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1. Introduction

This dissertation explores the divisive and congiéd issue of modern
antiquities auctions. Through an in depth explorabf Sotheby’s auction
catalogues, this study will expose for the firgtdithe recent trends in the public sale
of South American antiquities. This dissertatisran answer to a challenge. In their
2000 and 2001 studies of Classical antiquitieslogtees, Chippindale and Gill called
on the archaeological community to quantify antigsiauction data for classes of
artefacts that were beyond the scope of their st@iyly by doing so, they asserted,
will we ever understand the particulars of the@uities market and thus be able to
devise effective means of discouraging looting, ggling, and the purchase of
unprovenienced antiquities.

This study does deviate from all those conductfdre it. Unlike in previous
studies, the under-explored aspect of money waly @l key roll in this analysis: a first
for the research of antiquities auction cataloguBse unexpected availability of sale
price data for all of the catalogues in this sthdg made this possible. In this
dissertation, the particulars of the South Ameriaatiquities market will be gauged
using a number of methods and the price buyera/#éireg to pay for artefacts will be
determined. As the price antiquities fetch onrttagket is directly related to the rate
at which a country’s heritage will be looted, | lfé®at market value and demand
should play and important roll in further quaniitatantiquities catalogue and auction
analyses.

Through the creation of a database compiled fromekds of data from
Sotheby’s South American antiquities auctions, stisly will address the
complicated issues of provenience and authenttityts presented in the catalogues.
Taking things a step further, the issue of demaitidoe explored and market trends
will be discussed in light of the various interoatl agreements and public scandals
that shook the art world from 1986 until 2005. Skiudy fills a significant
geographic gap in our knowledge of the internati@améiquities market and should be
considered a springboard into further analysidefttade in South America’s
material past. Though assumed to be highly calldetand notorious for fetching
high prices on the international market, littleattually known about the demand for
South American antiquities. The endemic naturtheflooting of South America

indicates that this project is both timely and reseey.



2. Background Information

2.1  Ancient South America in the Modern World

South America is a diverse landmass. The geogralptontrasts of the snow
capped Andes Mountains, the desolate coastal deffegtrolling grassland of the
Pampas, and the dark mystery of the Amazon ragsfon many ways mirror the
cultural contrasts of the continent. The archagiold history of South America
spans tens of thousands of years from the meagraime of the first peoples of the
New World to the advanced Inca Empire that waseldailt its prime by the Spanish
invasion. For whatever reason, the level of techinsophistication that would later
appeal to the modern international art market delyeloped in the north western
region of the continent in the areas that wouldobee modern Peru, Bolivia,
Ecuador, Colombia as well as parts of Chile andeAtipa. The well known
civilisations of this area were based in Peru aalivia and their sphere of influence
was not contained within any modern political boairyd Thus, objects made by the
Peru based Inca can be found in Chile, Bolivia,dtau, and even Colombia and
Argentina.

Figure 2.1: Colombian gold ceremonial pectoral (@dluseum, Bogota)

To the delight of the conquering Spanish, themarestern quadrant of South
America is rich in precious metals. The ceremorgghlia and body ornamentation
of many of the cultures from this region were @dfout of the region’s abundant

gold and silver and the craftspeople of these ateasloped distinctive and masterful



metal working techniques that greatly appeal to enocesthetic sensibilities (Stone-

Miller 1995: 158 - 159).

Figure 2.2: Embroidered textile of the Paracasucal{Museum of Fine Arts Boston)

The availability of cotton and camelid wool in fowestern South America
encouraged the cultures of this region to becom&ensextile makers. These
cultures wove and embroidered their colourful miahyg into equally colourful
mantles, ponchos, and shirts. Their dead wera oftemmified, wrapped in multiple
textile layers, and placed in dry caves or desgrirenments preserving the beautiful
textiles in pristine condition. The patterns enygld by South American cultures in

their textile crafts are highly appealing to thedam eye.

Figure 2.3: Nazca stirrup spouted vessel (Hearstddm, Berkeley)



Also of note are the distinctive and beautiful ceies of the region.
Elaborately painted Nazca polychromes and playfedttic Moche moulded vessels
are only two of the many types of South Americatigyg styles that appeal to a
modern public. Though these vessels were modylikell-used during the lives of
their original owners, the pots are classified i@vg goods and were buried along
with their owners to supply food and drink for gy (Donnan 2003: 10).

While South America’s archaeological past is richpresent is cripplingly
poor. Bolivia, for example, was once the seahefrhighty Tiwanaku Empire which
stretched into modern Peru, Chile and Argentinawhe landlocked nation is the
least developed of all South American countriesiante third least developed
nation in the Western Hemisphere according to thiged Nations Human
Development Index. Political unrest, racial oppres, natural disasters, and a
boom/bust cycle of natural resource demand havéteesin widespread

unemployment and poverty.

2.2 The Western Demand for the Developing World's &st

The large scale trafficking of South American anitigs began in the 1950s to
meet growing international demand (Alva 2001: 8Bjeviously South American
ancient art was dismissed as either “primitiveasrethnographic curios and travel
souvenirs. In the 1960s demand for South Amerargiguities ballooned and the
looting of north western South America became syatee, endemic, and devastating.
Despite the illegality of removing these ancienfeats from their country of origin,
Pre-Columbian art was commonly considered an “@pen” for acquisitions
(Coggins 1969:94). By the late 1970s, demand ferGlumbian art became so
strong that the market in these antiquities wadigybegitimised through the
establishment of an exclusive bi-annual Sothebyttian. Once a safe haven for the
gentry to unload family treasures, Sotheby’s hazbbree the middleman in the selling
of cultural treasures that developing nations vteoepoor to protect.

Sotheby’s began its bi-annual sales of Pre-Columaigiquates in 1978 in
New York City where they sold South American artéfaalong with objects from
Mesoamerican cultures (Gilgan 2001:78). Priohis,tSouth American antiquities

were offered at various other auctions, but thatawa of a sale for only Pre-



Columbian objects signalled that the ancient athefAmericas had discarded the

“primitive” moniker and entered the mainstream afstern collecting.

2.3 llicit Traffic in South American Antiquities

The traffic in South American antiquities is mulgred and entangled in
politics, poverty, and organised crime. On thedstlevel, poverty stricken
campesifigssell the bits and pieces of the past that theyecaanoss while farming or
building. Certain campesifios may progress to mefo digging at local
archaeological sites. In Peru alone over 100,@86 kave been documented and
only one third of the country has been surveyecéf@004:17). Many sites are
remote and most are not protected in any way. &d® actively seek out
archaeological sites to plunder are known as huaguscause archaeological sites
in South America are commonly called hudcaBhe vessels and other artefacts
obtained from illegal digging are known as huaddéswell 1996: 48).

The motivation for illegal digging is poverty. Theactice of grave robbing in
South America is as old as the graves themselwtshe destruction of
archaeological sites did not become endemic umtibeket for the huacos developed
in the monetarily wealthy countries of Europe araitN America. The prospect of
making up to 200 USD, significantly higher than therage monthly wage in most
of South America, for the sale of an ancient veefieh overrides the fear of the law
and the revenge of the huacas which are traditipbalieve to be cursed (Schavelzon
2002:231). Looting is dangerous work. Huagueftsnadie in cave-ins or through
improper use of dynamite. Squabbles between hivafjueros and the organised
crime networks within which they are the lowestgwas well as run-ins with law
enforcement lead to more deaths (Kirkpatrick 19882:Toner 2004: 13). South
Americans often feel that the material remainshefppast are gifts from their
ancestors and archaeological sites are their apg o strike it rich (Kirkpatrick
1992: 140; Toner 2004: 17).

If indigenous people who are in poverty wish td #e remains of their
ancestors in the hope of making a better life fientselves, what right does anyone

have to stop them? The answer to this question fgoebeyond simply asserting that

! Subsistence farmers, usually indigenous; oftemsteaed as “peasant” but without the negative
connotation of the English word
2 From the Quechua term “wak’a” meaning a somethtiag is sacred or revered



the act of looting is illegal. The entire systefrBouth American antiquities
trafficking benefits the wealthy and takes advaetafithe desperation of the poor.
The same vessel that a poor Peruvian farmer andimpa huaqueros may sell for 100
USD or less in Lima will be sold by the middlemarain American dealer for
upwards of 2,000 USD and may eventually fetch poicat least 8,000 USD from a
wealthy collector. Thus the people who take thetmisk in the enterprise and need
money the most see very little of the object’s reakalue (Alva 2001:93,;
Schéavelzon 2002:231).

Another issue that must be taken into account vévatuating the moral and
ethical issues involved in what has been termedistémce looting is that not
everyone in a particular community loots. Whetihés out of fear of the law and
ancient spirits or out of a sense of morality ameelof the past, not every poor
campesifio is a huaquero. When a huaquero loascaaeological site and sells his
or her finds, only that one huaquero sees anytpaofi improvement in their life.

The rest of the community loses a bit of their tage and, perhaps, a chance at a
sustainable income. Tourism, particularly archagicll tourism, is South America’s
fastest growing industry. Tourists want to disaabve lost cities of the Andes and
will pay to eat and sleep in the communities neeln@eological sites. This steady
influx of income is spread, at least on some leteethe entire community and can be
maintained and expanded upon for an extended pefitiche (Coggins 1969: 94;
Watson 1999: 1). Once an archaeological sitenspbetely looted and destroyed, not
only has the income from the sale of antiquitiedezhbut the potential for

community-run, sustainable archaeological tourisis heen destroyed.

2.4  The Law

Although the ethical and social issues surrountliieglooting and trafficking
of illicit South American antiquities are numeroiszannot be stressed enough that
laws are being broken. At this point the “goodHdiuyer” no longer exists within
the South American antiquities trade. In the UWhi&tates particularly, the risks
involved in the purchase of South American arteface well known, and the
illegality of these objects has become common kedgé due to a series of high

profile scandals that have captured public attentio



In 1929 the country of Peru declared that all @eddmbian material that was
not already in private ownership, even undiscoveitgdcts still in the ground are the
property of the nation (Government of Peru 19ZBiis law was expanded upon and
effectively implemented in 1933. The other artéfach countries of South America
followed suit and in all countries it is both illelgo excavate archaeological sites
without governmental permission and to export attf without a permit. Such
permits are usually only issued for museum loarfemscientific purposes and the
country of origin retains ownership of the artefacThus, only objects that can be
shown to have left their respective South Americation before cultural patrimony
laws went into effect are truly “legal” antiquiti@sthe eyes of their countries of
origin.

Once an artefact leaves the country in which st l@en illegally excavated,
the importing nation is often under no obligatiorenforce another country’s law. In
general, what is illegal in Peru or Ecuador ismetessarily illegal in the United
States, the United Kingdom, or Switzerland, andftineign nation need not devote
time and manpower to crimes committed in other téesmunless mandated by their
own law to do so.

In the United States a strict line is drawn betwegport law and ownership
law. While the US Customs service will not enfofoeeign export/import
regulations that do not violate American law, tbeeseign right of a nation to define
the concept of ownership is protected (Kaye 1998:&dr example, if an antiquity
was illegally excavated in Peru in 1980 and brougiat the United States, the
Government of Peru may sue for the return of thjeatbn a US court by claiming to
be the object’s legal owner under the letter oLiPi@n law. The artefact, essentially,
is stolen property in the eyes of the US legaleysand according to US law one
cannot purchase a stolen object, not even in gaitill f The burden of proof,
however, is on the claimant and thus in this sitwethe government of Peru must
prove that the artefact in question came from tbeilrand was exported after the date
that the Peruvian government laid claim to all gquities. This is a nearly impossible
task for freshly excavated objects routed througtoge bearing falsified tags reading
“Acquired by the present owner’s great grandfath887” (Chippindale & Gill
2000:473).

The United States became a party to the 1970 UNEES@nvention on the

Means of Prohibiting and Preventing the lllicit loxh Export and Transfer of



Ownership of Cultural Property and in 1983 Publaa 97-446 (Convention on the
Cultural Property Implementation Act or CPIA) alled/for the implementation of
Articles 9 and 7(b) of the Convention. This actovided a means by which the US
Government could impose import restrictions ons#asof antiquities originating
outside of the United States with the intentiomafimising the archaeological and
ethnographic loss of illicit looting while allowirg licit and documented trade in
antiquities to flourish.

Under this act, the Government of the United Statay issue an emergency
decree banning the import of all objects of a ¢ertigoe if the case is made that the
objects are in immediate danger and are being itaganto the United States. This
action is often the precursor to the US and theifpr nation entering into a bilateral
or multilateral agreement constituting a completgart ban on undocumented
archaeological and ethnographic materials renewalsey 5 years. In effect, no
material subject to an emergency ban or bilategedement may be imported into the
United States without certification that the exptidn of the object did not violate the

laws of the country of origin (Kaye 1998:85).

L T

Figure 2.4: Gold backflap from Sipan, estimated.&tmillion USD, being sold to an

undercover FBI agent in a hotel in PhiladelphiaSUCustoms Service)

The relative ease of creating a false and legitimgipast for South American
antiquities to facilitate sale in the United Stabesame a growing concern in the late
1980s. The demand for the holy textiles of the emodCoroma culture (some of
which are of Pre-Columbian origin) prompted widesgl Ical theft in Bolivia and
created a vocal class of citizen who felt theitw@ was being pulled out from under

them (see Lobo 1991 for complete details). In Reeunow famous looting of Huaca



Rajada, known to the world as Sipan, and the xatimmediate appearance of the
material from this site in the United States prosaptawsuits and essentially forced
the United States Government’s hand (see Kirkgatri92; Watson 1999; Alva
2001; Toner 2004 for full accounts of the lootirfgsgpan and its aftermath).

The first emergency ban on the importation of @<kaf South American
antiquities came in 1989 with restrictions placadle movement of Coroma textiles.
This should have come as no shock to the dealecipaeers, and buyers of South
American antiquities. Since the implementatiothef UNESCO Convention in 1983,
they had six years to clean up their business ipeand create safeguards to ensure
that they only deal in legal antiquities (Kaye 124§. In 1990 Peru successfully
obtained emergency import restrictions on arteffrot® the site of Sipan. This ban
was expanded upon in 1997 when the governmenterafdéhd the United States
entered into a bilateral agreement barring the nngfall Pre-Columbian
archaeological material and Colonial ethnograpbiecs. This agreement, known as
a Memorandum of Understanding or a MOU, was extémad@002 and thus will be
effective until 2007 (Government of the United 861997). Bolivia entered into a
similar bilateral agreement with the United Statad since 2001 the import of Pre-
Columbian archaeological, Colonial, and Republiedmological material into the
United States has been illegal (Government of thieed States 2001). It should be
noted that in early 2006 the Republic of Colomhiacgssfully lobbied the United
States Government for an MOU banning the illegadaom of Pre-Columbian
archaeological artefacts and ecclesiastical etlgncdbmaterials (Government of the
United States 2006).

2.5  Sotheby’s and the Public Auction

With the 1744 sale of a select collection of ranel valuable books, the
auction house later to be known as Sotheby’s waisded (Herrmann 1980:3). Since
its humble beginnings selling the lost fortuneighteenth century London elite,
Sotheby’s has bloomed into a multinational auctesimeg empire. With more than
one hundred local Sotheby’s offices around the @varld a multitude of auctions,
from antiquities to wine, netting profits in thellmins, no one would disagree that
this once modest firm is a key player in the aucti@rid. Simply the name
“Sotheby’s” implies an air of sophistication (Lack998: 164). The name tastes of
money. After all, it is only in the auction housbere one can take in the spectacle of



the world’s most wealthy battling each other torgpexorbitant sums of money on
items that they do not really need (Hogrefe 1985: 1

Much of Sotheby’s business practice is based ¢im &8d 19th century desires
for secrecy. In the early days of Sotheby’s, publiction was one of the few ways
that floundering and financially troubled gentryuttbraise capital. Auction houses
served as a third party who could anonymouslytkelffamily jewels using
euphemistic phrases such as “property of a ladiis allowed the owner to keep up
the appearance of prosperity. The buyer of ancolyas also able to remain
anonymous, and thus not face the shame of progpatianother’s misfortune (Lacey
1998: 29). During a Sotheby’s auction, biddersadie to bid by a sign that only the
auctioneer can see (and in modern times, bid bygloo by proxy) and thus keep
their identity secret. Although modern day aucdsiean be likened to the stock
market where buying and selling is an exercisgatalation and investment, the air
of secrecy surrounding the ownership and purchasihgs remains. This, it will be
shown, had its advantages to Sotheby’s as theyeehtiee legally dangerous world of
selling antiquities.

Auctions serve an important purpose in the artdvoArt, almost by
definition, has no intrinsic value, its worth beidgtermined by public demand.
Traditionally it is the price fetched at auctiomthietermines an art object’s value
(Ashenfelter and Grady 2002: 1). The auctioniblic arena where the demand for
a good responds to the supply in a documentedrandable manner (Chippindale &
Gill 2000: 464). In the case of Sotheby’s a cagais issued prior to the auction.
Subscribers and interested parties are invited\iew the objects to be sold
beforehand with the aid of colour photographs agtdited descriptions. These
descriptions include a price estimate based onrerp@ion, a physical description
of the object, and shreds of details concerning @asership, country of origin,
publication, and display history. The limited peoxance and provenience
information provided with objects reflects the opagrivacy policies previously
mentioned. It is well known that a properly proaeoed and provenienced object
will fetch more at auction (Chippindale & Gill 20@®&7), yet the level of detalil
provided reflects the seller’s level of comfort dmav “safe” it is to provide said
detail.

Following the distribution of the catalogue, arci@on is conducted at one of

Sotheby’s auction houses. Each lot (which may isbi$ one object or a group of

10



objects) is put on display and, in order of thasigned lot number, the public is
invited to bid for ownership. The lot is sold teethighest bidder provided that the
bidder exceeded the secret reserve price whidfeisotvest price the seller is willing
to take for the lot. Sotheby’s charges a buyergpum on all lots sold and a price
list organised by lot number is sent out to albéajue subscribers documenting the
total price paid for each lot. This price listngoined with the original catalogue,
represents a powerful tool in the study of the bgyand selling trends for any
particular class of art (Ashenfelter and Graddy2289).

It is the purpose of this study to investigate tibevmarket in South American
antiquities reacted to the various internationaéaments, legal proceedings, scandals
and other important events that occurred betwe®&6 49d 2005. In a sense this is
being done to see whether the negative publicityreew legal risks in collecting Pre-
Columbian antiquities affected the habits of buyerd sellers. Through an in-depth
analysis of all South American antiquities salesduxted at Sotheby’s New York
during this time period | will attempt to quantifye normally qualitative art market
and put a price on the misty world of South Amarmieatiquities speculation. | will
also explore the makeup of the catalogues thensealve discuss the possible
motivations for major shifts in the presentatiorttod antiquities. The first step in this
process was the creation on an exhaustive databaggrised of information from 19

years of public auctions.
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3. Methodology

Following in the footsteps of such quantitativedi¢s of antiquities auctions
as Chippindale (2000) and Gilgan (2001), it wasdbxtthat the creation of a
comprehensive database would allow for the mosaestive analysis of South
American auction data. In this way the qualitatig@ects of an auction catalogue can
be quantified and compared, and the overall trevithén the catalogue data can be
noted. The 19 years between 1986 and 2005 wersenhmecause of the availability
of all Sotheby's Pre-Columbian auction catalogoeshose dates. This time period
spans two important eras for the legality of Préu@iian objects sold within the
United States, as it wasn't until 1990 that th&t fEPIA restriction on a class of South
American ancient objects was implemented. Onlyians taking place in New York
were analysed in hopes of correlating auction détfa these antiquities import
agreements. New York is the primary venue for 8oyfs auctions of South

American artefacts.

3.1 The Catalogue Database

Thirty-nine antiquities auctions in those 19 yeaese found to contain South
American antiquities. Twenty one categories obinfation were identified within
the catalogue and duly recorded in the databakeough this process the data
accumulated from the catalogues was made bothlsgzecand comparable. In this
section | will discuss the parameters of each datagory and the reasoning behind

its inclusion in the database.

Auction House, Date, Year, and Sale Number

These categories were recorded for identificapiorposes. Creating a
notation of the auction house at which the paréicshble took place will allow for the
possibility of expanding this database in the fatiarinclude auctions from other
houses. Sale number was included as the numbargae to a particular auction and
may aid in artefact tracking in the future. AltlghuSotheby’s only offered one Pre-
Columbian antiquities auction on any single dagyttid hold other auctions on these
days. In the event that one of the other aucti@tsa lot containing South American

antiquities, recording of the auction number waailldw for quick differentiation.
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Name of Sale

Each Sotheby's sale is given a simple and deseipale name. Usually the
same name is used over a long period of time aedatibns of this name often reflect
changes in public perception of the objects beold ser changes within Sotheby's
itself. For example, as will be discussed in dethe change from using the name
“Pre-Columbian Art” to “Art of Africa, Oceania, andimericas” corresponded to a
significant decrease in the number of objects efldor sale and to a reduction in the
number of sales including South American antigsitidlso seen were a limited
number of single owner sales where all objectscatalogue were the property of
one prominent collector. The collector's name wloulake up part of the sale’s title.
These estate sales were not limited to South Amentiquities yet only those

artefacts were recorded for the purposes of thidyst

Lot Number

This number is assigned by Sotheby's and senieemtify an object or group
of objects appearing on the block. Cataloguesareatted with objects presented in
numerical lot order and the lots are auctionedrothis order (Ashenfelter and
Graddy 2002: 7). The price for which an objectafd is arranged by lot number on a
price list. The lot number of each object was rded for identification purposes as
Sotheby’s lot numbers are often presented as part object’s history. The
Sotheby’s catalogue is seen as a valid publicai@hwhen the antiquities are offered
for sale again, Sotheby'’s legitimises the objechbing appearances in past

catalogues.

Price Range

This high/low range is a valuation of the objegtSntheby's experts. It is,
essentially, the market value of the antiquity llase previous public sale
(Ashenfelter and Graddy 2002: 27). Although thfsrmation was not used in this
analysis, it may be valuable in the future to corafihe price range of these objects
to the actual price the objects fetched at actioan effort to explore over and under

valuation of antiquities.
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Price Sold For

This is the price an individual lot fetched at tarw. The prices recorded
include a fee on the closing price that Sothebyages all buyers. This fee, known
as a buyer’s premium, increased over the sample pieniod of this study.
Presumably the buyer takes this fee into accouiievdidding and is willing to pay
the buyer's premium for the lot in addition to wttegy bid (Ashenfelter and Graddy
2002: 26), thus the varying charges were not sotetdsfor the sake of this study. The
database, however, is versatile enough that tleepseles minus the buyer’s
premiums could easily be calculated. The “sold foice, once adjusted for inflation,
is the key to tracking the market value of Southefican antiquities and is, perhaps,

the most important piece of data gleaned from tlcas@ogues.

Type of Object

For the purpose of tracking individual objects &mdfollowing the trends in
the classes of artefacts sold at auction, an objpetwas assigned to each lot. This
identification is based on form and function andreatly simplified. Terms such as
“vessel”, “figure”, “nose ornament”, and “necklaceére used to describe a piece.
Groups of differing objects offered as one lot wereorded as “various”. This
category helps in artefact identification and akder the easy isolation and analysis
of subsets of particular artefact types. Thisgaitg may be used to determine which
artefact types are most represented and most desirehe market. The sudden
appearance of a number of previously unseen omtgeets may indicate that a

significant looting incident had just taken place.

Description

This category is purely qualitative and consigta one line description of the
lot based on both the photograph supplied in th&lague as well as the written
description of the artefact(s) that Sotheby's mtesi If multiple objects were offered
in one lot, this category records how many of thgcts were presented. This
category serves to give form to a lot and to aittacking an object's history of re-
sale. Itis hoped that this category may helpa@rpivhy a particular lot fetched more
than other lots of the same type in that the dpson will note if an antiquity is
exceptionally fine or rare or, conversely, if tHeqe has been damaged or contains

modern additions.
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Material

Much like “Type of Object”, the material categagcords what an object is
made of in order to allow the easy isolation ofcsfie subsets of lots for analysis.
Terms such as “ceramic”, “wodl’and “gold” were used. Groups of differing objects
offered as one lot were recorded as “various”.shwihose material was unclear were
marked as “unknown”. Composite objects were reeg@s having multiple materials

with the dominant material noted first.

Culture

Sotheby's provides a source culture for nearlyye8euth American antiquity
lot that it offers. South America's rich heritageluded many different cultures and
one often needs expertise to pinpoint the exadtsation an artefact came from. The
cultural terms used in the catalogues were the mwsded in this database, though
these terms do not usually reflect the archaecddgind preferred spellings of the
cultures in question. | often felt that SothebgSsigned a culture to an object
incorrectly but, as it is difficult to be certainat the information supplied is false,
again the cultural term used in the catalogue wasrded despite my own
misgivings. This category serves to track the peity and the frequency of
appearance of objects from these different cultuteallows for the easy isolation of
a cultural subset for analysis. The sudden appearan mass of objects from a
particular culture may represent a significantilegevent within South America.

Objects with no specific culture listed were cléissi as “unknown”.

Dates

This value, set by Sotheby's, is the proposed rdaige within which the
object was created. With time spans of over 5@Gs/aén some cases, the dates
assigned are not very accurate and do not reftgcsaentific dating method such as
C14 dating or thermoluminescence. They often deewmen reflect the commonly
agreed upon time spans of particular cultures esedagupon by archaeologists, rather

they seem to indicate the use of older, outdatedsaf South American archaeology.

! Refers exclusively to camelid wool; Sotheby’s hadistinguishes between llama, alpaca, and vicufia
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This information was recorded for future use, thoitgvas not employed by the

current analysis.

Country Listed and Country Assumed

In some cases Sotheby's includes a country oinangheir catalogues. This
is often in the form of a section heading or iduded within the description of a lot.
The category “Country Listed” records the counbgttSotheby's presented the lot as
being from. “Country Assumed” was created becdwseountered many lots that
had no country listed but most likely came fromaatigular country as well as lots
that were listed as being from one country and wmwst likely from another. Thus,
Country Assumed is a subjective category and isdapon my own experience with
South American objects. Because of this, the cayegf Country Assumed was used
only in exceptional cases. The Country Assumedgmay also allows for the
tracking of levels of deception within the auctcatalogues. For example, in one
catalogue a number of lots were listed as comiog ffPeru/Chile” casting a cloud of
doubt on which came from where.

These two categories were included in an effortrtoover a regional pattern
of both the antiquities that were available andgbpularity of antiquities from
individual countries. The inclusion of these catégs also allows for the isolation of
objects from particular countries for analysisefation to both local law and country-

specific international law.

General Location and Archaeological Site

In previous studies of the auction of antiquities lack of information about
the find spots of antiquities has been shown termemic (see Chippindale & Gill
2000 for Classical antiquities and Gilgan 2001Ntatya antiquities). It seems an
obvious observation to note that everything comas fsomewhere and, if an object
was removed from the ground legally, there shoelddme information as to where it
originated. A lack of context, however, rendess tivject essentially useless for
archaeological study and at times implies illegadasation.

The category “General Location” records non-siiediata as to where a lot
came from as supplied by the auction catalogueeratfan from my own observation.
Often, in South American auctions, this consistthefname of the valley from which

the lot may have come but does not mention a spesifé. Non specific terms such
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as “North Coast”, “Highlands”, and “South Coastéarsed. The category of
“Archaeological Site” was used to record the archagical site of origin supplied by
Sotheby's and is usually in the form of a site nahdeally another category should
exist for objects with archaeological find spotsegcavation details (i.e. “Tomb 1,
Sipan, Lambayeque Valley, Peru”) but as not a sit@ description contained that

level of information, the category was omitted.

Provenance

This category refers to information supplied byheby's as to the former
owners of a lot. This may consist of a name, deilear at times a statement as to
how long an object has been in the hands of theuowner's family. In some cases
a year is attached to this information implyingtttiee object was in the possession of
the named owner by that date. This serves aswualpserminus ante quem for when
the object left its country of origin though usyatlo further details concerning the
acquisition are supplied. It should be noted thatterm “provenience”,
archaeologically speaking, usually refers to th@haeological context of an object,
while “provenance” refers to history of ownershigé¢ Renfrew 2000 for a more

detailed explanation of these two terms in relatmantiquities).

Exhibition and Literature

If an object has appeared in a gallery exhibiha publication, Sotheby's
often provides this information under the headih&xhibition and Literature.
These, at times, are supplied along with a dagubfication or showing and, again,
they represent a terminus ante quem for when tfexoleft the country of origin. As
exhibitions and literature are matters of publicorel, the date supplied in this
category can be considered more trustworthy thamwibrd of an anonymous owner
(such as in the Provenance category). At timekebyts offers the publication
details of comparable objects in public collectionsgn literature. This information

was not recorded.

Property
In italicised print above each lot Sotheby's affeaformation as to who owns
a particular lot being sold. The vast majoritytlué information offered is deliberately

vague, continuing the auction tradition of anonymeallers. Statements such as
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“Property of a European Private Collection” or “peoty of Various Owners” are the
norm. Some objects, however, are supplied witacnal owner whether it is a
museum or the name of a private collector. Thiegary was recorded in order both
to track the “big names” in the selling of South émean antiquities and to look at
patterns of presentation of objects; essentiallse® how many objects had an

ownership history supplied.

Two separate Excel spread sheets were create@dbrauction: one for
objects listed or assumed to have come from Bohvid Peru and one for objects
from other South American countries, mostly comsgsof Colombian and
Ecuadorian objects. This was done both becausgi8aind Peruvian objects are
within the author's field of expertise, and becaBshkvia and Peru obtained import
restrictions on Pre-Columbian objects from the eahiStates Government within the
time period of the sample. The separation hasvallibeasier analysis of these two
countries as a subset of South America as a whidhe. analysis of these databases
served as an interesting window into the often olesworld of the sale and collection

of South American antiquities.
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4. Results

4.1 Number of Lots Offered and Sold

In the 39 auctions containing South American aritiiggi that took place at
Sotheby’s New York between the years of 1986 arib28677 lots where offered for
sale. Objects from Bolivia and Peru accounte®258 of the total and 1419 lots
were composed of objects from other South Ameraamtries. Of the total lots
offered, 2798 lots were sold, and 1684 of thosesvilerm Bolivia and Peru and 1114
were from other South American countries.

The 2798 lots that sold at auction fetched a witdl5,766,610 USD in sale
price including Sotheby’s buyers’ premium. Wheis tisold for” price is adjusted for
inflation to 2005 values, a total of 20,436,056 UB&s paid for all 2798 lots.
Bolivian and Peruvian objects fetched 9,204,000 YED773,660 USD adjusted for
inflation) and objects from other South Americamcwies fetched 6,562,610 USD
(8,662,396 USD adjusted for inflation) both incloglithe buyers premium.

The total number of lots offered for sale peaked994 with 222 South
American lots offered. This year was also the highnt for Bolivian and Peruvian
pieces with a total of 155 lots offered. The tatamber of lots from other South
American countries remained relatively stable asaked in 1997 at 124 objects
offered for sale. Beginning in 1998, the numbelotd offered for sale declined in
both categories. This decline became particulstigrp after the year 2000 and by the

year 2005 only 27 objects from all of South Amenere offered for sale.

Lots Offered For Sale at Sotheby's New York
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Figure 4.1: Number of South American lots offere&atheby’s New York by year
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The total number of South American lots sold (agased to the number of
lots offered) at auction peaked in 1994 with 23ots sold, with 1992 at a very
close second with 232 objects sold. The numb@&ultifian and Peruvian lots sold
peaked in 1994 with 155 objects sold. The numbésts sold from other South
American countries reached its peak in 1997 witlof@cts sold. As was seen in the
total number of lots offered, the total numberaitisold began to decline in 1998 and
the decline sharpened in 1999 stabilising in 2@0dnly a fraction of its peak. The
year 2005 represented the lowest number of lotsa&ohuction with only 18 South
American artefact lots fetching a price at auctidiis decline, it will be shown,
appears to correlate with the decline in the nunob@bjects offered rather than a

ebb in demand for South American antiquities.

Lots Sold at Sotheby's New York

Lots Sold

—e— Bolivia and Peru —m— Other South American Countries —e— Total

Figure 4.2: Number of South American antiquitiets leold at Sotheby’s New by year

4.2 Total “Sold For” Price and Price Averages

The total “Sold For” price was calculated by adylihe total price (including
the buyers premium and adjusted for inflation t620alues) of each lot offered in a
particular year. This value should be seen asataé amount spent by buyers of
South American antiquities each year. The totadbamspent by buyers of all South
American antiquities peaked in 1997 with 2,560,26D changing hands. The
amount spent on Bolivian and Peruvian lots als&keean 1997 with 1,227,543 USD
spent as did the amount spent on lots from othatiS&merican counties with
1,332,664 USD spent. The amount spent at auctioh gear began to decline in

1999 along with the decline in the number of olgexftered at auction, though as will
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be seen, this decline is not as significant asdnss, as the few objects that were

offered and sold during these years fetched higtegr

Total Sold For Price of South American Lots
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Figure 4.3: Total price fetched at Sotheby’s Newkvfor South American antiquities
by year

Although near the end of the sample time periedniimber of lots offered
and sold at auction declined, the price paid peslightly increased. The average
price per lot sold was found by dividing the taaiount paid for the lots (adjusted for
inflation to 2005 prices for the purpose of compadity) by the total number of lots
that actually sold (as opposed to the number sfdéfered). This value should be
seen as the average amount that a buyer was witlipgy for a South American
antiquity at the time of sale. Computing this figallows one to compare the results
of auctions that had relatively few lots offered $ale to auctions that had many lots
on the block in effect equalising the fluctuatiamshe number of lots offered per
year.

The average price per lot sold for Bolivian anduR&m antiquities peaked at
17,511.92 USD in 2004 and for other South Americamtries at 29,372.43 USD in
2003. The average price per lot sold for all SGtierican lots peaked at 10,578.81
USD in 2001 right at the time that number of olgeaffered for sale and objects sold
experienced a sharp decline. Thus, although the&beuof South American objects
that Sotheby’s offered for sale had declined, thewnt that buyers were willing to

pay for South American objects slightly increased.
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Average Price Per Object Per Year
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Figure 4.4: Average price paid by Sotheby’s Newkvlouyers for South American

antiquities per year (adjusted for inflation to 3D0

4.3  Provenience

With regards to provenience (that is, the arté&aggographical origin rather
than its ownership history) the values recordetthéauction catalogue database were
divided into four categories: lots with archaeotajifind spots, lots with an
archaeological site of origin listed, lots with seindication as to what region they
came from, and lots with no indication as to tlegigin beyond the country listed. If
an object had both an archaeological site and mdgited, the lot was included in the
“archaeological site” total as that category issidared to be more specific. An
object that has been legally excavated, exportedljraported should have the highest
degree of provenience information attached tdliégal and illicit objects, however
tend to lack provenience due to the paucity ofrimfation recorded by looters and the
desire of middlemen, dealers, and perhaps evereBgthto cover their trail.

Not a single South American lot offered for sal&atheby’s from 1986 to
2005 had an archaeological find spot attached toAittotal of 122 lots had an
archaeological site of origin recorded in the aurcttatalogues making up 3% of the
total lots offered. Bolivian and Peruvian lots @agcted for 111 of the total and lots
from other South American countries made up theareimg 11 lots with
archaeological sites supplied. A total of 541 ludsl a general region offered within
the auction catalogue which corresponds to 15%etdtal lots offered. Bolivian and
Peruvian items account for 352 of these lots apddimaining 189 were designated as
coming from other South American countries. Aspgpimdale and Gill noted in their
2000 study of classical antiquities catalogues, sitaild consider the numbers
referring to the provenience of an object as béigh estimates. There is no proof
that any of the locations mentioned by Sothebyestarly where the objects came
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from. A shocking 3014 lots, 82% of the total loffered, lacked any provenience
information whatsoever. Bolivian and Peruvian atsount for 1795 of these and
lots from other South American counties make uprémeaining 1219

unprovenienced lots.
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Figure 4.5: Provenience information provided byh®bt’s New York for South

American antiquities lots offered from 1986 unIi0%

4.4  Surfacing Date

Using an adapted version of the model develope@tbgpindale and Gill in
their 2000 study of Classical antiquities, the ieatlpossible date that an object
surfaced on the international market was recorde@dch lot offered. Essentially,
one can assume that the artefact had been remmradte ground and its country of
origin by at least this date. The surfacing da&s gleaned from information supplied
by Sotheby’s regarding ownership, publication, erbibition history. For Bolivian
and Peruvian lots differing levels of legality wergsigned based on the national and
international laws that have come into effect. Whee date of surfacing was an
appearance in a publication or in a legitimate mosehe surfacing date was noted
as verifiable. Dates offered on the word of théeser Sotheby’s were recorded as

debateable as the dates are not verifiable andnwmiglye correct.
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Designations are as follows, the higher the numtber|ess legitimate the object:
1 Lots with surfacing dates before Peru’s 192@ipany law
2: Lots with surfacing dates between 1929 and E¥ilthus before
the UNESCO convention

3: Lots with surfacing dates between 1972 and X&Bthus after
UNESCO but before CIPA
4: Lots with surfacing dates between 1984 and E&Dthus after

CIPA but before emergency restrictions on a clasmtquities
5: Lots with surfacing dates after 1989 and thusndj the era of
emergency restrictions and MOUs

6: Lots with an ownership history but no date c#te

7 Lots surfaced on the occasion of this salegjate or ownership
history

8: Lots with ambiguous and obscured dates or osingihistories

A staggering 83% of Bolivian and Peruvian objesttdfaced on the occasion
of their sale at Sotheby’s, meaning that the ovelming majority of objects are
offered with no proof as to their legal existencehe United States. Only 4 of the
2258 Bolivian and Peruvian lots offered from 198@ilL2005 were said to have
surfaced before 1929 and thus before Peru’s patiyrfaws came into effect. Only
one of these four, a Moche vessel deaccessionedtfre Pitt-Rivers Museum in
1898, has a verifiable surfacing date. Thus itleausaid that one object out of the
2258 Bolivian and Peruvian objects offered wasllegd saleable in every respect.
Only 7% of the lots offered had a verifiable suifgcdate at all and 90% of objects
offered for sale had no surfacing date attachedeam.
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Surfacing Date of Lots from Bolivia and Peru Offere  d at Sotheby's New
York, 1986 to 2005
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Figure 4.7: Surfacing date of South American Anitigs lots from Bolivia and Peru
Offered at Sotheby’s New York from 1986 to 2005
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Figure 4.8: Level of security of the surfacing datdéfered for Bolivian and Peruvian
antiquities lots by Sotheby’s New York from 198626005 with number of lots

indicated
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Although raw, the numbers presented in this seatwveal detailed
information as to the behaviour of the market fout® American antiquities over a
span of time. When this information is interpretad considered in relation to
events within South America, the United States @otheby’s itself, compelling

questions and conclusions come to light.
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5. Discussion

Once the South American auction database waseche@tuch information
could be extrapolated from the numerical datathis section | will discuss certain
patterns identified in the auction catalogues difer possible explanations for these
trends. Supply and demand will be explored, as agethe possible effects of
international agreements and international scan@laé important areas of
provenience and object history will also be disedssSo much information is
contained within this database that it is hoped filnare scholars will find other

applications not addressed in the present study.

5.1  Origins and Appearance on the Market

Figure 5.1: A Moche portrait vessel depicting didigive blind man (Allen Memorial Art Museum,
Oberlin College) and a portrait vessel whose visageen on multiple pots (Art Institute of Chicago

To an archaeologist, an artefact has no worthhiés no provenience. When
the exact context in which an object was foundnisnown, the artefact can be
considered an orphan and can not expand upon owl&dge of the past
(Chippindale and Gill 2000: 504). If an antiquisyunprovenienced it is impossible
to tell who made it, when they made it, what thegdiit for, and how they discarded
it. Essentially, any link that the object hadt®place in a past society is severed, the
potential for scholarship is annihilated, and thefact is reduced in status to a pretty

but useless art piece. For example, let us examfaeiliar class of antiquity: the
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Moche' vessel. A particular subclass of Moche vessdistizlly depict individual
men and are so detailed that they include scarg] byes, hare lips, and other
distinctive features. Many of these portrait vésslepict the same men over and over
and some seem to show these same individualsfatatit stages of life. Yet despite
this high level of detail, we still know very liglabout the most important aspects of
these vessels. How were these vessels used? thiégrased only where the
individual depicted lived or where they traded ao& of memento for an
ambassadorial visit to another polity? Were theyda with the individual depicted
and if so, would depictions of all stages of his be present in the burials? Were
they grave goods or were they used for ceremopasies, or everyday use? Did
everyone drink from a vessel with their face on @@ntext and proper provenience
could answer all of these questions and more, ¥ 8f Moche portrait vessels lack
provenience and exist in private and museum cadiest(Donnan 2003: 10). The
meagre 5% recovered by archaeologists are justurmoerous enough to represent a
statistically viable sample. Thus, instead of edivey information about an intriguing
ancient culture to the curious public, the majoatyknown Moche portrait vessels are
forced to peer from shelves, sentenced to an gtavhanonymity.

The level of provenience data offered by Sothebypasut the origins of South
American antiquities auctioned between 1986 and 20@deceptive and inadequate.
In most of the catalogues the lots are presentddrumeadings that give some
indication of a country of origin. Usually theseadings are “Peru”, “Ecuador”, and
“Colombia”. In some cases the combined headingid8or/Colombia” was seen and
in one case “Peru/Chile” was used. In limited sdseadings mentioning other South
American countries were present but for the mostgdgects originating from other
nations were included in one of the previously nm@d sections. These titles are
misleading as they appear to represent stylissitndition rather than an actual
indication as to country of origin. If an artefaetginated in Bolivia, Chile, or
Ecuador but was in the style of a culture norma#igociated with Peru, the lot was
listed under the Peru heading and no indicatioto dise actual country of origin was
offered. This may represent a conscious blurrinip® origin of an lot to make it
more difficult for an individual country to lay dta to it, or it may simply represent a

lack of interest in anything beyond the aesthetialities of the object.

! Listed in earlier catalogues as “Mochica”, thotilffoche” is the favoured name for this culture
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Figure 5.2: The extent of the Tiwanaku and Wari Ee

The general inaccuracy of this designation carele@ svhen looking at objects
from the Tiwanakbiculture. This culture was based in Bolivia at assive
ceremonial capital also named Tiwanaku. The Tiwariampire extended into
southern Peru as well as northern Chile and Argantiet it is most likely that a
Tiwanaku style artefact would have been found itivign yet not a single Tiwanaku
lot was presented as being from this nation. &utstevery Tiwanaku lot was listed
under the heading “Peru”. If these Tiwanaku olgexttually do originate in Peru,
this would mean that the very finest objects ofdhkure were found in great
numbers in a backwater portion of their empire Whaould significantly alter
current ideas concerning the makeup of the Tiwarsé&kie. The questionable
assignment of origin countries provided by Sothslpyevents us from enhancing our
understanding of this culture. | suspect the dbjactquestion did come from Bolivia,
but the mere presence of such uncertainty is Uimggtt

Every lot offered for sale during this time periwds presented with a notation
as to the culture that probably produced the ofgectAs was documented by
Chippindale and Gill in their 2000 study of Clasgiantiquities in catalogues, cultural

terms were presented by Sotheby’s as a sort ofipsgtovenience. It seems that the

1 Represented in the catalogues by the outdated Spanish name “Tiahuanaco”
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name of a culture often takes the place of an agk@graphic find spot and listing
the culture satisfies whatever obligation Sothelfg&ds it has to provide origin
information to buyers. This practice is highly plematic. As previously noted,
many South American cultures were actually vastisgaphat extended beyond the
borders of the modern political states of the gwnit. Their trading influence
extended even farther and an object in the stybepdrticular culture could turn up
any number of places. Even if the object was uwed in the country most
commonly associated with a particular culture iildchave come from any one of the
archaeological sites assigned to that culturés worth noting the similarity of
certain cultures’ artistic styles. For example ngnabjects from the previously
mentioned Tiwanaku culture could easily be confusgd objects produced by the
contemporaneous Wagivilisation. In fact, Tiwanaku may have contesllWari at
various times (or vice versa) thus it is nearly asgible to assign certain types of
artefacts to one or the other without knowing thaot archaeological find spot.
Without a precise provenience, Sotheby’s expertstiave relied only on stylistic
grounds to assign a culture to many of the loterefl. Because of this, the culture
listed may be completely unrelated to where anatlgetually came from and cannot

be considered to be equivalent to offering actuav@nience.

Figure 5.3 One of the Sipan necklaces seized &eBgt and returned to Peru (Derek

Farthing, U.S. Customs Service)

An example of a particularly deceptive aspect efuke of a cultural term as a
pseudo provenience can be seen in the auctiorogagfor Sotheby’s sale number
6625 held on November 15, 1994. Prior to the auc¢tihe government of Peru
notified Sotheby’s that three objects presentettiéncatalogue appeared to be from

the site of Sipan and thus were subject to the Bemry Import restrictions placed on

1 Represented in the catalogues by the outdated Spanish name “Huari”
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objects from that site. Sotheby’s refused to reenitne objects from the sale and two
were sold. All three pieces were subsequentlyesdi® the US Customs service from
Sotheby’s warehouses and subsequently returneerto(Rose 1996). Two of the
objects were listed as being “Mochica”, the slighitlaccurate term that Sotheby’s
once used for the Moche civilisation: the civilisatcommonly associated with
Sipan. Lot 7, however, was a hollow gold beach#nghape of a human head valued
at 4,000 to 6,000 USD. This piece was listed asgo@.ate Chavin”, the Chavin
being an early culture most commonly associated Réru’s central coast. It is not
well known that the Chavin had an early presen&i@in and the bead did, indeed,
come from the restricted site and was determindxitilegally in the United States.
Using only the term “Chavin” to indicate the artetfa origin, would make most
potential buyers feel that they were bidding orobject that came from the central
coast of Peru. The practice of omitting everythug cultural terms could be applied
to all Chavin era objects from Sipén to hide thikggality. On an archaeological
level, this would alter perceptions about the siad strengths of the Chavin empire
as well as the functions of the intriguing siteSgpan over time. Again, the
uncertainty inherent in this aspect of the artefastory offered is unsettling and the
potential to mask illegal behaviour through lacldetail is dangerous.

With regards to actual provenience information i&teby Sotheby’s, 82% of
South American antiquities lots offered between6l88d 2005 lacked any
information as to geographic origin other thanaften dubious country of origin
headings. Regional information was offered for 1&Rihe objects offered for sale
during this time period. This consisted of eithanention of a particular river valley
or, more commonly, terms such as “North Coast’Highlands”. It should be
stressed that there is no reason to believe teaktfion assigned to a lot is based on
anything but assumption and hearsay. Not a siogedescription offered any sort
of documentation to support Sotheby’s regionalnatai In fact, it may be that the
culture assigned by Sotheby’s may be extendintf its#e the category of region and
thus providing a pseudo provenience again. Sontleeofultures of South America
are commonly known as “North Coast” cultures (sasithe Moche) or “Highland”
cultures (such the Tiwanaku) despite the fact dbhgects from these cultures could be
found just about anywhere. Even if an object disttmme from the region assigned
to it, these regions are vast and, again, straddi@ern political boundaries. A

“North Coast” object may actually be from Ecuad@®aithern coastline, a “South
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Coast” object may actually be from Chile’s northeaast, and an object labelled
“Highland” could be from nearly any South Americawuntry all of which have
highlands. The assignment of an object to a pdatiovalley is equally as inaccurate.
For example, the Lambayeque Valley region, commasBociated with the Moche
and Chimu civilisations, is around 14,200 squalenkétres in area and contains
thousands of archaeological sites. An object floenLambayeque valley could
come from any one of those sites.

Mentioning a region may also serve to obscurelagal object’s origin by
calling into doubt which country it actually canrerh or by implying that the piece
could have come from any site in an area. Thisns@h obscuring is particularly
important when one remembers that the first US gerery import restriction
obtained by Peru only banned the import of obj&ci® the site of Sipan. Thus, if an
object in the Sipan style was auctioned at Sotheltlge vague but correct moniker of
“Lambayeque Valley” could be assigned to the obgeat Sotheby’s could argue that
the object, though coming from the same valleyeatricted Sipan objects, actually
came from a nearby but different site. Clearlyrégional information offered by
Sotheby’s is insufficient for the assignment ofg@pprovenience, and can serve to
mask illegal sales.

Only 3% of South American antiquities lots offet®dSotheby’s New York
from 1986 to 2005 were presented with an archaebgite associated with them.
Not a single one of these lots was presented wigtsapplemental information as to
why it was thought that the object originated & $ite listed. It may be that the site
name was assigned by an expert because of theagjshde of an object and, indeed,
several times phrases such as “Paracas Necropdés were used. The experts at
Sotheby’s may have also taken sellers on their \modipresented lots as being from
wherever they were said to be from. Thus no olpeesented as being from an
archaeological site in these catalogues can beedgdied to any site whatsoever
based on the information provided. | feel thairaes a familiar and even probable
provenience was assigned to lots to increase thddiya If an object was said to be
from the site of Cerro Uhle, the familiar name affed early archaeologist Max Uhle
was then associated with the piece thereby makihesirable (and perhaps shrouding
it in a false sense of legitimacy based on asdoaiatith a professional from a
bygone era). If an object was said to be from Reamac, potential buyers who had

visited this popular site only 30 minutes outsifi€ima would be interested. Bidders
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who came across the familiar names of Sican orB&m@nde in the auction
catalogue might be enticed to buy the object bex#us sites are considered
noteworthy and collectable. Not a single lot wasigned to a small, obscure, or
relatively unknown archaeological site, thougtsiat these sites that major
discoveries tend to be made by both archaeologistdooters. Sipan, for example,
was considered a minor and comparably insignifisétetuntil gold artefacts began to
pour out of it (Kirkpatrick 1992: 27). It seemsattihese obscure names do not
increase the value of South American antiquitieSatheby’s and thus are not
recorded. Even worse, objects from sites thougbetminor by archaeologists may
be assigned a more desirable site name by Sothebip\s a dealer to obscure an
object’s true origins, thus preventing experts floeating and stopping the looting of
a potentially important site.

No lot was presented with an archaeological finat.spf an object was
legitimately excavated than a find spot of somé would have been recorded. If an
archaeologist removed the antiquity from the grouewvetn during the early 20th
century, some information would exist. If the altjevas legally excavated after
national patrimony laws went into effect in the oty of origin, an export permit
would exist along with archaeological informaticta where at a particular site the
object was recovered. No information of this seas encountered in any of the 39
catalogues studied. A common but implausible aentris that all of the lots offered
for sale are part of some greater corpus of Soutlei#ican material that was collected
by a seemingly endless stream of explorers thah&itontinent in the 19th century
(Chippindale et. al. 2001: 26). Also suggestetthad objects that appear on the
market were removed from South America during tharfssh conquest and
miraculously gathered dust instead of being medi®an into valuable gold bars in
the centuries before South American antiquitiesabexvaluable art objects. Aside
from the few objects of this sort in the possessibtihe Spanish Monarchy, this

notion exists outside the realm of possibility inghcases.

5.2  Authenticity
The faking of antiquities is, no doubt, a hightpfitable enterprise provided
that the forged objects are completely believalhheleed, the high prices that

antiquities fetch at auction seem to invite fakéghile assessing the authenticity of a
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particular lot offered in an auction catalogue asamiously difficult, some patterns
were noticed among the South American antiquités that warrant comment.

Authenticity, though difficult to define, is an partant concept in
archaeology. An object made 2000 years ago byeifspculture and used for a
specific function is considered valid while an altj;ade 2 years ago to look like an
ancient object is not. Both are “real” in the setisat they have actual physical form,
but only the ancient one can be used to studydise pA modern version of the
object, when masquerading as an ancient artefdtgmy serve to confuse our study
of ancient humanity. Interestingly enough, thoaghectors of antiquities often
claim the they are drawn to the artistic qualibésin ancient object and that the
beauty of the object in itself warrants illegal axation as well as public display
(White 1998: 172), objects made in modern times pleafectly mimic antiquities in
composition and form are considered to be of maskdr value than objects with
ancient origins. An ancient Moche pot may selltfmusands of dollars but a modern
pot masterfully made in the ancient Moche stylalglented and creative Peruvian
artist will only fetch a price in the low hundreaslling attention to the hypocrisy of
justifying collection on the grounds of form alon€his encourages potentially
talented South American artisans to loot archaecdbgites rather than create their
own artistic work. They may also be inspired tegpmodern objects off as ancient
ones, thus making more money by relinquishing r@tlit for their work.

At auction, age is usually considered a musis tlhought that bidders will not
buy objects that are suspected to be modern anI30s faces extreme buyer
backlash if a fake slips through their expertsgérs and is purchased by an
unsuspecting bidder (see Watson 1997: 206 - 2B&grestingly enough, Sotheby’s
provides a distinction for suspicious objects iaithPre-Columbian catalogues. Itis
stated that the inclusion of the word “style” oe thbsence of an expert assigned date
range indicate that, in the opinion of Sothebyg, bt being offered is “not of ancient
origin”. Only three South American lots were presel as being “in the style of” an
ancient culture and all three sold at auctionhéitage related authenticity is not as
necessary as one might think, or the buyers oktpessible artefacts believed that
they were authentic and thus purchased the pig¢des@ain prices. It would be
particularly interesting to study the purchaseinfthe style of” objects across various
classes of antiquities to better gauge buyer opiniothis matter. It should be noted
that, in my opinion, several lots offered at Sotlielappeared to be modern forgeries
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were offered as ancient. While many archaeolsdéstl that some of the objects that
they see in catalogues are modern forgeriesniéasly impossible to make an
informed judgement based on a photograph.

The authenticity of South American objects offea¢&otheby’s can be
questioned in another sense. Although an objegtheaancient in origin, its current
form may be modern. This is particularly commorha abundant ancient South
American jewellery lots offered and sold by Sothelguring the time period in
question. In most South American soils, the orgaordage that once retained the
form of necklaces and other body ornamentation doépreserve. An archaeologist
is often able to reconstruct the pattern of a beaseklace based on how the
elements of the ornament were deposited in thengras the cord disintegrated, but a
huaquero is unlikely to record such detail. Indtgawellery is likely to arrive in the
United States or Europe as a disarticulated mabsads (see Kirkpatrick 1992 for
details about the shipping of South American aiitiieg) to be re-strung by dealers in
a way that is pleasing to modern sensibilitiess Bpparent in the catalogues that in
many cases beads from a variety of different pi@acestrung onto one necklace. At
times, items such as nose rings were strung adaseckendants in a manner that
would no doubt be comical to the piece’s originaher. Despite the fact that the
elements of the piece are ancient, its form ig/fibdern and any patterning that may
have contributed to our understanding of anciesagraphy and perhaps even
religious belief is lost. This does not appeabé¢ca problem at Sotheby’s auctions

and jewellery of modern form but ancient elemestisgor exorbitant sums.

Figure 5.4: The peanut necklace worn by “El SemoSihan” (Antonio Guterrez)
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To illustrate the amount of information that istgpiost by this practice, one
need only turn again to the famous site of Sipéhne archaeological excavations that
followed the initial looting of Sipan uncovered extremely rich Moche burial. The
individual in the burial was dubbed “El Senor dp&®i”, and his jewellery and body
ornaments were recorded in situ by trained arcloggsik, thus their true form is
known. The lord was wearing a double stranded laeekcomposed of larger-than-
life peanuts. Half of the peanuts were gold ariflaere silver (Kirkpatrick 1992:
136). Had these beads turned up on the interradtioarket (as similar ones did) it is
likely that they would have been either restrunthwhe gold and silver peanuts
alternating or they would have been separatediimbonecklaces, one of each metal.
In truth, however, the left half of the necklacesvemmposed entirely of silver peanuts
while the right was entirely of gold peanuts. Altigh this arrangement would
probably be unpopular with modern jewellery weardrs pattern may relate to
Moche religious belief as the necklaces were gfjeztemonial. Had El Senor de
Sipan’s burial been looted before the arrival @haeologists this particular Moche
aesthetic choice and its potential meanings woalglgone unrecorded and a
wealthy western buyer would own an ancient but thentic peanut necklace.

In a sense, it is not Sotheby’s experts’ faulhéyt reassemble an ancient
object inaccurately or if they let a fake slideatlngh. If an object is unique, there is
no way to know what it would have looked like whewas in use, unless, of course,
it was excavated properly by a trained archaedid@isippindale et. al. 2001: 4). No
matter how educated a guess is, it is still a gaedsvery little information can be
gleaned from the reassembled South American jexyatiems that have been offered
at Sotheby’s. Each disarticulated collection cddmis a testament to potential
information that has been lost. The sliding auticéig scale apparent in South
American antiquities auctions at Sotheby’s infedtdots offered with an air of doubt

rendering most of them completely unusable for anad purposes.

5.3  The Demand for South American Antiquities

In 2001 the prominent Peruvian archaeologist Dalté¥ Alva predicted that
scandals and international agreements would retthéceternational demand for
South American antiquities (Alva 2001: 94). Theems like a logical conclusion to

draw from the increasingly perilous legal groundtttihe collection of

36



unprovenienced South American antiquities inhabitéth the help of this auction
catalogue database | was able to test this assumgutid see whether the public
demand for the material remains of South Ameripa'st has truly diminished.

Because of the possibility that figures gleanedifthe catalogues may be
unusually high due to “booms” in a particular clagsntiquity, Moche vessels were
selected to serve as a control. Being exclusizehtamic, they are immune to the wild
price fluctuations associated with precious metdlse vessels are of high artistic
quality and are considered to be very collectalbeche vessels are almost
exclusively limited to an area of Peru only 550 kmg and 50 km wide on the north
coast (Donnan 2004:4). Nearly all Moche vessetsectrom graves and the majority
of pieces in private and museum collections weogeld and their provenience is
unknown (Donnan 2004:10). Thus Moche vessels eacphsidered the archetype of
a South American antiquity as they are in consienmtand and are constantly looted.
In the following analyses, Moche ceramic data iltreated as a control to compare
with which to complete database data to.

From the years of 1986 until 2000 the number aftS@&merican antiquities
offered by Sotheby’s was relatively stable andeast 159 lots (and usually quite a
few more) were put on the block every year (Figuf). Unlike in Gilgan’s study of
Maya antiquities offered at these same auctiomsethppears to be no decrease in the
number of South American antiquities offered in ¢aely 1990s (Gilgan 2001: 80).

In fact, while Gilgan found 1992 to be the yeawinich the fewest Maya antiquities
were offered, it was the year that the greatestbauraf South American antiquities
were made available for sale. Thus, instead ailasg the low Maya numbers of
1992 to the implementation of an emergency impart én a class of Maya artefact, |
speculate that an influx of fine South American@uities were made available for
sale that year and that they took up most of tlzlale space in the one day Pre-
Columbian antiquities auction. This would seenexplain the increase in Maya
antiquities offered in subsequent years. Thatthaion is a public spectacle and
much of the particulars of how an object is preséiih a catalogue or how much it
sells for on the block is dependent on the oth@atb being sold. We, as

researchers, cannot fully extract one class ofjaityi from a an auction catalogue

! It has been theorised that the presence of a particularly valuable group of objects, Colombian
gold for example, will inflate the average price paid per object at an auction. This would make
comparing that auction data’s to other auctions difficult. (Ashenfelter and Graddy 2002:9).
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without taking the other objects being sold into@mt or we run the risk of making
inaccurate conclusions.

In 2001 the number of Pre-Columbian lots offerathgkd to the lower end of
the double digits with no more than 47 South Areeriantiquities lots offered during
each of the next 5 years. This drop correspontiset@limination of Sotheby’s bi-
annual “Pre-Columbian Art” sale and the incorpamatof South American
Antiquities into the annual “Art of Africa, Oceaniand the Americas” sale. Moche
vessels follow a similar pattern. Though the nunddevessel lots offered for sale
fluctuated more in the 1980s and 1990s than dicbWeeall number of lots offered,
the same drop in number of Moche vessel lots affese be seen in mid 2000 and
2001.
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Figure 5.5: The number of South American antigsitts offered each year from 1986 until 2005 at
Sotheby's New York as compared to the number ofiMogessel lots offered at Sotheby’s New York

over the same period. A dramatic drop can be seeting around the year 2000.

This dramatic drop in the number of South Ameriohjects offered is telling.
One way to look at the decrease is to see it atigal to import restrictions placed on

South American antiquities by the United States1997, the year of Peru’'s MOU, a
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steady decline began in the number of South Amefiots offered. This decline was
severely sharpened in 2001, the year that Bolibtaioed an MOU. When Peru’s
MOU was renewed in 2002 the numbers remained [Bis may be the result of be
the MOUSs serving their purpose meaning that the@lyupf South American
antiquities had been reduced to a trickle. It @erlikely that the reduction of the
number of lots offered reflects the danger of oading in South American objects.
As of August 8th, 2006 the Pre-Columbian art domsof http://www.sothebys.com
proclaims:

“...currently we are focusing on presenting piecesewN ork through

private sales; selected pieces and collectionsaisib be included in the May

auctions combined with African, Oceanic and Ameribadian art, titled Art

of Africa, Oceania and the Americas.”
Thus Sotheby’s, a public auction house, has moweénground to secure the sale of
Pre-Columbian antiquities. No doubt this new foonsrivate sale corresponds to
the drop in the number of South American antiqaitéered for public sale and,
perhaps, to the import restrictions on varioussgasof both South and Central
American artefacts. Sotheby’s has effectively oedltheir liability by leaving no
public record of their possibly legally risky sales

When the number of lots offered is compared tonilmaber of lots that are
actually sold, more information as to the demandafolass of antiquities is revealed
(Figure 5.6). A significant difference in the nuenlof objects sold versus the number
offered in a particular year may indicate a drophie demand for a class of object.
An example of this can be seen in Sotheby’s finsaes in the early 1990s after the
1980s art buying boom. Unlike in previous yeargmhmost lots would sell, a
significantly larger proportion of fine arts losmained unsold at the end of the
auction signalling a decline in public demand (Mag004: 87).
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Number of South American Lots Offered and Sold at S  otheby's New York
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Figure 5.6: The number of South American antigaitd Moche vessel lots offered compared to the
number of lots sold at Sotheby’'s New York, 1982005

No disparity between the number of lots offered trednumber of lots sold
was detected in Sotheby’s South American anticuidigctions from 1986 till 2005.
It appears that the number of South American aitigguthat sold at auction was
directly proportional to the number of objects offé. This same pattern is seen when
one looks at the number of Moche vessels offeradpaved to the number sold.
Thus, on the most basic level, there seems to besre no decline in the demand for
South American antiquities, only a decline in theoant Sotheby’s chose to offer.

Another way to gauge the demand for a class ofaityi to look at the
average amount of money paid per lot sold per y@arpreviously mentioned, the
fluctuating buyer’s premium of Sotheby’s sales wassubtracted from the total price
for the purpose of gauging demand as this additiomarge is part of the amount that
a consumer is willing to pay for the lot in questioA decrease in the price paid per
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lot indicates an unwillingness of consumers to aiparticular class of antiquity

which results in a reduction in the amount thatadbesumer is willing to pay.

Price Paid Per Lot Sold at Sotheby's New York
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Figure 5.7: Average price paid per South Ameriaatigaity and Moche Vessel lot sold at Sotheby’s
New York from 1986 to 2005 (including buyer’s premmi and adjusted for inflation to 2005)

Logic would dictate that if the drop in the numioéiSouth American
antiquity lots offered for sale by Sotheby’s aro@@)1 was the result in drop in
demand for the objects, a decrease in the amoyetb¥were willing to pay for South
American antiquities would be seen prior to anchpps even after the reduction of
lots offered. In reality, the amount paid for SoAimerican objects remained
remarkably stable until 2001 when the price paidipepeaked. In the 5 years
following 2000 the price paid per object fluctuateidly between unprecedented
high prices and prices close to the 19 year averdgpe average price paid per year
for Moche vessels followed this same patterns likiely that the wild fluctuations
present after the year 2000 relate to the limiteahlmer of objects sold: if only 40
objects were offered and half of them are partityléne, the average price per
object sold will be inflated. The equivalent inase in the price paid per Moche
vessel in the control group, however, may actualiljcate an increase in public
demand for South American antiquities outside ef‘thoom” effect that could be
attributed to, say, a particularly large numbegold objects offered at a small sale
(Ashenfelter and Graddy 2002:9).

Thus, contrary to Alva’s prediction, there appdarbe no decrease in the
demand for South American antiquities. Buyersaiit8 American ancient art have
been consistently willing to buy the same proportad the lots offered by Sotheby’s

each year. They are also willing to pay at lelstdame amount per lot each year
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with several recent years seeing a significanteiase in the amount buyers are
willing to pay per lot. Where there is demand amzhey, there is supply. The
willingness of US buyers to purchase unprovenier®aath American antiquities for
increasing sums alludes to the existence of a langecumented trade in these
objects. Sotheby’s themselves has moved underdrand prefers to sell South
American antiquities privately thus reducing thésk of being found to violate of the

various applicable import restrictions and inteiorad! agreements.

5.4  Scandal and the Reaction of the Antiquities Mdet

It is clear that the market for antiquities does exist in a vacuum. Thus, like
the market of any commodity, the particulars oftilaele in South American
antiquities responds to outside forces beyond aspésupply and demand. Buyers
want South American antiquities and huaqueros gig deceptively abundant supply
of them. If supply and demand were the only factare need consider, there would
be no excuse for the drop in the number of objeffesed by Sotheby’s at auction as
it is clear that neither suppi$nor demand (as discussed previously) have slowed.
Why, then, has Sotheby’s taken a step back witardegto the sale of South
American antiquities?

A hopeful possibility is that the bilateral agresmts that the US has signed
with South American countries work. When it wasaglthe agreements were here to
stay (that is when Bolivia became the second cgwiith an agreement and Peru’s
was renewed) Sotheby’s faithfully and knowinglyasied up its act out of care for the
cultural patrimony of the developing world or odifear for their own hide due to the
possibility of litigation. However, to simplify ghsituation in this way is both
inaccurate and short-sighted. It removes thisqdar class of object from all other
objects types sold at Sotheby’s, and assumes titiguidies are something more than
what they actually are in the eyes of the art wofld Sotheby’s, antiquities are art
objects just like impressionist paintings and 1g&htury furniture. They are
commodities that are bought and sold and the pdatis of their sale are governed not
only by government and legal restrictions, butmterinal issues within the Sotheby’s

company.

! Judging from the ongoing pillage of South America’s past as documented by nearly all
archaeologists working on the continent, myself included, and documented in Toner 2004

42



INSERT FULL PAGE CHART HERE

43



During the 1980s, the art market was an extremfitpable enterprise and Sotheby’s
experienced many record high sales. During thipgethe number of South
American antiquities sold at Sotheby’s rose stgadilithough the art market
collapsed in the early 90s, it does not appearahatk of interest in South American
antiquities contributed to the record low profiigerienced by Sotheby’s in 1992. In
fact, 1992 was one of the most profitable yeargHersale of South American
antiquities. However in 1994 the amount of Southefican antiquities sold at
Sotheby’s began to drop along with the rest ofatitenarket and with Sotheby’s
profits. This, incidentally, was the year thate#iSouth American objects were
seized from Sotheby’s warehouse in New York anarnetd to Peru.

In 1995 the management of Sotheby’s entered iis&ceet price fixing
scheme with its archrival, Christies (see Masord2od a complete account of the
price fixing scheme). This scheme energised thétprof both auction houses and
the number of South American antiquities sold bth8by’s increased moderately,
though a small decline was seen in beginning irv19ehis decline may have been in
response to the MOU that was successfully obtalyettie government of Peru or it
may have been part of the public response to thesxe of Sotheby’s smuggling
operations by reporter Peter Watson and the subséguad of antiquities auctions in
London. As this decline was relatively small, iedanot appear to represent much
profit loss on the part of Sotheby’s. In 1999 finiee fixing scandal was exposed and
the number of South American antiquities lots afteand sold at Sotheby’s began to
tumble. The number of lots sold was still propmttl to the number of lots offered
but it is apparent that Sotheby’s was beginninignd the number of South American
antiquities it puts on the block.

In 2000 both the president and CEO of Sothebygnesl amid scandal, and
the former CEO, Dede Brooks pleaded guilty to add&trust violation. In 2001
former president Alfred Taubman was convicted agfixing in violation of US
antitrust laws. In 2000, the number of South Areemiantiquities offered for sale at
Sotheby’s plummeted and by 2001 Sotheby’s put folvealy a fraction of the
number of South American antiquities that it offéne the decades prior, a trend
which continues into the early 2000s. As previguséntioned, it is clear that the
scaling back of the number of South American aitiiggithat Sotheby’s offered for
public sale was intentional and apparently notteeldo any decrease in demand. It

may be that the company, already in deep legabtegweould not afford to continue
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to offer a class of object that presented as megallrisk as South American
antiquities. The introduction of Bolivia’s MOU RD01 and the renewal of Peru’s
MOU in 2002may have been factors in this decisionds no significant sales
response was recorded for all previous importi&ins, one must assume that the
price fixing scandal and subsequent company ovérkere the driving force of the
reduction of public South American antiquities sai¢ Sotheby’s.

By 2006 Sotheby’s was recording record high prafitse again. It seems that
the general economic downturn of both the USA antge in the early 2000s has
had little effect on the ultra-rich buyers who at&acted to the auction house. The
current CEO of Sotheby’s, Robert Ruprecht, hagdtatVve made a conscious
decision to enhance profitability by concentratomgkey high-end and middle-market
opportunities” (Sandler and West 2006: 1). Itlesac that the South American objects
still offered at public auction at Sotheby’s faito the category of “high-end”, and it
can be seen that the sale of these objects was mepefitable. Indeed, the assertion
by Sotheby’s Pre-Columbian department that theyarehdo sell objects privately,
leaving no public record of the sale, indicates 8@theby’s does not believe that
South American antiquities present them with IoRather it seems very likely that
the hostile environment created by the MOUs coupligh internal issues and scandal
have forced the sale of South American antiquitie$erground, even at Sotheby’s.
The auction house, already fragile from public sizdncannot afford the public
relations nightmare that would inevitably surro@mdinternational issue involving

South American antiquities.
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6. Conclusion

It would be easy to dismiss the South Americancaiities auction situation as
dire. As an archaeologist | am biased and lookinipese catalogues was a painful
experience. South American antiquities are notroodities like paintings: created
for sale or public trade. They are not found otgehat, by the nursery school rule of
“finder’s keepers”, are wards of the finder to disp of as they see fit. Legally, South
American antiquities are the property of the pe@bl&outh America. They are the
icons of a glorious past and are seen by manyspgation for a glorious future, thus
instilling a sense of cultural pride in the povestyicken and oppressed. Personally, |
cannot help but see the looting and sale of Soatler’can antiquities as evidence
that the continent is being sacked yet again byemesonquistadors who are
destroying the past for the sake of money. Despitdiases | believe | have
identified overarching issues within the market$auth American antiquities.

During the course of this project it has becomefodly clear that, due to
several factors, the objects presented in the Sgtheatalogues are unable to expand
our knowledge of the past. The lack of contexbiinfation renders the artefacts
unusable for academic study and the air of douditgbrrounds the provenience
information that is supplied only complicates thready obscure information about
the object’'s past. Some might argue that a pieatis$ divorced from it's context can
still yield information about the iconography amdft making techniques of a certain
culture, but almost any South American antiquitieé#d by Sotheby’s may be a
modern forgery. As none of the artefacts encoedteuring the course of this study
were excavated with their context recorded, on@caassume they are of ancient
origin and thus any conclusions drawn about tleginographic and technical
qualities would be highly questionable. Thus i @& concluded that the trade in
these unprovenienced and most likely illegal acitllSouth American antiquities has
actively prevented the public from becoming awdrthe details of ancient cultures
that could have been gleaned from the objectstiegdhieen properly excavated.

Due to the implementation of several forceful intdmans, collecting
unprovenienced South American antiquities is culydagally dangerous. The
number of high profile seizures signals that thatthans are no idle threat. Despite
this, the demand for the artefacts has not decdedsefact, there is some evidence

for an increase in the amount that buyers arengillo pay for South American
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objects which may indicate a greater demand. De#pe apparent profitability of the
South American antiquities market, Sotheby’s redube number of artefacts they
offered to a trickle in 2001, choosing to brokedaocumented private sales. This
cutback seems to be a result of the various scatidat hit the company at the time.
Although the international agreements that came efitect may have been a factor in
this cut back, they were most likely not the ordgtbr. The tendency for
archaeologists to see antiquities as outside ofdnmal art market and the internal
issues of the auction house may result in reseegchissing key information as to
why changes occur in the market. The isolatioordy one antiquities class sold a
larger auction as seen in previous studies ofshisis problematic as well. A
mysterious decrease in the number of Maya objeditsis a particular years as
documented by Gilgen in 2001, appears to not rétateport restrictions as
suggested, rather to an increase in the numbeowthS\merican objects sold at the
same auction. We cannot continue to divorce tteffom their auction and full
catalogues must be reviewed by researchers foringfahconclusions to be drawn.

I do not wish to outright accuse Sotheby’s of amgtillegal. | have merely
highlighted ways that Sotheby’s, through opaquénass practices and vague
information, could have been deceptive in theilidgaof South American
Antiquities. It cannot be forgotten that Sothebytes have a long history of
deception and illegal practice (see Watson 199arfoand antiquities smuggling,
Rose 1996 for the sale of banned antiquities, anddvl 2004 for anti trust
violations). | believe that Sotheby’s have eamirthotoriety. Their sale of South
American antiquities could be clean, but it is ntitcould be transparent, but it is not.
They could sell only properly provenienced objetd objects with clear ownership
histories, but they do not.

| also do not wish to condemn the legal trade ingarties. Though |,
personally, do not understand why anyone would w@otvn an unprovenienced
antiquity when one can easily visit museums origiggte in archaeological digs to
commune with the ancients, | acquiesce to curegislation. If an antiquity legally
left its country of origin, legally entered its euty of sale, and is sold publicly | feel
that interested parties should be allowed to bliyere are a limited number of
antiquities that were collected long ago and ame gathering dust in attics. It seems
cliché to say so, but they do turn up in old faneibllections. In a sense, public
auctions have been a blessing when it comes tsttity of the antiquities market.
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Catalogues show what has surfaced, what peopletwisty, and what they will pay
for it. The movement towards private and undocuexsales as uncovered in this
study is truly frightening. It appears that we nmaylonger have the invaluable
resource of auction catalogues to gauge whatlis gaing on in the South American
antiquities market. A new strategy must be dewediop track these objects and root
out illegal practice before the market descendgelemto the dark recesses of back
door deals and international crime.

A number of issues remain unresolved and, in aeseéhs preliminary study
of the particulars of South American antiquitiestaans has raised more questions
than it has answered. Clearly the Sotheby’s SAatkrican antiquities auctions that
still occur should be tracked in the future for amgication of a change in the patterns
detected by this study. Research should extemssible, to private dealers and
online auctions as there is evidence that a sinititrade in moderate quality South
American antiquities exists within these realms$we Pparticulars of Sotheby’s private
sales of South American antiquities should be itigated as they represent a
significant deviation from the ideals of an open &ransparent market. Museum
acquisition records should be consulted to seattepns on the supply end do, indeed,
match patterns on the demand end of the antiquiisaket. Perhaps most
importantly, more similar studies of classes ofdnties sold at auction should be
completed so that a more detailed understanditigegoflemand for artefacts emerges.
The creation of this database is a step in the dghction, but | hope to address the

wider concerns uncovered by this study in futuse=agch.
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