1979:
5 f.; Infra, Catalogue, note 38).2 Ghirshman’s 1976 publication iIs both an overt sales
catalogue defending objects offered for sale (their owners are not revealed, but they are
forgeries, infra), and an attempt to deny the existence of forgeries.

Equally serving as a sales catalogue for forgeries - albeit after the fact, for the
objects discussed had recently been sold to the Freer Gallery - was the Christmas Issue
of the Illustrated London News 1967: 54 f. The ILN was a rightly respected publisher
of archaeological site reports, but it also published (too often) plundered material being
presented to customers (sometimes, | tend to think, unknowingly, see Iranian Culture
notes 36, 38 below). The ILN article 1s anonymous (but must have been presented by
a "scholar” known to the magazine). Its relevance here iIs how It unwittingly pimped
for the trade. First, the writer instructs us about the two ways to discover “treasures,”
archaeology, or the “devious and obfuscated ... dealer’s world..." Having drawn the
reader into the intrigue of this world, and giving the mandatory pious nod that the writer
“deplores” what dealers do, we are given a paean to Its wonderful accomplishments:
“... 1t Is Indeed through that means [dealer's world] that so many treasures have come
to enrich the collections of the Western world and to delight the amateurs [here In Its
British sense of lovers!] of Iranian art.” Two “lovely heads” sold by the "dealer’s world"
to a United States national museum are the Christmas offering, a silver Parthian female
bust and a silver Sasanian king’s head; as noted, both are forgeries - blatant forgeries
(see the Catalogue below).

The intent of Strommenger 1976/77 Is transparently a curator’s attempt to subvert
any confrontation over the number of forgeries purchased and published as genuine.3E.
V. Thaw, a sometime dealer in old and new world antiguities, in his review of a book on
forgeries (The New Criterion October 1983: 76) repeats this position: “it Is a non-issue,”




and "It 1s simply not true that fakes and forgeries are the kind of problem that this book
makes them out to be. Forgery certainly exists ... but it is decidedly marginal to the
vast body of art itself ... very few fakes penetrate the defenses [of experts].” This false
Indignation, a reversal of reality, echoes that of Pope, Ghirshman and Strommenger (all
adepts at milking bulls) and equally (for the same reasons) ignores the evidence of earlier
writers. Hilprecht (1894), Menant (1887), and Banks (1904-05; Banks was apparently
an antiquities dealer, among other things, something 1did not know in 1977) reported
that hundreds of forgeries were available In every Eastern bazaar. That such a condition
continues down the decades Is evident, for example in Hall (1990: 19), who reported
that of some 1500 objects sampled “every year” by TL at Oxford University, 40% are
forgeries. Further, Low (1993: 38) estimates that 50% of all the Marlik-like vessels on
the market are forgeries (there may be more; infra). Sotheby officials report that half of
the material brought to them are forgeries (Theodorou 1992: 115; Brown 1989: 294) —
but In fact they are being modest. Other areas of the world suffer the same fate, as seen
from Norick's (1993: 51) claim that 25,000 (sic) forgeries of pre-Columbian art enter
the bazaars each year. 1of course argue that the present study will expose tiie forgery
culture’s lie that few forgeries exist or if they do, penetrate the experts' skills.

In the final analysis the question that legitimately concerns all scholars is this: Is it
possible to obtain a fully correct solution to the dilemma how many forgeries could be
allowed to pass as ancient artifacts against reluctance to make an incorrect indictment? |
suggest that very few genuine objects will be incorrectly indicted, and that these will be
vindicated as more knowledge appears (on this see my own retractions in the Catalogue).
Moreover, this 1s a minor problem, and is a consequence of bazaar archeology, not of
scientific archaeology. The record demonstrates that the defenders of the bazaar have
stated the matter backwards.

Specific confrontation, even general discussion, of forgeries remains a minor issue
for ancient Near Eastern art historians and archaeologists. To some degree this problem
exists because of ignorance. But we have already observed other causes, the conscious
actions of individuals who oppose discussion and publishing, whose attitudes are in-
formed by more conscious considerations: greed, lust for power, need to be supported
or stroked by a wealthy individual (often a donor), solipsism, and defense of oneself, or

a friend or a politically important colleague (viz. de Pradenne 1932: 578, 581, 601, 612
ff.; the literature 1s not extensive on these matters).

Occasional nods to reality exist, but little engagement with it. Since | wrote about the
early accounts of forgeries (viz. Banks, Hilprecht, Menant, de Pradenne - still one of
the best discussions of forgeries and the forgery culture) and the subsequent decline
of Interest in the matter (197/7/b: 154 f., 269, note 68; 1979:. 5 ff.), little has changed,;
exceptions Include Moorey and Fleming 1984, Low 1993, and Cohon 1996. To be sure,
judging from references in recently published works and from discussions with students
(who are beginning to understand), art historical and relevant archaeological education
In Europe and the United States has made some advances. But progress is appallingly
slow. In many institutions the reality and magnitude of forgeries Is poorly known among
the majority of scholars-students of the ancient Near East. Few students learn what
to look for (they look but do not see), or how to study artifacts. Many are not taught
to perceive the conceptual difference between the components of a scene, whether iIts




Included purchasing antiquities from Pope; see below and note 2); see also Pope 1968;
A/l ff., and an associate of Pope, Ghirshman 1976: 27. Whether T. Hoving ever read
Amiet or Pope, | do not know, but he adds his wisdom to the discussion in his advice to
curators (1993). One must Ignore the “jungle of ‘caveat emptorism,’” snigger at one’s
colleagues who purchased a fake, swallow hard when we purchase one, and realize that
“no collector of true significance ... had not acquired a fake....” Only tb~ willful or
iInnocent will be surprised to discover that almost invariably those who proclaim and
accept these benign attitudes toward forgeries are the very individuals who learned, and
wished to deny, that they themselves had bought or sold forgeries.

The culture's so-called preservers of the past want the moralistes exposed and to
experience guilt for (always stated in a sophisticated, street-wise manner) their arrogance
In taking the high, moral ground. The preservers proclaim that it IS more serious, even
a crime, to condemn genuine artifacts, but only a temporary or “malheureux” deed If a
preserver offers (a very rare event) a forgery as an ancient work of art (see Muscarella
1977b: notes 42a and 68). Pope’s two articles written allegedly to set the record straight
about forgeries, 1939 (especially “The False Canons,” 182-24) and 1968, are nothing
other than pecksniffian defenses of the integrity of objects that Pope himself was selling
or already had sold, and encouragement for further purchase from his cache of antiguities.
They also were meant to serve as short cut, how-not-to-be-fooled, guides to combat
those poorly educated (not being dealers) scholars who see forgeries everywhere. In
this capacity the articles function as bazaar archaeology handbooks: written by one of
the most successful dealer-preservers ever to operate in the bazaar (Muscarella 1979:
5 f.; Infra, Catalogue, note 38).2 Ghirshman’s 1976 publication Is both an overt sales
catalogue defending objects offered for sale (their owners are not revealed, but they are
forgeries, Infra), and an attempt to deny the existence of forgeries.

Equally serving as a sales catalogue for forgeries - albeit after the fact, for the
objects discussed had recently been sold to the Freer Gallery - was the Christmas Issue
of the Illustrated London News 1967: 54 f. The ILN was a rightly respected publisher
of archaeological site reports, but it also published (too often) plundered material being
presented to customers (sometimes, | tend to think, unknowingly, see Iranian Culture
notes 36, 38 below). The ILN article 1s anonymous (but must have been presented by
a “scholar” known to the magazine). Its relevance here I1s how It unwittingly pimped
for the trade. First, the writer instructs us about the two ways to discover “treasures,”
archaeology, or the “devious and obfuscated ... dealer’s world....” Having drawn the
reader into the intrigue of this world, and giving the mandatory pious nod that the writer
“deplores” what dealers do, we are given a paean to its wonderful accomplishments:
“.. 1t I1s Indeed through that means [dealer’s world] that so many treasures have come
to enrich the collections of the Western world and to delight the amateurs [here In its
British sense of lovers!] of Iranian art.” Two “lovely heads” sold by the "dealer’s world"
to a United States national museum are the Christmas offering, a silver Parthian female
bust and a silver Sasanian king’s head; as noted, both are forgeries - blatant forgeries
(see the Catalogue below).

The Intent of Strommenger 1976/77 Is transparently a curator’s attempt to subvert
any confrontation over the number of forgeries purchased and published as genuine.3E.
V. Thaw, a sometime dealer Iin old and new world antiquities, In his review of a book on
forgeries (The New Criterion October 1983: 76) repeats this position: “it is a non-issue,”




and “It I1s simply not true that fakes and forgeries are the kind of problem that this book
makes them out to be. Forgery certainly exists ... but it is decidedly marginal to the
vast body of art itself ... very few fakes penetrate the defenses [of experts]." This false
Indignation, a reversal of reality, echoes that of Pope, Ghirshman and Strommenger (all
adepts at milking bulls) and equally (for the same reasons) ignores the evidence of earlier
writers. Hilprecht (1894), Menant (1887), and Banks (1904-05; Banks was apparently
an antiquities dealer, among other things, something | did not know In 1977) reported
that hundreds of forgeries were available In every Eastern bazaar. That such a condition
continues down the decades is evident, for example In Hall (1990: 19), who reported
that of some 1500 objects sampled “every year™ by TL at Oxford University, 40% are
forgeries. Further, Low (1993: 38) estimates that 50% of all the Marlik-like vessels on
the market are forgeries (there may be more; infra). Sotheby officials report that half of
the material brought to them are forgeries (Theodorou 1992: 115; Brown 1989: 294) —
but In fact they are being modest. Other areas of the world suffer the same fate, as seen
from Norick’s (1993: 51) claim that 25,000 (sic) forgeries of pre-Columbian art enter
the bazaars each year. | of course argue that the present study will expose the forgery
culture’s lie that few forgeries exist or if they do, penetrate the experts' skills.

In the final analysis the question that legitimately concerns all scholars is this: is it
possible to obtain a fully correct solution to the dilemma how many forgeries could be
allowed to pass as ancient artifacts against reluctance to make an incorrect indictment? |
suggest that very few genuine objects will be incorrectly indicted, and that these will be
vindicated as more knowledge appears (on this see my own retractions in the Catalogue).
Moreover, this I1s a minor problem, and Is a consequence of bazaar archeology, not of
scientific archaeology. The record demonstrates that the defenders of the bazaar have
stated the matter backwards.

Specific confrontation, even general discussion, of forgeries remains a minor issue
for ancient Near Eastern art historians and archaeologists. To some degree this problem
exists because of ignorance. But we have already observed other causes, the conscious
actions of individuals who oppose discussion and publishing, whose attitudes are In-
formed by more conscious considerations: greed, lust for power, need to be supported
or stroked by a wealthy individual (often a donor), solipsism, and defense of oneself, or

a friend or a politically important colleague (viz. de Pradenne 1932: 578, 581, 601, 612
ff.; the literature Is not extensive on these matters).

Occasional nods to reality exist, but little engagement with it. Since | wrote about the
early accounts of forgeries (viz. Banks, Hilprecht, Menant, de Pradenne - still one of
the best discussions of forgeries and the forgery culture) and the subsequent decline
of Interest in the matter (197/7/b: 154 f., 269, note 68; 1979: 5 ff.), little has changed;
exceptions Include Moorey and Fleming 1984, Low 1993, and Cohon 1996. To be sure,
judging from references in recently published works and from discussions with students
(who are beginning to understand), art historical and relevant archaeological education
In Europe and the United States has made some advances. But progress Is appallingly
slow. In many institutions the reality and magnitude of forgeries is poorly known among
the majority of scholars-students of the ancient Near East. Few students learn what
to look for (they look but do not see),'or how to study artifacts. Many are not taught
to perceive the conceptual difference between the components of a scene, whether Its




iIconography or subject matter, and its style. In fact, few learn about style In the first
place. Style (a word we - even non-art historians - claim to understand but stutter when
asked to define) can be understood here In simple and material terms to mean at the
least how particular polities/peoples uniquely depicted, executed and ordered all the
elements and features chosen for representation - body parts, posture, clothing motifs,
material realia, etc. - and exactly how they represented and juxtaposed these In specific
contexts and ambiance. Methods of execution and manufacture must be comprehended,
and how this changed over time. Sensitivity to style also means recognizing what may or
may not be uncanonical, borderland attributes, such as so-called provincial or peripheral
styles or workmanship (but, as will be amply documented In the Catalogue below,
the latter characteristic when invoked Is usually a convenient fiction masking bazaar
archaeology methodology). One need not be an art historian - most scholars of ancient
cultures, including archaeologists such as the present writer, are not - to study these
features; but 1t does require old fashioned, politically incorrect, time and effort, not
to mention knowledge. If one cannot understand these problems, one has no right to
publish anything about “antiguities.”

Collectors; of course, have a fool-proof methodology, one that transcends all the
bother noted In the previous paragraph. There are many examples published articulating
this methodology, but one succinctly presented to scholarship by the collector Christos
Bastis will suffice: “An object speaks to me: ‘Hey, I'm real.”” (Theodorou 1992: 117).

Another and closely related flaw In the profession of art history and archaeology Is
that most students do not learn the epistemological difference between the excavated
and the unexcavated artifact - see, for example, my review, 1995b, of a published Ph.D
dissertation on alleged Achaemenian art. Ignorance here too Is a cause, for many scholars
do not know their dissimilarity. There iIs also the hard fact already reported that museum
curators (as participants in the Museum Ritual) purposefully obfuscate the mechanisms
of their acquisitions, and that their publications and labels are incorporated into the
literature. D. von Bothmer, a self-proclaimed archaeologist, a curator of antiquities,
who also professes his views to students at a major university, gives us the last word on
the subject. He asserted that the “history” [provenience] of an of an object he purchased
“Is not important to archaeology” (Hess 1974: 155).4 One imagines his students writing
this classic example of museum-speak In their copybooks for future guidance. A dealer
assoclate of his advises us that “what really matters is the preservation and study of
ancient art, and not its country [read culture] of origin” (G. Norman, Art and Antiques
October 1994: 101). In this museum-dominant atmosphere it Is not surprising that most
students never hear of, let alone learn about, plunder and forgeries. But many of these
students earn a Ph.D. and get museum and university positions.

Students trained In “anthropological” archaeology are often instructed that the prob-
lem of art and forgeries Is not relevant to their pure and real “archaeological” concerns.
Many operate as If what Is called “art” 1s the “A” word, a bourgeois concept to be ig-
nored, rather than acknowledged as a process manifesting human behavior, a descriptive
term for human manipulation of artifacts. Too many of my anthropological colleagues
are uncomfortable - due to reinforcing peer pressures - with artifacts they recover iIn
their excavations unless they are pig’sjaws, carbonized grain, sherds, or spindle whorls
(at one excavation | was, only half-jokingly, teased as being “object oriented” because
of my Interest In all types of artifacts). If archaeology Is anthropology, which In part
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It most certainly Is, archaeology Is also in part most certainly art history, and thus the
archaeology student had better understand both disciplines.

Museums continue with impunity to play their self-serving, self-protecting roles In
denying or avoiding the problems, and they successfully convince all authority that their
behavior Is strictly a private matter. In a recent British Museum exhibition of forgeries
(Jones 1990) only four ancient Near Eastern examples were exhibited from the host
Museum (no. 169 b, a tablet, and three Hacilar figures, see infra: all of which had been
previously published as forgeries). No other ancient Near Eastern forgeries from the
British Museum were to be seen (for these see Infra): who made the decision not to
publish and discuss them, to deny revealing pertinent information? (I am not isolating the
British Museum for criticism, merely hoisting i1t on its own voluntarily proffered petard;
see below. One Is tempted to wonder whether other Departments withheld forgeries for
political/social reasons). Against this repressive position we can appreciate the modest
but honest anu Iinformative exhibition and publication of some Sasanian forgeries housed
In United States museums that was organized by R. Cohon (1996). It was modest not
because of the absence of hard work, but because museums refused Cohon's requests to
lend forgeries to the exhibition - In many cases knowing that they had long ago been so
identified. Original lists of objects to be exhibited consequently had to be considerably
reduced. F. A. Norick (1993: 9) reports the same problem when he asked museums for
forgeries to be loaned to his forgery exhibition.

A few articles on non-Near Eastern works deserve to be singled out and recom-
mended for general study by all students interested In forgeries because they document
the extent of successful forgery activity at large. Ridgway (1977) gives a good overview
of the gold “Manios" fibula, long considered by some scholars to bear the earliest known
Latin inscription, but now known to be a forgery (see also Andren 1986: 88 ff.). Ridgway
summarizes the tracing of the history of the “find” and the unravelling of the evidence,
which led scholars to realize they were confronting a forged object and provenience,
and to recognize a colleague's involvement In the deceit. Further of value to Near East-
ern scholarship are the articles by Ross and Reynolds (1978), and J. F. Epstein (1980)
that also detail the prevalence of forgeries and forgeries of proveniences. They analyze
objects allegedly originating In - “said to be from" - the Old World and that allegedly
found their way to the New many centuries before Columbus.

Where publications have increased is in the loose, sometimes superficially sophis-
ticated, but always parti pris articles written by and for dealers and collectors, or their
supporters. These are best described as self-help manuals for the perplexed *“serious”
collector (note that in the trade a serious collector iIs anyone who walks twice Into
a dealer's shop and makes more than one purchase): viz. Brown 1989; Ortiz 1990;
Eisenberg 1992; Theodorou 1992; Hall - a scientist and proud collector- (1990) mixes
technical information with a collector’s rhetoric; Ortiz 1990: 257, 265, writes of objects
that did not “speak to me," or letting himself become “like a child In front of some-
thing [the antiquity], | let it speak to me...H. Shanks, “How Forgers Reduce Sito
Looting,” BAR March/April 1997: 39, pretends to be a warning about forgeries - albeit
written without any knowledge of the subject and its problems - but which is actually a
self-serving defense of antiquity dealers and (more obliquely) collectors.




The first sentence In Unger 1957: 5 goes immediately to the core,At says It all:
“Solange es Menschen gibt, die Antiken sammeln, wird es auch Menschen geben, die
Antiken falschen, urn so mehr, als die Nachfrage nach Antiken oft so gross ist, dass die
Vorrate nicht geniigen.” J

If collecting stopped, plunder would stop - certainly it would be mitigated - and
forgery manufacturing would decrease. But these arguments are derided as naive by
the self-serving and partisan collecting culture, which is essentially a component of the
forgery culture. Their attempts to deny the link take other forms as well. They transform
collecting Into a glorious, exciting and important activity. Collectors are glamorized,
their activity defended as “fun” (Hall 1990: 19; Theodorou 1992: 119); G. Norman
iIn Art and Antigues October 1994: 102 informs us that dealers can communicate “the
sheer fun of collecting”. A good example of the fun of collecting is provided in The
New York Times first page of the Home section, September 18, 1997, where a plundered
Roman bust Is recommended to be used as a hat rack - put the hat on the head, see? And
years ago the Texas department store Neiman-Marcus offered as its annual His and Hers
gift suggestion In its Christmas Catalogue a pair of plundered Greek vases (S. Marcus
vigorously defended his clever suggestion In an exchange of letters with me).

Collectors are also said to have “courage” (Brown 1989: 294). But on a higher plane
they have affection and joy (“Lust”) for possessions (Paradeisos, Basel 1992: 7 f.); or an
“all absorbing passion that overshadows everything else.... He wanted it [an antiquity]
madly” (told to us by Souren Melikian in Art & Auction May 1993: 98 as if he were
describing a sensitive and sensuous love-passion, not a rape); or he has a “Magnificent
Obsession” (H. Shanks in Biblical Archaeological Review May/June 1996 22 ff.); or
the title of a collector's catalogue is created by compliant curators as In Pursuit of the
Absolute or A Passion for Antiquities (1994).5 Collectors are designated to be “true
collectors” (Melikian 1bid.), “a serious scholarly collector,” “positive and creative,” (see
my comments in a review in AJA 95: 1991: 343; also Fundort: unbekannt: 84 f.).

A scholar and museum curator advises antiquities collectors how to go about their
business of “intelligent collecting.” He correctly counsels them to join museums “whose
curators and members share ones’ passion” - that word again! (Robert Bianchi Iin Art
News April 1997: 12: and no one will misunderstand the reasons for the inclusion of
three antiquity dealer advertisements interspersed within the article). He Is not alone,
for the compliant curators mentioned In the previous paragraph fulsomely praise two
curators for their performance In guiding collectors In their purchasing.

And to demonstrate atotal indifference on the part of archaeologists for the needs and
care of archaeology, and explicit documentation of their support of plunderers, one need
only look at the large number who write articles for the dealer/plunder journal Minerva.
In arecent issue there was an article written by one whom | have heard lecture pompously
about how he is utterly opposed to plundering and against the purchasing by institutions
(except his?) of antiquities. His paper Is sandwiched between advertisements of antiquity
dealers and reports on their successful sales. Iris Love, “the archaeologist” - as she likes
to be called by her socialite columnist friends - an excavator of a slif In Turkey, wrote
for her rich friends, whose names she drops like a ton of bricks, a precious guide on
collecting antiquities (presumably those not plundered from Knidos, of course), and
shares with them the joys and excitements of her own collecting experiences (Parade




Magazine, February 8, 1987. 12 f.). How much plundering did the article by "the
archaeologist” generate?

Aside from the soft porn (really hard core) lust/passion, what collectors share as the
source for their power to destroy world history iIs wealth; one must have a collection
of money In order to collect antiquities. This wealth infiltrates all museums (Hess
1974: 31 t.) and it thereby controls them: In the United States “all” includes University
museums. In the United States there exists a prestige and tax gimmick that allows
the creation of small private “museums" that claim to be the repositories of said-to-be
ancient art. These institutions have a Director and a Board of Directors (which includes
local scholars and rich individuals who sometimes double as donors), a tax-free charter,
and good accountants. These let's-build-a-museum museums form their collections by
purchase, but often by donations. Many of the latter are simple bric-a-brac, e.g. a plain
vessel or terracotta lamp purchased during a tourist trip to Israel, or forgeries, either
purchased locally or on tourist trips. In both cases, the donation Is evaluated at many
times the purchase price. | know of two of these write-off institutions - which know that
the IRS will not touch them.

Richard J. Elia has stated it accurately and pithily: “collectors are the real looters"
(in The Art Newspaper, 41, October 1994: 19). We may go even further and suggest
that lust to appropriate “antiquities” Is lust for power to annihilate the immortality of a
culture. Collecting ancient artifacts - antiquities - 1s inherently immoral and unethical.
Collecting antiquities Is to archaeology as rape is to love.

Not only curators, but scholars, university professors and archaeologists patronize
(to different degrees, of course) museums and collectors. They serve on art museum
committees, along with dealers and collectors, and In that capacity participate and
advise on what to purchase; they authenticate objects, and withhold knowledge of
probable original derivations. They deny what Is manifest, that two fragments, one
In Its excavated homeland, the other "saved" for exhibition In the living room of a
United States collector, join as a complete sculpture (Hoving 1993: 91, 122; Fundort:
unbekannt: 92). At least one scholar often invited a collector and dealer to the classroom
and to university seminars, there encouraged to participate In studying art history and
“archaeology" (to improve knowledge in order to save more art), alongside innocent or
(Iin a few cases) indignant graduate students. They praise them for their astute, wonderful,
unique, purchases, and they joke with them about the corrupt and stupid Turks, Italians,
Greeks, etc., who foolishly think they will recover material taken from their homeland.
Some of these individuals also dissimulate about provenances iIn old collections, or
proveniences In specific countries (for example see, Cooney 1963:. 22; Hoving 1993:
90; Brown 1989: 296; Hess 1974: 148); that I1s how they earn praise and power/1Some
scholars perform similar services for dealers, such as authentication, finding customers,
supplying their prestige to help a sale, or defending the dealers’ role as suppliers of
archaeological material to the world.7 This Is the milieu of the collecting culture, a

culture of importance in a study of the forgery culture because It shares many mores anc’
Inhabitants.8

The forgery of proveniences IS another major component of bazaar archaeological
methodology and a major activity of the forgery culture. In fact, it pervades archaeolog-
Ical and art historical literature and it still remains unrecognized and not understood In
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the discipline (see my 1977a article for an articulation of this issue). | am addressing the
canonical acceptance that exists In scholarly writing that enables, indeed encourages,
scholars to reject the natural archaeological locus - the excavated site - as the sole
source of excavated artifacts. The excavated site is not to be privileged over the Infor-
mation derived from dealers' shops, museum exhibition cases, collectors' homes, and
dealer and auction catalogues. All are archaeological sites deserving equal status. That
the artifacts discovered at bazaar sites are geographically distant and divorced from the
alleged loci assigned them, Is utterly irrelevant and inconseguential. Objections that both
archaeological verification and information concerning the trade dynamics that move
the object to Paris, Tokyo, or Switzerland, Is absent are considered merely noise uttered
by pedants and zealots. The weight of the bazaar’s reportage Is sufficient to compel
acceptance; the artifacts they sell are “said to come from,” “angeblich aus" (or their
equivalents) from a named site, and are accorded the same historical merit and value as
the artifact painstakingly excavated and recorded In a site report as from this room In this
house In this ancient settlement. Never mind that there 1s no reality behind the writer’s
words, the discipline assimilates data from the bazaar and from the excavated site Into
one great database of archaeological knowledge. Students learn this system from their
professors who In turn pass It on to their students - none of whom are asked to look
carefully at the data lest they learn that what their mentors teach Is not true. | do not
mean to argue that (always) a conscious plot iIs committed, but nevertheless conjuring Is
Involved. Can anyone really disagree that the use of “said to come from" betrays a lack
of basic archaeological knowledge?

1 received a note from a professor of archaeology and ancient art who reacted to
an article of mine about dealers’ proveniences. He argued that to dismiss all dealers’
“Information” Is extreme - he, of course, knows which dealers to believe, and which
not (see also Strommenger 1976-77: 321 f., for a defense of proveniences given by
dealers; on false pedigrees see also Cooney 1963: 22). Up to the present moment
we still encounter articles and books whose authors’ cite objects as “sald to come
from," or “plausibly” from site X, and then using this misinformation to document and
chart distributions, sometimes placing the objects on provenience maps provided. At a
conference on ancient bronzes, a colleague (a Ph.D. from a major eastern United States
university) became very upset when | rejected accepting as historical evidence a Luristan
provenience for any example of the many unexcavated, bazaar-derived material bearing
Mesopotamian inscriptions. She asked, puzzled and upset, “what then can we say about
them? What can we say about Mesopotamian contacts with Luristan?" When | answered
that we know essentially what Is excavated, what the earth gives us, not what the bazaar
tells us, I might as well have been speaking In tongues.

As for the “extreme’ position of not accepting some dealer proveniences, | give
but two examples as evidence. Years ago a colleague discovered that a seal In a private
collection (subsequently donated to a public institution) was listed in an Ur publication as
having been excavated there and then deposited in the Baghdad Museum. The ex-owner
refused to accept the charge: he had purchased it from an honest sheii”*h, who he insisted
had never lied, who told him it derived from site X, the site listed in his catalogue.
In fact, the seal had been stolen from the Baghdad Museum - and it is possible that
It was then sold to the sheikh with a story. The puzzled ex-owner agreed to return it
to Baghdad. The second example 1s quite typical. | was shown a file of a plundered




object purchased by a United States museum. The object was purchased in the United
States and the dealer claimed that its provenience was a named site in lrag. When he
was Informed by the museum that a neighboring country's Antiquity Service requested
Information about the object’'s provenience, he advised the museum to report that It was
from an American estate, which owned the object for a long time. This says it all, both
for provenience and honest dealers (Muscarella 1977b: 159 f.).9

The crux of the i1ssue Is that scholars who are conditioned by inadequate and super-
ficial education concerning forgeries are also conditioned not to develop an historical
and archaeological sense about provenience. Consequently, they are reluctant - some
find 1t Impossible - to give up the conveniently supplied loci they were taught to accept,
and rarely wonder who gave the evidence, who "found" the object being presented.
How many scholars and students recall discussions about the documentation of prove-
niences cited In publications? And it will be a cheap optimism to assume that forgeries
of provenience will soon cease - just read the scholarly journals, as well as museum and
collector catalogues as they continue to appear.

Real world archaeological activity discloses that the artifacts unearthed, so to speak,
at these bazaar sites include both forgeries and plundered material. The ancient prove-
niences of the former are fabricated, and those of the latter may never become known.
But to speak truth, the dealers cannot be blamed for dysfunctioning the discipline. For
although false proveniences and assertions about authenticity of unexcavated objects
originally may derive from dealers, 1t i1s the scholar or curator who creates the fiction
by publishing or exhibiting them as genuine and from site or area X . Here Is where the
full and ultimate responsibility for passing the false coinage lies. Every one of us has
been victimized by the lack of scholarly reflection and inadequate education. And this Is
why archaeology has a soft underbelly. The problem still with us 1s that many scholars
choose to remain ignorant even after given the facts. For "To see what Is In front of one's
nose needs a constant struggle" (George Orwell).

Below are summary examples that highlight the problems of unexcavated artifacts,
both ancient and modern, published with forged proveniences and accompanied by false
historical, archaeological, or art historical conclusions. Thus we are not concerned here
with common forgeries of provenience such as a Luristan forgery attributed to Luristan,
or a Sumerian forgery to Mesopotamia.

- Mesopotamian artifacts recovered In Luristan, such as vessels, rein rings, weapons,
etc., many of which have inscriptions dating from the Akkadian period to the 1st Mil-
lennium B.C., including the Achaemenian period.

- Phoenician bowls in Iran

- Indus valley material In Luristan

- Sumerian tablets in Luristan

- Luristan material in Phoenicia

- Luristan material in Cappadocia

- Zoroastrian artifacts in Luristan

- Akkadians travelling to the Kerman area of Iran

- Early Dynastic material in Azerbaijan

- Urartian material in the Caspian region

- Urartian material in Luristan
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- Urartian material in the Khabur region
- Luristan material in Urartu

- Assyrian material in Urartu
- Elamite and Kassite artifacts in the Caspian region

- Achaemenian material in Greece and Anatolia
- The creation of archaeological sites such as Ziwiye, Amlash, Hamadan, Oxus, etc.,

each furnishing quantities of identified artifacts. Compare these discoveries to the publi-
cation of Greek, Roman, Hebrew, Arab, Celtic, Libyan etc., coins, inscriptions and sites
In the Americas (see Epstein 1980, and Ross and Reynolds 1978).

Bazaar archaeology has also given the modern world classes of artifacts and icono-
graphies not revealed by conventional, painstaking archaeology; this category includes

many forgeries:

- Achaemenian Art:
Mirrors with figural representations
Bracteates
Sculptures
Plates with figural motifs
An enlarged variety of amphorae handle vessles
An enlarged variety of animal-headed vessels
New Persepolis relief figures and scenes
Gold weapons
Vessels made of precious metal and stone
An enlarged variety of jewelry

Median Art: iconography
Vessels
Portraiture

Iranian religion
Zoroastrian iconography and chronology
Anahita worship

Luristan: \
Expansion of iconography
Expansion of artifact manufacture

Marlik:
lconography
Figurines «
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Anatolia:
lconography
Figurines

_evant:
lconography
Sculpture

Mesopotamia:
lconography
Sculpture

This study has essentially three concomitant goals: to chronicle the quantity of forgeries
of ancient Near Eastern art manufactured over the last fifty or more years; to record those
sold to collections and museums, as well as still available for sale; and to articulate the
close relationship between scholarship and commerce that facilitates the success of the
forgers. !

When an object’s authenticity is challenged in the Catalogue below, It Is first of
all unexcavated. The criteria for the charge are quite simple: its style, iconography,
motif pattern, or manufacturing technique cannot be situated in ambiance and spirit to
the known corpus of the culture to which it is attributed. In some instances the object
IS Inconsistent with what Is expected from ancient culture. Every unexcavated object
under review In the Catalogue Is subject to the question “why Is It genuine?" This
appropriate procedure Is necessitated by the activities of the bazaar and its suppliers.
If a positive answer Is not forthcoming, a suspicion or challenge is mandatory. The
more usual question “why Is it a forgery?" iIs actually secondary. Although a legitimate
question, It is often asked aggressively by individuals whose object or attribution has been
challenged. But whether the question Is honestly or tendentiously raised Is irrelevant,
for the response returns to the original question, “why Is it ancient?" The response Is the
test of the undertaking. To speak accurately, it 1s not so much that every unexcavated
object should be considered guilty (i.e. a forgery) until proven innocent, but rather that
every unexcavated object should not automatically be considered innocent (i.e. ancient).

The appropriate and specific questions posed by the inclusion of an object In the
Catalogue generate from comparative studies of excavated evidence, which is the basis
of archaeological and art historical analysis. While not exactly a complex and profound
claim, it has been (as we have seen) and will continue to be derided by those with
a stake In the economics and power of the market place, and by those who purchase
and publish “antiquities.” The very word “antiquity” poses a problem, for the language
we employ should reflect the historical reality that dealers and auction houses sell
antiguities, museums and collectors purchase antiquities, but archaeologists excavate
artifacts. Yet a genuine plundered artifact Is still an artifact made by ancient man. No
one working with the mass of plundered or allegedly plundered material continuously
surfacing will deny the need for some unexcavated objects to be evaluated on the basis
of other unexcavated objects. This situation denies a full positivistic approach, but such
an attainment Is impossible In any event, and the problem cannot be avoided. The
observer Is nevertheless not excused from grounding any determination of authenticity




within substantial knowledge of ancient art in general. As will be seen, however, It Is
not uncommon for forgeries to be cited as the supporting parallels for other forgeries,
creating a mutual reference system that secures both sets of objects as ancient antiquities.
Forgeries are also cited as parallels to excavated artifacts, a method that further enlarges
the illicit repertory.

Scholars easily assume the right to publish anomalous or odd pieces, freaks, or
what Is excitedly called an Unikum, and advance In place of analysis and knowledge
of excavated ancient art little more than bald assertions. Comparanda are submitted for
formal correspondences, but specific details are very often ignored. We are presented
with a logically and archaeologically false syllogism: here Is an amphora with animal
handles, Achaemenians made similar amphorae, therefore the former i1s Achaemenian,
manufactured In that period. Style iIs usually confused with form, and deviations iIn the
former are rarely acknowledged, let alone understood. If the deviations are recognized,
they are made to misspeak the clear message accessible for all to read. Instead of
reading | was manufactured 1,5, 10 or 50 years ago to be sold, or seeing that something
IS amiss - the grammar is wrong, the sentence doesn't parse, so to speak, instead of a
negative reaction or questioning reaction, we are given gross mistranslations concealed
In academic verbiage: | am an assyrianizing artifact made somewhere In ancient lran by
a provincial unskilled craftsman, unable to copy a model correctly; | was made by an
ancient Mede, or an ancient Lur, anticipating Achaemenian forms, an ancient Cezanne
anticipating a Picasso; | reveal for the first time new historical, cultural, iconographical,
theological, or technical knowledge otherwise unknown from a poorly preserved text
corpus and from artifacts unearthed by painfully slow archaeological work. | am an
Unikum, an antiquity all the more exciting-and valuable.1

And not to be missed here Is the obvious, that countless scholarly journals, that Is
editors and editorial boards, allow this anti-archaeological nonsense to be published.
Thus, pier review, scholarly monitoring, iIs in many cases the ignorant reviewing the
Ignorant, or at least permitting archaeology to be an anything-goes, anti-epistemological
discipline. And It precisely Indicates a major problem of archaeological scholarship.

Whatever reasons we give to explain and justify such conclusions being presented
are ultimately irrelevant: what Is relevant iIs the success of the rhetoric - It continues
to be published. Ignoring the fact that this attitude breaks the archaeological neck, the
discipline generally accepts the alliance between the bazaar and scholarship as normal
Kinship activity. Skepticism does not exclude the possibility that provincial artisans
did indeed work at foreign courts (viz. Canby 1971: 41 f.), but it demands that such
documentation originates from the archaeological record, not from the fiats or guesses
of an art museum employee or uneducated scholar.

Coinciding with these misperceptions of reality Is a basic omission from practically all
publications of forgeries. It Is as rare as hen’s teeth for the publisher of an unexcavated
object to inform readers of the fact that it Is unexcavated, that its source I1s a merchant, that
It has no provenience or history. Such is the present methodological c*aos (read anarchy)
that many scholars are enslaved to the bazaar culture. Their writings seek to compel
the acceptance of its stalls as archaeological sites, according both equal privileges and
qualities. Ignoring the magnitude of the plundering of sites, ignoring the bazaar’s role
and manipulation of organized activity during and after the plundering, they are held




In thrall to the statutory belief that an antiquity Is always ancient. We are expected by
conditioning to experience and welcome the gift of a newly discovered antiquity, when
what we get Is a newly born antiquity.

Far too many Near Eastern archaeologists and art historians subvert the fact that
archaeology has no center of gravity without the excavated artifact - the bread of
archaeology. They function as an equal opportunity, affirmative action society, grant-
Ing evenhanded value to all artifacts, the excavated, the purchased, the genuine and
the "genuine-challenged,” notwithstanding the consequences. They forge ancient Near
Eastern culture. We all seek an elusive certainty. But if even near certainty can exist to
some degree In archaeological discourse, it has to be empirical before it can be under-
stood, and experienced primarily In the artifacts revealed at a site. The law of parsimony
that things not known to exist cannot be brought forth to document existence ought to be
one of the rules In every archaeologist's copybook. Another rule should be that certainty
IS rarely experienced in the bazaar.

If this study Is assessed to be contentious, the work of a hanging judge, | refer readers
to the record; listen to the story, not the story teller. But with regard to the Catalogue |
candidly do not expect many reprieves. If considered to be satirical or angry, | only can
state that even stronger language has been deleted from previous drafts of this manuscript.
And 1did not find It necessary to engage In too much satire, for it was already embedded
In generous supply, albeit without self-knowledge, in many of the descriptions and
conclusions expressed in a number of the cited publications. The remainder of the text is
the reaction of one who has observed (for more than three decades) the forgery culture,
witnessing Its power to deconstruct, to corrupt and control, and it Is presented without
apology. If the attitudes expressed seem overly didactic, | answer in part with J. Cooney
(1963: 22) that “... any study of a forgery must be didactic." All art historical analysis
nas subjective qualities (meaning not always capable of being proven), but It I1s an
unreflective and capricious subjectivity that ignores or manipulates ancient - excavated
- evidence when encountering an aberrant, unexcavated object. Archaeologists and art
historians are not free to credit the bazaar as a source of historical knowledge. Nor
should they be excused from pondering why it Is that excavations fail to produce the
aberrations and Unikums they publish.

Historicism has not been a relevant concern to me in developing my conclusions.
The deficiencies of pre- WW 1l scholarship are to some extent understandable, but
they surely do not excuse the discipline's continuous non-intellectual behavior since the
1960s. If truth be told, one may go even further and say that whether we are in 1900 or
1999 common archaeological sense (there iIs such a thing) should have precluded most
of the unfortunate provenience and authenticity claims that are confronted in this study.

Questions raised here about forgeries will be resolved only by submitting them to
disinterested review: are the conclusions right or wrong, and why? To raise the question
of forgeries as presented In this work Is to raise the question of opposing the published
views of many scholars against my own. | have no problem with this. The impulse that
Impelled this study Is the knowledge of material culture | have acquired and assimilated.
Experience as an excavator and archaeologist (in the broad and best sense of this often-
abused term), and, yes, as a curator, has given me the security to undertake the present
task. But I am not being disingenuous In observing that in the final analysis | recognize
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that one man's conclusion alone can not suffice. The discipline - especially the students
- has yet to speak and determine whether | am arrogant or correct.

The unexcavated object must speak for itself. The stories accompanying it, for
example that it i1s genuine, that is comes from a given site, that it formed part of an old
collection, are anecdotes. They are utterly irrelevant (and they are usually blatant lies
- as every curator, director, trustee, collector, vendor knows; see In part Cooney 1962:
22 and Hess 1974: 148) for evaluation of its real history'. The always dependable and
Intelligent de Pradenne (1932: 626) said this years ago, but no one listened: "... on ne
‘croit pas quelg’un* on croit quelque chose." (And D. H. Lawrence saild somewhere,
believe the story, not the storyteller). It will be evident from what follows that many
unexcavated objects do tell a story, and. if one listens, they speak to us loudly and clearly
about their historv and ase: "We were made to be sold." These are the facts that inform

the present study.

In my 1977b paper | cited the publications of various scholars who had published the
Indicted objects. Here too. names of many scholars, art historians and archaeologists
appear In the text and Catalogue. As de Pradenne aptly wrote a generation ago (1932:
626). "Et si nous dressons la liste des dupes elle serait. a bien peu de noms pres, celle du
pantheon de nos archeologues.” These words are still operational today. Citations with
names cannot be avoided inasmuch as it i1s individuals who publish: citations also give
the publication locus, a record of the (multiple) acceptances of forgeries, and how they
have become embedded In the archaeological literature. | have no personal vendetta
with individuals.ll My quarrel 1s with the present state of archaeological-art historical
scholarship and education. In the Catalogue | do not repeat all the citations of forgeries
attempted by me in 19 T7b and 1979: usually I give the first and the last examples known
to me. and In some cases others where appropriate. Those who want fuller details of
publication history can go to the earlier papers and add the new examples reported here.
(And do not neglect to review the list of scholars who are thanked by a dealer because
- 50 he claims - they helped him iIn his writing of a handbook for collectors: Ede 19~6:
Vil).

| am not satisfied with the 1977b monograph: it was written in haste to satisfy what
turned out to be a false deadline. Much was omitted, In particular a number of forgeries
that were known to me but not then published (I dealt only with published material
there), and others that | had not yet fully evaluated: obviously many other examples
were unknown to me at the time. In the expanded Catalogue below | do list almost
all the forgeries or questionable objects known to me. whether or not they have been
published. There were also typographical errors, In spellings and publication dates -
some my responsibility, some that of the printers. Nevertheless. | remain secure that the
monograph served a purpose - to judge especially from student responses - and It IS
for them that | write. And It also got a rise from parti pris scholars (viz. Strommenger
19~6-77. on which see my 1980-81 reply). | repeat some of the material published
there, In the preliminary and Catalogue sections, along with new information and new
thoughts.

1have tried to publish enough photographs to represent a cross-section of the forg-
eries encountered: lalso want to record that a number of museum curators and collections
generously cooperated with my requests for photographs. One more issue. No scholar
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sees and touches more than a fraction of the material integrated into research and teach-
Ing, and photographs are the largest component of the data Investigated. So indeed Is
the situation In this study: but note well, that if 1am accused of daring to call something
a forgery “merely” from examining a photograph, then one must condemn the same (in
fact, standard) procedure - methodology - that requires laccept as genuine most objects
merely known only from a photograph. It works both ways - but good photographs
reveal much and do allow for independent judgement. The curator or scholar who pub-
lishes a photograph of a so-called ancient object expects us to take his word (often little
else 1s offered), and to take the photograph as evidence; | have looked at this evidence.

The great master of common'sense and scientific analysis, Sherlock Holmes, never
achieved one of his goals, to become an archaeologist - and the discipline has never
recovered from the loss. Challenging those who are quick to throw out fiats that mask
a fiction being created (elementary, lie was thinking of art historians), Holmes stated "I
never guess. It Is a shocking habit - destructive to the logical faculty." This says it all.

Forgeries of cylinder seals are not discussed here (except ad hoc) because | have
no expert knowledge In this area.R It is obvious from the literature and discussions
that many hundreds have been manufactured since the 19th century. To give but one
indication of the magnitude, E. Porada in Archaeology 10, 2, 1957: 143 recorded 250
forgeries of North Syrian seals made In one modern factory. For a limited bibliography
of seal forgeries, many 19th century examples, see: Menant 1887: 16, 28 ff.; Hilprecht
1894. 131 f.; Banks 1904-05: 60; also Unger 1957: 7; Norick 1993: 63 ff.; E. Porada,
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