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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION 

 

Acquiring Antiquity: 

The Future of Cultural Heritage Collecting and Stewardship 

in the United States 

 

by 

 

Lyssa Claire Stapleton 

Doctor of Philosophy in Archaeology 

University of California, Los Angeles, 2017 

Professor Li Min, Chair 

 

During the first decade of the twenty-first century, the number of repatriation requests 

from foreign governments to museums in the United States greatly increased, and several 

landmark cases involving looted cultural heritage were decided in favor of the source nation. 

These transactions have been changing how American museums, private collectors, and art 

dealers acquire cultural heritage material, particularly when it has an archaeological origin. This 

study examines the history of collecting, discusses how efforts to prohibit the trade in illicit 

antiquities are affecting the way in which institutions and individuals acquire cultural heritage 

material, and supports a broader goal of identifying future strategies for collecting and 

stewardship.  

Chinese antiquities that are popular with art collectors are used as a sample group to 
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represent the trade in archaeological material. Three general questions form the cornerstone of 

this research: (1) What is the impact of the increased use of cultural heritage legislation on the 

trade in archaeological objects, and can it be quantified? (2) What does the future of collecting 

look like for American museums and private collectors? How are museums and collectors 

changing their policies and approaches as a reaction to new legal actions and changing ethics? 

(3) What role does China play in the protection and consumption of Chinese cultural heritage?  

Qualitative data are drawn from interviews with 31 stakeholders. To ground the 

stakeholders’ concerns in fact-based research; quantitative data are collected from 86 auctions of 

Chinese antiquities held between 2000 and 2016. Both data sets show that stakeholders interested 

in acquiring Chinese antiquities are increasingly concerned with provenance, that verifiable 

provenance increases the value of an object, and that Chinese buyers play a significant role in 

auctions in the United States.  

 It will be challenging to curb the demand for archaeological materials, and this study 

concludes with a discussion of the future of collecting in the United States, outlining current 

programs and examining new strategies aimed at changing how collectors view antiquities. 

Three potential approaches for reducing the demand for illicit antiquities are evaluated: 

government-controlled markets, reproductions, and long-term loans. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction, Terminology, and the State of Research 

Context 

Heritage, both tangible and intangible, is a critical component of cultural identity. It 

preserves not only our knowledge of past cultures but also the traditions and identities of 

threatened cultural groups. The intrinsic value of cultural heritage is the social, historic, and 

educational information it holds. But tangible cultural property also has a market value, created 

in part by separating an object from its context. Once decontextualized, archaeological materials 

are most often treated as works of art rather than as an integral tool for understanding past and 

current cultural identity.  

Over the past century, Western countries have developed sophisticated views on human 

rights, civil rights, and the importance of cultural identity. As a result, the collecting activities of 

the great explorers and archaeologists of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries are now often 

viewed as culturally insensitive predations. Wider acceptance of these twentieth- and twenty-

first-century values has stimulated an increase in the number of national and international laws 

designed to protect cultural heritage in all its forms. In 1970, the United Nations Educational, 

Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) passed the Convention on the Means of 

Prohibiting and Preventing the Illicit Import, Export and Transfer of Ownership of Cultural 

Property. To date, this convention remains the most powerful international legal instrument 

protecting tangible cultural heritage from an archaeological context. Until the 1990s, however, 

international cultural heritage law had a negligible effect on museum acquisition policies in the 

United States and appeared to have no significant impact on the market in illicitly excavated 
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archaeological materials. This has changed dramatically in the last decade, as the 1970 UNESCO 

convention as well as domestic legislation in the United States have provided the basis for 

multiple legal actions against both museums and individuals. This has had a marked impact on 

museum acquisitions, private collecting, and the antiquities trade in the United States. Formal 

actions by the governments of Italy, Greece, and Peru (see Brand 2006; Briggs 2007; Eakin 

2005; Orson 2011) against U.S. museums whose holdings included disputed archaeological 

materials have resulted in a deluge of revised acquisition policies and ethics statements from 

museums and the bodies that govern them. Legal actions against museums and New York art 

dealer Frederick Schultz, as well as multiple bilateral agreements between the United States and 

foreign governments, represent a metamorphosis in the interpretation and application of cultural 

heritage law in the United States. 

The United States, among other wealthy and developed countries, plays the role of 

“market nation” in the antiquities trade. Market nations are primarily consumers. They include 

the United States, the United Kingdom, France, Germany, Switzerland, and Japan, and, more 

recently, the United Arab Emirates (UAE). Supply nations, on the other hand, are artifact rich. 

Countries that have bilateral agreements with the United States include Belize, Bolivia, Bulgaria, 

Cambodia, China, Colombia, Cyprus, Egypt, El Salvador, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Iraq, 

Italy, Mali, Nicaragua, Peru, and Syria. Together, market and supply nations and the market 

itself form a dynamic system of stakeholders that include auction houses, museum curators, 

dealers, private collectors, looters, cultural heritage lawyers, and archaeologists. There are also 

other, less visible players in the antiquities collecting network, including corrupt officials at both 

the local and international levers and members of crime syndicates or political regimes who 

facilitate the trade in antiquities for financial gain.  
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International cultural heritage laws were put in place to protect and regulate the 

antiquities trade; the 1970 UNESCO convention also requires that supply nations endeavor to 

protect their own heritage. The increasing implementation of international rules is producing a 

series of challenges to many stakeholders in the antiquities collecting network in the United 

States. Stricter acquisition policies as well as greater competition for licit antiquities are affecting 

private collectors, who may be unable to add to or donate their collections, museums are 

adapting to changing ethics by updating acquisition policies, and art dealers are faced with a new 

collecting milieu in which they are cast as criminals rather than elite experts. This study will 

demonstrate that compliance with current cultural heritage legislation is actively transforming 

the antiquities collecting network, and new challenges presented by implementation will dictate 

the future of licit and illicit archaeological material in the United States. 

Key Terminology 

Antiquities, archaeological materials, and artifacts: Throughout this study, these terms 

are used interchangeably in reference to ancient, tangible cultural property materials.  

Antiquities collecting network: This term refers to people and institutions that participate 

in the art and antiquities market. For the purposes of this discussion, this refers to those involved 

in obtaining, selling, collecting, and researching antiquities. This can include individuals who are 

opposed to the market in archaeological materials, such as archaeologists, as well as entities such 

as private collectors and dealers who are thought to perpetuate it.  

Art: This word is not used in this study to refer to antiquities, archaeological materials, or 

artifacts. Art, by definition, describes an object created to suit a set of aesthetic criteria. Art is 

rarely utilitarian; it is created for the purpose of being viewed, enjoyed, and evaluated for its 
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aesthetic qualities. Archaeological materials are often referred to as art when they have been 

disconnected from their original context and placed in a museum environment. The “art market” 

is used, generically, to describe the entity within which antiquities are treated as art.  

Cultural heritage, cultural patrimony, and cultural property: Cultural heritage is used to 

refer to material protected by the 1970 UNESCO convention. Merriam-Webster’s dictionary 

defines culture as “the integrated pattern of human knowledge, belief, and behavior that depends 

upon the capacity for learning and transmitting knowledge to succeeding generations” (see also 

Article 6 of the 1970 UNESCO convention; Barkan and Bush 2002:16–17; Merryman 2005:11–

12). Cultural heritage encompasses a wide range of traditions and behaviors that manifest in any 

given society. It is through this definition that we can understand the value of culture, the 

importance of preserving all cultural heritage, and the great responsibility in preserving it. 

Patrimony and heritage have similar definitions and refer to the inherited aspect of culture. 

Cultural heritage and cultural property are often used interchangeably in the context of 

legislation and the protection of tangible and intangible cultural manifestations (Prott and 

O’Keefe 1992; see also Prott and Specht 1989). The term cultural property infers both the 

commodification of cultural objects and Western legal notions of ownership. Both definitions are 

relevant and appropriate when cultural objects are traded as commodities or nationalized by a 

modern nation-state (Prott and O’Keefe 1992). Cultural heritage is the preferred term when the 

emphasis is on cultural context, rather than legal status.  

Illicit or looted antiquities: These are defined as materials that were removed 

clandestinely from an archaeological context in contravention of local and national law. The 

looting of archaeological sites is an international phenomenon. Removal of an artifact from its 

archaeological context results in the loss of considerable information that could have been 



5 

obtained through systematic and scientific excavation (Bator 1982; Meyer 1973; Renfrew 2000).  

Market nations: These countries are the primary consumers of cultural property and are 

the location of the largest art markets.  

Memorandum of understanding (MOU) and bilateral agreement: These are agreements 

between the United States and other parties who are signatories to the 1970 UNESCO 

convention. Included are emergency actions, agreements, and designated lists of objects subject 

to import restrictions in order to protect cultural heritage.1 The terms bilateral agreement and 

MOU are used interchangeably in this study.  

Provenience and provenance: These terms are often used interchangeably. Provenience 

refers to an artifact’s findspot—its original context within an archaeological site. Provenience, 

therefore, can include geographic and stratigraphic data as well as information on an artifact’s 

relationship to other objects, architecture, human or other remains, and organic or geological 

material. The term provenance is used to refer to an antiquity’s history on the art market—its 

ownership history as well as publication and exhibition history. Provenance may include the 

excavation site, if it is known, but will not include stratigraphic information or other contextual 

details.  

Stakeholders: These are participants in the antiquities collecting network. 

Supply nations: The dichotomy of market and supply nations is one the most prevalent 

issues in the art market network. Supply nations are rich in cultural property, usually in the form 

of archaeological sites. It is a cruel reality that most market nations lack the economic and 

political stability needed to adequately protect the cultural heritage within their borders.  

                                                
1 Texts of bilateral agreements and other actions can be found on the U.S. State Department Bureau of Educational 

and Cultural Affairs website: https://eca.state.gov/cultural-heritage-center/cultural-property-protection/bilateral-
agreements (accessed April 30, 2017).  
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Quantifying the Problem: The State of Research 

In 1969, Clemency Coggins, then a doctoral candidate in fine arts at Harvard, wrote a 

short article for the Art Journal, which documented the theft, damage, and sale of monumental 

stelae from Mexico and Guatemala (Coggins 1969). She included a list of specific friezes and 

stelae, many of which were considered masterpieces of Mayan art, which had been broken up, 

removed, and sold on the international art market. Buyers included the Brooklyn Museum, the 

Minneapolis Museum of Art, and the Houston Museum of Fine Art, among others. Coggins’s 

article played in an important role in revealing the extent of the damage and loss that looting had 

caused to important archaeological sites and also the role of museum institutions in that 

destruction. This article contributed to the successful passing of two pieces of legislation: the 

1970 treaty with Mexico agreeing to the repatriation of stolen cultural heritage and the 1972 

prohibition on the import of pre-Columbian sculpture and frescoes. This article was the first of 

many that formed a basis for the argument to implement both the 1970 UNESCO convention and 

the legislation that would become the Convention on Cultural Property Implementation Act 

(CPIA). 

While the widespread issue of looting and related profits was well represented at a 1978 

Senate hearing on the CPIA (see Heath 1978:288–289), opponents of the act questioned the 

causal link between the looting of archaeological sites and the art market (Gutchen 1983; Vitelli 

1978).2 To gather data on archaeological materials on the market is relatively simple; to trace the 

materials to their source and establish that they were looted is much more difficult. Since 

                                                
2 The complete text on the Hearing Before the Subcommittee on International Trade of the Committee on Finance, 

United States Senate, on H.R. 5643 and S. 2261, Convention on Cultural Property Implementation Act, can be 
found at https://babel.hathitrust.org/cgi/pt?id=pur1.32754076290760;view=1up;seq=292 (accessed April 22, 
2017).  
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Coggins’s groundbreaking article, multiple authors have published method-based studies 

establishing a link between the destruction of archaeological sites and the sale of antiquities on 

the art market. The quantitative data collection for most of these studies relies on auction house 

sales, museum exhibition catalogs, and private dealer catalogs. Site reports and surveys, satellite 

imagery, and interviews with locals, looters, art dealers, and the general public have also been 

used as documentation.  

The most successful studies quantifying the connection between looting and the art 

market have been those focusing on a specific type of object and using a discrete set of sources 

to track social and political events and trends. Less successful, and not as common, are 

qualitative studies attempting to extract data from art dealers or other stakeholders. 

Quantitative Studies 

The most abundant and readily accessible data on the antiquities market come from 

auction house catalogs. David Gill and Christopher Chippindale successfully used these data in 

their 1993 study of Cycladic figures to quantify a link between collecting and looting (as well as 

in several subsequent articles). Ricardo Elia (2001), Terressa Davis (2006, 2011), and Vinnie 

Nørskov (2002a, 2002b) followed with quantitative studies of other popular antiquities. In each 

case, the authors use existing publications of private and museum collections as well as site data. 

Elia and Davis demonstrate the direct impact of the illicit antiquities market on Apulian and 

Cambodian sites, respectively. The authors use their sources to collect data on provenance, 

acquisition date, and the history of site looting.  

Gill and Chippindale (1993), Chippindale and Gill (2000) and Chippindale et al. (2001) 
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categorize provenance3 information under multiple headings: Artifacts with known provenance 

come either from surface collection or from legitimate excavation. Artifacts without known 

provenance are divided into four categories: (1) “known,” (2) “said to be” (from), (3) “possibly” 

or “perhaps” (from), and (4) “unknown.” In Gill and Chippindale’s 1993 article, acquisition 

dates are treated in two ways: First, the acquisition dates for figures shown in a single but 

comprehensive North American exhibition in 1987 are compared to the total quantity of figures 

in that exhibition collected by decade from the 1920s to the 1980s. Second, the same data are 

collected from multiple European museum collections and exhibition catalogs and tallied (many 

of the same figures are in multiple exhibitions). Additional information from Sotheby’s and 

Christie’s catalogs provides supplemental history for some pieces.  

The objective of Gill and Chippindale’s 1993 article is to compile data to support the 

argument that a developing “esteem” for Cycladic figures—influenced by popular art, 

scholarship, and culture—resulted in an increase in the looting of archaeological sites in the 

Cyclades. The authors use their data to support this and several other conclusions: The total 

number of figures in each provenance category, along with data on legitimately excavated 

objects, demonstrates the rarity of original context information. The authors find, in fact, that 

only around 10 percent of the known corpus of Cycladic figures in collections has any 

provenance information. This has dire implications for any scientific study of these figures and 

particularly for the existing chronology. Further, the diachronic tracking of published provenance 

information reveals what Gill and Chippindale call “drifting provenance.” This term refers to a 

shift in provenance for the same object from one public exhibition to the next or one owner to the 

                                                
3 Chippindale and Gill (2000) and Chippindale et al. (2001) use the term “provenance” to refer to any published 

history for an object, including excavation site or findspot. Because they do not use the term “provenience” in 
their study, this discussion utilizes their terminology. The nuanced categories established by the authors show 
how unsubstantiated the site information published in catalogs can be.  
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next—a phenomenon that the authors argue is influenced either by the publication of research 

studies or by the publication of previously unknown archaeological findspots (whether real or 

fictitious). The data also substantiate the argument that there has been an increase in the 

production of fake Cycladic figures in response to more demand by collectors. The same 

timeframe that delineates the surge in popularity is also witness to the wholesale looting of 

Cycladic sites. As a result, the authors calculate that at least 85 percent of the funerary record of 

the Cyclades has been destroyed through looting.  

Ricardo Elia’s 2001 study investigates and quantifies the impact of the collecting of 

Apulian vases on archaeological sites. Elia begins his investigation with the calculation that 

about one-fourth of the total corpus of Apulian vases in collections and on the market surfaced 

after 1979. He collects data pertaining to the relative market growth of Apulian vases as well as 

shifts in purchasing trends. Elia’s data consist of around 14,000 vases published in 1982 in a 

two-volume catalog by A. D. Trendall and Alexander Cambitoglou (1982 [1978]). These data 

were supplemented by data from Sotheby’s auction catalogs and reports written by 

archaeologists in Italy.  

Elia collects data on current location and provenience; he also adds a diachronic 

tabulation of sales. His provenience tallies show that almost 100 percent of recorded Apulian 

vases have no information on findspot and that no Apulian vase sold by Sotheby’s between the 

1960s and the late 1980s had any provenience. 

About one-fourth of the vases sold at auction had no sale or collection documentation 

prior to the Sotheby’s listing, indicating that they were new on the market (i.e., “fresh” finds). 

Trendall and Cambitoglou’s lists show that a huge number of vases were collected in the two 

centuries prior to 1980, but far fewer were gathered between 1980 and 1990. The other shift in 
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collecting during this period was the distribution between museum and private collections.  

Elia’s data show a sharp increase in collecting since the 1970s and a market in Apulian 

vases that is dominated by Sotheby’s auction house. The growing number of vases on the market 

is mirrored by an escalation in the looting of archaeological sites likely to contain these objects. 

His research also shows, but does not attempt to explain, a drastic increase in the collecting of 

Apulian vases by private versus museum collectors in the early 1980s.  

Terressa Davis’s 2006 and 2011 articles contrast sales of Cambodian antiquities at 

Sotheby’s with a chronicle of twentieth-century Cambodian history. Her auction catalog data 

show an increase in the availability of Khmer objects after 1989, a decline around 1993, and 

another increase in 1999, followed by an all-time low in 2000. Unlike the market in Cycladic 

figures or Apulian pottery, these fluctuations cannot be explained through developing aesthetic 

tastes; rather, they seem to correlate with political events (Davis 2011:167–168). Davis’s 

analysis shows that the increase of Khmer artifacts on the market coincides with the end of the 

Vietnamese occupation of Cambodia in 1989. The subsequent political chaos produced an ideal 

environment for illegal activities, such as the looting and smuggling of antiquities. Increasing 

political stability slowed the removal of cultural materials by 1993. The subsequent increase of 

Khmer material on the market in 1999 appears to coincide with the final surrender of Khmer 

Rouge groups.  

From Sotheby’s auction catalogs, Davis collects data on estimated price, object type, 

subject, medium, age, and provenance. Tallies of these characteristics allow her to draw 

conclusions about the popularity of different types of Cambodian art and their market prices. Of 

the 377 lots auctioned by Sotheby’s, 91 percent were sculpture and only 29.4 percent had any 

type of provenance; of those, 77 were from “private collections,” and the provenance for 20 of 
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them was a previous Sotheby’s auction. In 1999, the United States implemented emergency 

restrictions on Cambodian cultural heritage, and in 2003 the country signed an MOU with 

Cambodia. Davis states that this legislation has resulted in an 80 percent decrease in Khmer 

materials in Sotheby’s auctions.  

Vinnie Nørskov’s 2002 book and subsequent book chapter utilize auction house and 

dealer catalogs, scholarly publications, and existing collections. The goals and means of her 

analyses are similar to those discussed above, but she includes insight into historical and modern 

museum collecting. Her assessment of Greek vase collecting allows her to juxtapose fluctuations 

in the collecting tendencies of museums with scholarly publications, fluctuations in the economy, 

and the creation and application of legislation intended to prevent the trade in illicitly excavated 

antiquities. The primary purpose of Nørskov’s study is to examine the development of the 

market in Greek vases starting after World War II. Like Elia, she is able to draw strong parallels 

between the increase in popularity of, for example, Apulian vases and the publication of 

Trendall’s The Red-figured Vases of Apulia. She analyzes collections from eight museums—six 

in Europe and two in the United States—and gathers data on the history of vase acquisition, 

exhibition, acquisition policies, and interviews with curators. These data show, not surprisingly, 

that museum acquisitions were quite dependent on the interests of the current curator, but those 

interests were mitigated by donated collections and by what was available on the market. 

Nørskov also finds a distinct reduction in acquisitions during the two decades prior to her article, 

which is explained by the more limited budgets of the museums in her study group and a 

decrease in gifts. In the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, many collections that were 

donated to museums had been assembled by scholars, but this practice has stopped as changing 

views on collecting antiquities have deterred archaeologists and art historians from forming their 
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own collections. 

For her analysis of the market in ancient vases, Nørskov uses sales catalogs as well as 

articles from “art market literature,” such as Kunst und Antiquitäten, Minerva, and Art and 

Auctions. She tracks the sales of major private European art dealers as well as Christie’s and 

Sotheby’s auctions from 1954 to 1998. The total number of objects in the study is 18,398; 70 

percent of these data were drawn from Christie’s and Sotheby’s catalogs. Nørskov links any 

increase or decrease in the quantity at auction with scholarly publications, trends in museum and 

gallery exhibitions, known incidences of looting, the economy, and fluctuations in prices paid for 

fine art in general.  

Nørskov concludes that dealer catalogs are a more reliable source of data on trends in the 

art market because sales at auction reflect supply, whereas dealers attempt to vary their stock 

according to trends. Because most quantitative studies of the antiquities market use auction 

house catalogs as a primary source, any conclusions about supply and demand should include 

sales by private dealer. However, auction house sales may also be examined for indicators of 

changing esteem for specific object types; sale results (i.e., which items sold and what prices 

were paid) must reflect demand.4  

Studies Focusing on Museum Ethics and Collecting 

Gill and Chippindale have written several other articles addressing a variety of topics 

critical to the collecting system, including changing museum acquisition policies5 (Chippindale 

and Gill 2000:503), the relationship between organized crime and illicit antiquities (Gill and 
                                                
4 Karl Meyer (1973:9) has commented on Sotheby’s attempts to create a market for certain types of collectibles. 

5 Chippendale and Gill attribute the Getty’s change in acquisition policy to a lack of physical storage space rather 
than a reaction to the change in the collecting environment (2000:503). 
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Chippindale 2002; see also Chippindale and Gill 2000:495), the corruption of the scholarly 

record as a result of publishing looted material (Gill and Chippindale 2002:56; see also 

Chippindale and Gill 2000:484 and Gill and Chippindale 1993:625), and the topic of national 

control over the movement of antiquities, so-called “nationalist retentionist” policies (Cuno 

2008, 2009). Chippindale and Gill express doubt regarding the logic of confining the circulation 

of artifacts to the boundaries of current nation-states. They do not present any alternate entity 

that could potentially prevent the illegal looting and export of antiquities, but they discuss the 

topic in order to illustrate that the “patrimony argument diverts attention from the real problem 

of loss of contextual information” (2000:503). They question the wisdom of retaining museum 

trustees who have been involved in transactions concerning illicit antiquities and speculate about 

the future of collections in museums that have returned antiquities: Will there be more returns 

from the same museums, or are these collections now vetted?6 Chippindale and Gill’s 2000 

publication evaluates the veracity of published provenance and findspot, and their 2001 study 

(with C. Hamilton) quantifies the market in illicit antiquities. 

Gill and Chippindale’s 2002 publication also touches on the use of the Art Loss Register 

(see Chapter 9) as a resource for auction houses and antiquities dealers. The utility of the Art 

Loss Register in determining the legal status of an artifact is questionable, as there is no record of 

looted antiquities before they leave the ground. The exception to this rule, however, is the so-

called “Medici Dossier,” which consists of some 4,000 Polaroid photos confiscated in a raid of a 

Geneva Freeport warehouse belonging to the Italian art dealer Giacomo Medici. The photos are 

of antiquities, many of which had clearly been unearthed just prior to being photographed. 

Similar photos were found in Medici’s Basel warehouse (10,000 photographs) and on the Greek 
                                                
6 Claire Lyons, curator of antiquities at the J. Paul Getty Museum, asserts that the Getty’s collections are no longer 

subject to scrutiny by the Italian government (personal communication, August 2010). 
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island of Schinoussa (from the archive of British art dealer Robin Symes). When a Roman 

marble youth was offered for sale at a Christie’s auction in June 2010, Polaroids were released to 

the press showing the same statue. The art dealing community condemned the timing of the 

release of these images by arguing that neither Christie’s nor any other auction house or art 

dealer could be expected to do due diligence if these images were not accessible (through the Art 

Loss Register or the INTERPOL website; see Chapter 9).7 More recently, both Christie’s and 

Bonham’s have taken up the call to make these images available (Isman and Fabio 2010). Why 

these images of looted art have not been widely published and made accessible is an excellent 

question, one to which the acknowledged authorities appear to have no good answer.8 

Studies That Quantify the Art Market 

Numerous studies have analyzed the investment potential of the fine art market. These 

accounts generally rely on two types of statistical methods to construct indexes: repeat sales 

regression (RSR) and hedonic regression (HR), which both are used when considering art as an 

investment. The RSR relies on repeat sales, limiting analysis to objects that have been sold more 

than once (i.e., with more than one record of sale). While it is useful for observing changes in 

sale prices over time, it calculates only one variable—sale price—and sample sizes are limited 

by its inability to deal with heterogeneous data. The HR also calculates sale prices over time, but 

relies on a set of observable characteristics of the art works themselves and allows for 

                                                
7 See David Gill’s response at http://lootingmatters.blogspot.com/2010/05/medici-archive-roman-marble-

youth.html. 

8 Some images are coming from the Schinoussa Archive rather than the Medici Dossier. These images have been 
cataloged and studied by Christos Tsirogiannis (http://lootingmatters.blogspot.com/search?q=christos), who has 
indicated that the Greek government has not, to date, allowed the publication of the complete archive (personal 
communication, January 2010).  
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quantitative analysis of sets of unique variables. These characteristics are the “regressors” 

(Candela and Scorcu 1997), and price is the fixed component, because regressions calculate 

change in sale price over time. Works of art are unique and make up an inherently heterogeneous 

sample group. A regression can include any and all measurable characteristics, but the same ones 

are recorded for each object in the sample group. All choices are equally arbitrary, and their 

inclusion depends on the desired result of the study. The HR calculates the relative value of each 

characteristic by determining each characteristic’s influence on sale prices over time. The 

drawback to this model is that there are a finite set of variables and characteristics of objects may 

not vary systematically over time (Ashenfelter and Graddy 2003). By using an RSR or HR to 

measure which characteristics impact sale price, investors can make an informed choice about 

what style and type of art is most likely to produce higher returns.  

In their comparative study of Chinese art prices on the domestic and international 

markets, Bai et al. (2013) found that price estimates could be dependent on specific 

characteristics of the artwork and on the auction transaction itself: 

 
(i) Internationally sold artworks and the domestic artworks of internationally 
selling artists have much higher average prices than those of artists selling only 
domestically; (ii) for internationally selling artists, international works have a 
higher price than their domestic works; (iii) most of (i) and (ii) is explained by 
quality differences between internationally sold artworks and those sold 
domestically; (iv) after controlling for quality differences, internationally sold 
artworks still have a significantly higher price than domestic artworks; and (v) the 
international price premium is most pronounced for auctions taking place in the 
United States and United Kingdom, for contemporary art, and for artists with the 
highest number of international sales. (2013:3) 

 

There are a number of external forces that have been found to affect the popularity of certain 

types of artwork, the success of an individual sale, and the prices realized. For example, 

Pommerehne and Feld (1997) argue that museums are more likely to bid on works with good 
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provenance, which are thought to have greater historical significance. Museums may pay over 

the high estimate because they prefer to overpay rather than gamble on a work with a potentially 

questionable pedigree.  

The sale price estimates provided by auction houses have a strong influence on market 

prices. Ashenfelter and Graddy (2002) review the effects of the auction houses on price 

formation and find that “the value of most important works of art is established by public 

auction” sometimes directly, but also by historic reference to other sales. “How the auction 

system works is thus a critical determinant of how the public’s preferences are translated into the 

evaluation of artistic work” (2002:3). Auction houses, via the large volume of art sales they 

transact, have a profound effect on the art market, and therefore on what museums collect and 

what the public perceives as art.  

Auction houses charge buyer’s and seller’s premiums; these costs are the commission 

paid to sell a work. Sellers also set a reserve price, and the auction house agrees to not sell the 

work below the reserve. Works that do not receive a bid or bids that do not meet the reserve are 

termed “bought in.” Ashenfelter and Graddy (2002) state, “The reserve price is generally set to 

be about 70 to 80 percent of the auctioneer’s low estimate”; sale price estimates, therefore, are a 

good indicator of current market value.  

Several authors have noted certain drawbacks to using auction house data in hedonic 

regressions: Bai et al. (2013) point out that auction house data account for only about 50 percent 

of art sales (see also Candela and Scorcu 1997). Private galleries and dealers make up the other 

sales, but these are much more difficult to account for. Goetzmann (1993) argues that there is an 

inherent bias in auction house data due to their ability to sell only works that they feel confident 

they have a market for. A similar bias results if auction houses choose only high-value works and 



17 

decline to sell those of lower value. Pommerehne and Feld’s (1997) observations noted 

previously may also create bias by influencing price estimates and distorting sale prices.9 The 

economy can also impact the market (Renneboog and Spaenjers 2013); so can things such as the 

potential tax benefits received when a buyer donates to a museum institution (Plattner 1996). It is 

also worth noting that certain authors have argued that there is no discernable driving force 

behind fluctuations in art prices—that they are inherently unpredictable and hinge solely on the 

vagaries of fads (see Candela and Scorcu 1997).  

A few authors have tested the argument that the increased use of cultural heritage 

legislation is resulting in a higher sale price for provenanced objects. Levine (2009) presents a 

case for a corollary between more penalties for trading in illicit antiquities and increased sale 

prices for provenanced objects. Her argument is based on anecdotal evidence; she does not 

present a quantifiable analysis to support her theory. Nørskov (2002a) also indicates that the 

prices for vases at auction with legitimate history are increasing. Hardy (2016) charted sales of 

Egyptian antiquities at auction during the Frederick Schultz trial (see Chapter 4) and found that 

they increased in popularity during that period. Sales did not decrease until the Egyptian 

economic crisis in 2009. Hardy does not consider variables such as provenance or Egyptian 

buyers on the U.S. market.  

Kiel and Tedesco (2011) are the only other researchers to use a hedonic regression to test 

the proposed correlation between provenance and sale price. They collected data from Sotheby’s 

auctions in 2001, 2005, 2008, and 2010 to test the theory that the sale price of provenanced 

antiquities has increased since the Marion True trial that began in 2005. The authors found that 

Greek, Roman, and Egyptian artifacts sell for higher prices than those from other countries (only 
                                                
9 Candela and Scorcu (1997) argue that some indexes, such as the Sotheby’s Art Index, are inherently biased 

because they are based on the subjective judgments of Sotheby’s experts.  
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Old World objects are included in the auction data collected). More important, they found that 

during the True trial, provenance raised sale prices by 71.5 percent.  

Qualitative Studies Relying on Interview Data 

Several authors have used interviews with members of the antiquities collecting system 

successfully. Through her interviews with curators for the publications already discussed 

previously, Nørskov determined that provenance has become progressively more important in 

museum collecting as well as to private collectors as a result of increasingly strict ethical mores 

(2002b:356–359; also see Cannon-Brookes 1994). Nørskov’s interview data show that as 

scholarship has changed to reflect new opinions on preservation and the prevention of looting, 

archaeologists have “moved away from collectors and dealers, broke[n] the ties, and left the 

collectors unconnected with the new interests” (2002b:322).  

David Matsuda’s 1998 paper is an ethnographic account of “subsistence looting” and 

begins with a firsthand account of his experience traveling into the jungle with a group of 

Belizean huecheros. The article neither establishes a method for quantifying the impact of the 

market on archaeological sites nor examines the market itself. It is, fundamentally, an ethical 

discussion. It is included here because the author establishes an important point about the art 

market as a primary motivator for looting, and his use of indigenous informants demonstrates 

how interviews can provide insight into the motivations of looters.  

Matsuda estimates that in Belize, a country with a total population of about 250,000 to 

350,000, as many as 20,000 to 30,000 people may be looting part-time; only 1 to 3 percent of 

these looters interface with representatives of the international market. Matsuda finds that 

huecheros call the artifacts that they find semilla, or “seed,” and regard them as gifts from their 
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ancestors. Looters in Belize are generally Indians and therefore come from the most 

economically challenged segment of the population, whereas the mestizos and ladinos (supposed 

descendants of the conquistadors) fill the roles of distributors and consumers of looted 

antiquities. 

Of the more than 400 looters interviewed by the author, most are refugees of “civil 

violence and economic despair” (Matsuda 1998:91). Matsuda’s interviews with looters and 

government officials lead him to realize that most looting in Belize occurs after periods of 

harvesting and planting. This clear cycle prompts Matsuda to call the huecheros he interviews 

“subsistence diggers” (1998:91). These excavators “hunt and gather artifacts part-time in 

agricultural off-seasons as part of the seasonal round of traditional food-getting practices” 

(1998:91). For the huecheros, looting archaeological sites is seen as a “viable socioeconomic 

alternative to starvation” (1998:91). 

According to the author, illegal excavation in Belize “is inextricably linked not to auction 

house prices but to the success or failure of subsistence agriculture” (Matsuda 1998:94). For 

Belizean huecheros, the ancestral connection to the sites and artifacts may be almost as much a 

reason to excavate as the promise of money. These indigenous excavators feel that their 

connection to these objects is stronger and more valid than that of the government or 

archaeologists. This connection to the cultural landscape informs their excavations and justifies 

their actions. While it may not often be practical to gather ethnographic interviews with looters, 

Matsuda’s study demonstrates that the connection between the market in illegal antiquities and 

the individuals who do the actual looting of archaeological sites is often very tenuous.  

Simon Mackenzie’s 2005 article is a “study of an illicit market which is still in the early 

stages of a slow move from non-criminal to criminal” (2005:249). The author focuses 
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particularly on discovering whether the United Kingdom’s Dealing in Cultural Objects 

(Offences) Act of 2003 is as ineffectual as its detractors claim. The author uses interviews with 

dealers, collectors, and auction houses to support his theory that antiquities dealers have 

developed a behavioral pattern geared at avoiding regulatory initiatives. A total of 40 interviews 

were conducted with dealers in Melbourne, Sydney, New York, London, Geneva, Bangkok, 

Chiang Mai, and Hong Kong. Mackenzie uses a non-standardized interview method: His 

questions are exploratory rather than structured (see Fowler and Mangione 1990:19); the 

interviews are therefore very conversational, and the same questions are not necessarily asked of 

every subject. In his analysis of responses, he groups the data gleaned from interviews under five 

headings: privacy and provenance, risk and trust in the antiquities market, regulation of the 

purchase of antiquities, white-collar criminals, and routinization and entitlement. Mackenzie 

summarizes his questions and subject responses under these headings and intersperses this with 

discussions relevant to the topic. For example, he discusses the development of the importance of 

provenance, something noted by dealers. Mackenzie uses subject response to determine the 

prevalence of illegal behavior and the awareness within the dealers’ community of laws 

prohibiting illicit activities, and to present a psychological profile to explain the feeling of 

entitlement behind this behavior.  

Mackenzie concludes that in the insular and well-established network that moves illegal 

antiquities into the hands of dealers and collectors, only the “grossest cases of smuggling and 

profiteering . . . would attract criminal liability” under the terms of the 2003 legislation 

mentioned above (2005:265). Further, he argues that the language of the act is flawed in such a 

way as to allow for loopholes that are practically made to be exploited by the normal conduct of 

art dealers. This behavior, he concludes, is a result of a concept of entitlement created by the law 
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itself, the “rights-based discourse” of the Western market-driven world. 

In his subsequent 2007 article, Mackenzie talks about the difficulties encountered during 

four years of attempting to obtain interviews with antiquities dealers. In this study, he uses two 

terms from Pierre Bourdieu and Loïc Wacquant’s 2001 publication “NewLiberalSpeak: Notes on 

the New Planetary Vulgate” to categorize the responses he has received to interview requests: 

silence and strategic reticence. Silence is, obviously, a nonresponse, but it is defined by 

Mackenzie as passive denial (2007:119). Silent non-respondents are choosing not to participant 

in ethical/legal debate. Strategic reticence takes the form of an explanation for nonparticipation, 

which is usually that dealers do not want to risk being investigated by law enforcement. This 

type of response is a “perceptible hope that if a general silence were maintained then perhaps the 

whole issue would just blow over” (2007:121). The third category of response is categorical 

entrepreneurialism. These respondents are interested in trying to influence the construction of the 

issue (2007:121–122). Their responses generally rely on a pro–personal ownership sentiment and 

the standard rationales of “protecting these works of art for the world” and “global property 

owning” or, occasionally, the total denial of looting as an issue (2007:122).  

In his 2011 study, Mackenzie argues that dealers drive the market in illicit antiquities. He 

focuses on the concept of “crimes of the powerful,” indicating that such a term is applicable to 

the art market because art dealers are the driving force behind the looting of antiquities, but 

criminology is generally focused on the powerless—in this case, the looters. Mackenzie 

endeavors to understand the “failure of the current legal strategies to seriously change the 

character of the antiquities trade” by observing how art dealers are able to navigate current 

legislation (2011:136).  

This literature review includes studies of illicit antiquities from Italy, Greece, South 
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America, and Cambodia. Notably absent are studies focusing on the trade in Chinese 

archaeological material. It is this lack of analysis that prompted this research project. The 

twenty-first century has been witness to an extraordinary shift in the way nations and individuals 

perceive cultural heritage. As a result, individuals and institutions that collect and interpret those 

materials find their roles changing and evolving. The increased use of international cultural 

heritage legislation is prompting a new code of conduct for those who trade in or research 

antiquities; new relationships are being forged, and strategies for ethical collecting practices 

must be devised. How these changes will redefine the world of collecting is the focus of this 

study. Centered in the moment created by current events, this research will fill a gap in the 

existing literature and provide a broad analysis of the antiquities market and the future of 

collecting in the United States.  
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Chapter 2 

Research Approach and Methodology 

Research Approach and Critical Issues 

This study relies on definitions of cultural heritage and ethical standards provided by the 

1970 UNESCO Convention on the Means of Prohibiting and Preventing the Illicit Import, Export 

and Transfer of Ownership of Cultural Property (hereafter the “1970 UNESCO convention” or 

“the convention”), as it is the most widely recognized international standard for the protection of 

cultural heritage that has been ratified by the United States. The convention establishes the moral 

imperative inherent in protecting cultural heritage, both domestic and international: “the 

interchange of cultural property . . . for scientific and educational purposes increases the 

knowledge of the civilization of Man” and “cultural property constitutes one of the basic 

elements of civilization and national culture, and . . . its true value can be appreciated only in 

relation to . . . information regarding its origin, history and traditional setting.” It goes on to 

establish that it is “incumbent upon every State to protect the cultural property existing within its 

territory against the dangers of theft, clandestine excavation, and illicit export.” In practice the 

protections for cultural property established by the convention rely on international cooperation, 

ethical collecting on the part of institutions, and the understanding that “the illicit import, export 

and transfer of ownership of cultural property is an obstacle to that understanding between 

nations.”1 These descriptions and definitions underlie the assumptions about the appropriate and 

ethical treatment and trade of cultural material that are discussed in the following chapters.  

                                                
1 The full text of the UNESCO 1970 Convention on the Means of Prohibiting and Preventing the Illicit Import, 

Export and Transfer of Ownership of Cultural Property can be found on the UNESCO website: 
http://portal.unesco.org/en/ev.php-URL_ID=13039&URL_DO=DO_TOPIC&URL_SECTION=201.html 
(accessed September 12, 2017).  
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As the parameters of this study developed, it became clear that most members of the 

antiquities collecting network share the same concerns about the private and institutional 

collecting of illicitly excavated archaeological materials as defined by the 1970 UNESCO 

convention, but that various historical, cultural, and vocational perspectives have hindered 

productive dialogue. Many stakeholders have an incomplete or flawed understanding of how 

international legislation, museum policies, and archaeological research endeavor to both protect 

and share cultural patrimony through scholarship, international exchange, and responsible 

stewardship. Some stakeholders feel disenfranchised, while others feel vindicated by the wider 

reach of international legal actions during the past decade. 

This study examines the antiquities collecting network metanarrative and an effort to test 

the arguments and opinions of stakeholders in the network, with a particular focus on topics that 

may clarify current and future dialogue. The essential goal is to consider the long-term 

implications of active cultural heritage legislation and to promote discourse that addresses the 

future of collecting in the United States. Rather than attempting to examine all aspects of the 

trade in archaeological materials in the United States, a representative sample of antiquities that 

are popular with American collectors was examined. My experience as the curator of a private 

collection that includes Chinese antiquities has provided both the logical sample group and the 

ingress to specialists who collect, sell, study, and curate these materials. In addition, several 

interesting events involving Chinese cultural heritage have taken place in the last decade: In 

2009, China and the United States signed a bilateral agreement;2 in the same year, two bronzes 

                                                
2 Memorandum of Understanding Between the Government of the United States of America and the Government of 

the People’s Republic of China Concerning the Imposition of Import Restrictions on Categories of 
Archaeological Material From the Paleolithic Period Through the Tang Dynasty and Monumental Sculpture 
and Wall Art at Least 250 Years Old, U.S. State Department Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs 
website: https://eca.state.gov/files/bureau/china_tias.pdf (accessed December 11, 2016). The bilateral agreement 
between China and the United States was renewed in 2014: see 
https://eca.state.gov/files/bureau/ch2014dipnotes_0.pdf (accessed December 11, 2016). 
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from Yuanmingyuan (the Summer Palace) were offered for sale at Christie’s Paris (Barboza 

2009; Marton 2009; Meyer and Brysac 2015:9; Weatherly 2013); also in 2009, a coalition of 

Chinese experts embarked on a search for other objects that had been looted from the Summer 

Palace in U.S. and Western European museums (Jacobs 2009); in 2013, a collection of ancient 

bronze mirrors from the Cotsen Collection, which I curated, was returned to China as a gesture 

of goodwill and acknowledgment of China’s cultural patrimony; Christie’s became the first 

international auction house to operate in China (Barboza 2013); and, finally, in 2016, Chinese 

insurance company Taikang gained the largest stakeholder share in Sotheby’s auction house 

(Buckley 2016; Kinsella 2016). 

While I asked and answered many questions during my research, there are three topics that 

form the cornerstone of this dissertation: 

 
1. What is the impact of the increased use of cultural heritage legislation on the trade in 

archaeological objects, and can it be quantified?  
 

2. What does the future of collecting look like for American museums and private 
collectors? How are museums and collectors changing their policies and approaches as a 
reaction to new legal actions and changing ethics? 
 

3. What role does China play in the protection and consumption of Chinese cultural 
heritage?  

 
 
The first question developed after a review of methods that have been used to quantify the link 

between looting and the art market. It seemed that if collectors and museums avoided purchasing 

unprovenanced objects, the market would react. One indication would likely be more sales at 

higher prices for objects with provenance, and this assumption guided the quantitative data 

collection.  

The second and third topics derive from early conversations and topics discussed at 
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professional conferences and other meetings. I decided that direct conversations with 

stakeholders would be the most unambiguous method of determining current opinion and 

reaction to cultural heritage legislation and other situations relevant to the antiquities collecting 

network. Interviews are the source of the qualitative data for this research. Some stakeholders 

expressed frustration with their inability to sell or donate unprovenanced objects; others 

referenced new policies affecting museum acquisitions and relationships with donors. Others 

complained that Chinese buyers were making it difficult for American museums and collectors 

to buy Chinese antiquities at auction by bidding far above estimated prices. These three topics 

guided the questions that were posed to stakeholders, and their responses inform and 

contextualize both data collecting and analysis. 

Quantitative Data Collection 

The quantitative data collected for this study come from catalogs produced for sales of 

Chinese art at Christie’s and Sotheby’s auction houses. Many studies have used auction house 

data to show the causal connection between site looting and antiquities on the market 

(Chippindale and Gill 2000; Chippendale et al. 2001; Elia 2001; Gill and Chippendale 1993, 

Nørskov 2002a, 2002b), and these data sets could have been used to test theories about a 

growing preference for provenanced antiquities. Prior to this study, data on Chinese antiquities 

have not been compiled or analyzed to address questions relevant to the protection of cultural 

heritage. 

Data collected include 16 years of Chinese antiquities sales, from 2000 to 2016. This 

interval includes nine years prior to the signing of the 2009 MOU with China and seven years 

after. Several other topical events took place during this period (see the previous discussion), and 
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to as great an extent possible, these are addressed in the data analysis. 

To illustrate the popularity and market presence of Chinese archaeological materials, four 

object types were selected from the vast array sold at auction. These selections are based on the 

following parameters: (1) Only objects that are archaeological in origin are included; (2) in order 

to ensure a robust body of data, the objects have to be popular with collectors and, therefore, are 

frequently sold at auction; (3) to demonstrate the longue durée of the collecting tradition in 

China, some objects included in the sample group are those that have always appealed to Chinese 

antiquarians; (4) I have endeavored to include types of objects with which I have some 

familiarity; and (5) all the object types were manufactured prior to the Tang dynasty, the last 

period protected by the MOU between the United States and China (however, reproductions of 

these objects made by later dynasties are included in the data collection to demonstrate the 

popularity of artifact types and the role of copies/reproductions). 

Based on these parameters, data for two styles of bronze ritual vessels typically made in 

the Shang and Early Zhou periods (c. 1600–771 BCE) were collected, the ding (data for fanding 

were also included) and the gu; Chinese bronze mirrors created before the end of the Tang 

dynasty (907 CE); and pottery horses of the Tang dynasty. 

While the qualitative data provide most of the context for this study, the quantitative data 

are used to measure changes in the U.S. art market between 2000 and 2016 and create a timeline 

of reaction to legislation and other factors.  

Qualitative Data Collection 

As the curator of a private collection3 and an archaeologist, I am a stakeholder in the 

                                                
3 Lloyd Cotsen, the Cotsen Collection, and the Lloyd Cotsen Study Collection of Chinese Bronze Mirrors are 
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antiquities collecting network myself. Therefore, in an effort to maintain a consistent identity 

when conducting interviews, I identified myself as a doctoral candidate and attempted to 

approach all interactions with stakeholders as a student and researcher, rather than as a colleague 

(see Schensul et al. 1999:69–71). Self-identifying as a student also provided ethical parameters 

for this study; it was a continual reminder to interviewees that I was interacting not as a peer but 

as a participant observer, and that I might use or interpret information given in the interviews in 

ways they may not agree with. However, as a member of the antiquities collecting network, it 

was relatively simple for me to locate participants and convince them to participate; it also 

helped me develop rapport with those I did not already know.  

In order to establish standard guidelines for interviewing and interacting with subjects, 

ethnographic interviewing approaches established by Schensul et al. (1999) were used to design 

the qualitative portion of this project. The small, nonrandom, and nonrepresentative sample of 

participants, however, produced data that cannot be quantified, and the interview data are 

conversational and perhaps more journalistic than anthropological in nature. The Institutional 

Review Board (IRB) of UCLA’s Office of the Human Research Protection Program (OHRPP) 

approved this study and data collection methods. Each participant was provided with a 

“Participant Rights” document explaining his or her role in the study and guaranteeing 

anonymity. Providing anonymity was critical in order to secure interviews with many of the 

participants, and they were also made aware of the methods and goals of the study through the 

Participants Rights document.  

                                                                                                                                                       
mentioned throughout this manuscript. Lloyd Cotsen (1929–2017) was a prodigious collector of folk art, textiles, 
and, to a lesser degree, antiquities. His world-class collections of Japanese bamboo baskets, international folk art, 
contemporary North American basketry, Chinese bronze mirrors, and children’s books were donated to museums 
throughout the United States. His collection of Chinese bronze mirrors was donated to the Shanghai Museum in 
recognition of the objects’ cultural ownership. His collections are open to researchers, and he established a 
foundation to support such research in 2008. His collections have been published extensively and featured in 
many museum exhibitions.  
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The data were collected from 28 stakeholders, all but five of whom work, live, and/or 

house their collections in North America (the majority in the United States). Four of those 

outside North America live and work in China, and one is in the United Kingdom. Of the 28 

participants, three play dual roles. Identifying these individuals by their multiple roles would 

almost certainly expose their identity, so in these three cases, the participants are identified in 

their interview responses based on which role informed the question and response. In addition to 

the 28 professional participants, I interviewed seven shop owners in the Tianya Antique City 

near Panjiayuan market in Beijing.  

Organization of the Dissertation 

In order to contextualize and examine the three main topics of this study, a wide range of 

historical and contemporary institutions were explored: cultural heritage law in China and the 

United States, antiquarianism in China and the West, and the history of the museum in the 

United States. 

Chapter 3 summarizes the qualitative data collection and analysis. Stakeholder interview 

responses are organized by topic so that responses from different participants can be examined 

together. This exploration of the existing metanarrative of the antiquities collecting network and 

the evolution of that discourse provides context for the remainder of the chapters.  

Chapter 4 is an examination of international legal instruments for the protection of 

cultural heritage that have been ratified by the United States. Several case studies illustrate how 

the legal precedence for prosecuting crimes relating to antiquities was established. In pursuit of 

topics discussed during stakeholder interviews, the focus is on the development of the CPIA, the 

U.S. MOU with China, and the Cultural Property Advisory Committee (CPAC). 
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Chapter 5 explores the formative relationship between antiquarianism and museums in 

the West and several of the value systems that underlie the American museum institution: the 

role of archaeological materials in the museum, the museum’s role as expert, its transformation 

as a result of changing ethics, and the challenges facing twenty-first century museums.  

Chapter 6 is an account of the history of antiquarian collecting in China. The long 

tradition of connoisseurship and scholarly collecting is directly relevant to today’s market in 

Chinese antiquities, particularly those most sought after by Chinese collectors. The chapter also 

discusses the turbulent history of European contact with China and the Century of Humiliation as 

they relate to the preservation and trade in antiquities. All these historic events influence China’s 

national identity and the tastes and goals of contemporary Chinese collectors.  

Chapter 7 is a discussion of China’s cultural heritage legislation. This chapter focuses on 

several unusual aspects of China’s cultural heritage legislation in order to illustrate its 

relationship to international standards and the 2009 MOU with the United States. These include 

the active legal trade in cultural relics within China, as well as the strong restrictions on illegal 

exports. 

Chapter 8 is a quantitative analysis of the auction house data. Several assumptions 

introduced by stakeholders are tested, along with the hypothesis framed in Question 1 above. The 

discussion is framed within the current ethical and legal climate. 

Chapter 9 concludes this study by directing the discussion toward the future of collecting, 

particularly by museum institutions. This chapter explores several measures that museums are 

taking to ensure that their collections have acceptable provenance; suggestions are also made for 

other approaches that might help protect the world’s cultural heritage for future generations. 
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Chapter 3 

Qualitative Data Analysis 

Qualitative Data Collection—Stakeholder Interviews 

Stakeholders in the antiquities collecting system in the United States include museum 

directors and curators, private collectors, art dealers, and archaeologists, as well as a number of 

professional organizations and special interest consortia. Transcripts of testimonies that have 

been presented during Cultural Property Advisory Committee (CPAC) public hearings, as well 

as scholarly publications, topical blogs, and ethics statements from professional organizations, 

document a well-established metanarrative among stakeholders. This chapter will establish 

whether the opinions and beliefs of individuals and groups of stakeholders are as polarized as 

they seem when presented in public forums. 

The questions posed to curators, dealers, and collectors were as standardized as possible; 

some questions were modified or designed based on which institution the individual worked for 

or how current events might have impacted his or her work. The information collected from 

these interviews was used (1) to both create and answer research questions and (2) to formulate 

generalizations about groups of stakeholders in the collecting system. Questions were devised to 

determine how stakeholders experienced and perceived the way in which antiquities are being 

collected and the long- and short-term alternative approaches to stewardship. As a result, the 

qualitative data guided the structure and content of this study, warranting the necessity of 

presenting this analysis prior to the discussions in Chapters 5 through 7. 

It is not unusual in a non-standardized study for interviews to be conversational rather 

than scripted (see Fowler and Mangione 1990:19), and in all cases the interviews were 
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conversational in nature. However, approximately half of the study participants requested that 

interview questions be provided prior to the interview. The participants were not randomly 

selected; these individuals have knowledge, interest, or direct investment in this topic (see Table 

3.1). Most are experts in Chinese art and archaeology. In addition, several interviewees 

suggested other participants. I met with about half of the participants in person and interviewed 

the remainder via video chat or telephone. None of the data were collected via questionnaire 

responses. When appropriate, participants were emailed follow-up questions.  

Interview Questions and Responses 

The following questions and responses are grouped by topic (also see Table 3.2). The 

quotes are often extracted from longer responses and were selected because they best represent 

the participant’s expressed viewpoint and are most pertinent to the question. Not all participants 

who were asked these questions had clear or relevant responses, and not all participants were 

asked the same questions. In some cases, the participant was asked a related question; these 

questions are quoted prior to the response. Names of individuals or institutions discussed during 

interviews that might identify the participant have been redacted. Interviews with Chinese 

participants were done through a translator. Their responses are reported in first person because a 

direct, third-person quote of the translator would indicate gender (she or he) and compromise 

anonymity.  

Questions Concerning Legislation and the CPAC 

Question 1: Is current legislation successfully preventing the looting of archaeological sites and 
the trade in illicit objects? 
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Archaeologist 5: In Armenia, where I work, there is no MOU with the U.S., and also very little 
illegal exportation of cultural material. I think this is because of a nationalistic pride in cultural 
heritage. There is some looting of sites, particularly on private land. People don’t really know 
any better and don’t have any idea what those things are, but there isn’t really a trade in 
archaeological materials, that is to say, a trade that takes them outside the country. The looting 
is on the “pot-hunting” level; you don’t really see people with bulldozers looting sites. I think 
that is, in part, because there is no market for those materials inside the country and no 
established means of exporting them for profit. It’s not like a country like Peru where there is 
this very established network for looting and selling antiquities.  
 
CPAC Member 1: It is not the MOU that is working. What are working are the instruments that 
are put in place through the MOU in the countries with whom we have agreements. And also of 
course on the U.S. side, the enforcement of the import restrictions, which is obviously what the 
MOU is supposed to be about. But then all kinds of things are agreed upon between the two 
parties that the other country should do to prevent the pillage of archeological sites. And 
whether this works or doesn’t work doesn’t depend on the MOU at all. It depends on the 
protection systems in the respective countries and also on the general political and economic 
conditions of those countries. We have no influence on that. That is often misunderstood; you 
know, these MOUs are not some way by which the U.S. interferes with or engages in [cultural 
heritage legislation] in the countries with whom they are concluded. To the contrary, all the U.S. 
agrees to do is to restrict the import of certain antiquities in order to facilitate the [cultural 
heritage laws] in those countries. So whether or not that works, you have to study the records of 
what these countries do, and of course that is something that comes out every time these MOUs 
are renewed. . . . We keep tabs on this, and we get the members of the [Ministry of Culture] to 
give us updated information on what the other party has done to enforce cultural heritage 
protection mechanisms in those countries. And we are very interested in that, and in theory when 
there is an impression that the situation is just hopeless and the country isn’t keeping up its 
effort; then the committee might advise against the renewal of the MOU. Although whether this 
advice is taken is entirely the decision of the person we refer to as the “decision maker”—that is 
to say, the deputy assistant secretary of state. . . . Some people, when alleging that MOUs don’t 
work, really mean that they don’t believe that import restrictions have any effect on whether 
cultural heritage is being protected or not in other countries . . . each time a new memorandum 
is proposed, or when an old memorandum is proposed for renewal, this argument comes again 
that having such a memorandum makes no difference with respect to whether the sites are going 
to be looted in whatever country we are talking about, and every time we have to conclude that it 
does make a difference. Of course, we don’t just make this determination based on our gut 
feelings, but we make it based on evidence that we are presented with. 
 
The Chinese, as you know, go out of their way to conclude agreements [MOUs with many 
countries, not just the United States], and I think, to some extent, for them it is a matter of 
general housekeeping. Of manifesting concern not only for the cultural heritage of their own 
country but worldwide and sort of integrating that into a worldwide framework. In that sense I 
think the Chinese politicians are much less parochial than ours are here; you know, we don’t 
even have any mechanism by which we could ask another country to impose import restrictions 
for American cultural materials. 
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We are not fanatics of cultural relics protection on this committee; we are reasonable. That is, in 
fact, why we get along, those of us who are on the CPAC can see that there is little point in 
adopting an ideological stance and that the main concern should be to simply protect the 
evidence and protect what still can be protected. 
 
Curator 2: They [the CPAC] have meetings where you can submit things in advance. How well 
our voices are heard, I don’t know. As to the question of how effective I have found the MOU, my 
opinion is it has not been effective in the sense that if the objective was to stop looting and 
smuggling, I don’t think that has been effective at all. Because all that material is still in the 
market, but it’s all on the market in China now.1 
 
ICE 1: [In response to a question about how we prevent materials from politically unstable 
countries from entering the country when we do not have a MOU with that country—Syria was 
used as an example:] It would fall under an embargo. Not just cultural property; anything Syrian 
is going to be attaching itself to a terrorist nexus, so even if somebody is bringing sunflower 
seeds from Syria, everything coming out of there is going to be questioned. Are the proceeds 
from the sale of the sunflower seeds going to fund terrorism? That we do not want. Just like we 
have [an embargo on] Iran, we had one with Cuba and Myanmar. All those countries when we 
have an embargo, there are certain exceptions; one of them is educational material. If there is 
something brought from that country to educate the people here, like something about the culture 
or about their way of living.  
 
[Bilateral agreements are] good for the tourists, you know, the drive-by buyers, and they are 
good for probably the first few months, but it doesn’t do anything for the bigger picture. After the 
[signing of the] bilateral agreement with Peru, all the objects were still coming in, but they were 
coming in from a third party. Now, per the bilateral agreement, we have to prove that the object 
was removed from the county of origin, Peru, after the implementation of the bilateral 
agreement. So if the object is coming in from Germany, I have to prove that the object left Peru 
and came to Germany after the signing of the bilateral agreement, and all the importer has to do 
is give me some kind of an invoice saying that he purchased this item before 1983. And that is 
what they do; they give me some German document that is old and raggedy and has been 
Xeroxed a hundred and fifty times, and I can barely see the words. So what do I do—do I rely on 
this document in court? No. Remember, for me to seize the object, I need probable cause; for me 
to forfeit the object, I need preponderance of the law—so I need at least nine people out of 
twelve to say, “Bullshit; this thing came out of Peru after 1983.” So bilateral agreements are 
great, but not for the big picture. They are for the tourists and for the first couple of months, and 
for people who don’t know the law. You and I and the dealer and the smuggler know that to 
bring something from Peru, he needs to cross into Brazil, if he needs to bring something from 
Italy, he needs to cross into Switzerland, or to bring something from Iraq, he needs to go through 

                                                
1 Considering the quantity of Chinese cultural material still available at auctions in the United States, this statement 

cannot be accurate (see Chapter 8). The quantity and quality of material available in China, versus in the United 
States, might be determined by gathering data for Chinese auction houses to compare to the quantitative data 
collected for this study. 
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Abu Dhabi.2 
 
It is such a subjective thing. I have customs officers who call me about anything, like, “Hey, I 
seized this one piece of art that could be South American, or it could be Russian” I have people 
who are very interested in stuff like this, and then I’ll talk to a customs agent who says, “Look, if 
it is not guns, dope, or money, I don’t give a crap.” 
 
Dealer 1: By 1949 or 1950, it was proclaimed that anyone who owned antiquities was required 
to turn them in to the government, and if they didn’t and someone informed on them, the people 
who informed on them would get a reward, so there is a powerful incentive. They [the Chinese 
government] collected tons of stuff, which they put in big warehouses and then sold through 
Hong Kong, to gain foreign exchange, which they were short of because the rest of the world 
was kind of putting a wall up around them. And so a lot of the antiquities that came into the 
United States in the fifties came directly out of China under the interest of the Chinese 
government, so it is wonderfully ironic that now they are saying, “Well, now we really have to 
have these [antiquities back].”3 
 
In China there are companies that will come and cleanse a site. They put up a big canvas wall 
because, as they say in China, everywhere you go and stick a shovel in the ground you are going 
to find traces of an historic period, and so when they’re wanting to build a building that is going 
to go down three stories into the ground . . . they have a company come in, they do their work at 
night, and in three days, they do the excavation and haul it away to the dump, whatever is there. 
That’s one way the Chinese government has destroyed extensive archeological sites. And the 
People’s Liberation Army has sole control of some very large geographic areas in China. Guess 
what they do with the stuff they find?4 
 
Museum Director 2: [In response to a question about how the 2009 MOU with China has 
affected collecting in the United States:] It means that nothing that has come out of China in the 
last ten years is available to any institution.5 
                                                
2 This ICE agent is focusing on what he sees as the bigger picture: preventing terrorism. That is not, however, the 

goal of an MOU, the Convention on Cultural Property Implementation Act (CPIA), or the 1970 UNESCO 
convention. The impression that Customs agents don’t have the skill and training to identify important cultural 
heritage objects is shared by Curator 3 and Museum Director 2 in response to Question 5. There is a general 
perspective shared by some stakeholders that ICE is overzealous in its investigations and seizures; these include 
Curator 3 (see Chapter 4). 

3 No concrete source was found to back up the claim that the Chinese government was selling seized or surrendered 
artifacts in the 1950s. Dealer 1 may be conflating the Red Guard campaign of “destroy the four olds,” which 
began in 1966 with the creation of the Poly Culture Group, which is controlled by the PLA and includes an 
auction house (see Chapter 9). 

4 The claim that companies will “cleanse a site” could not be confirmed. In fact, China’s Relics Law provides very 
strict guidelines for archaeological monitoring during development (see Chapter 7). Now legislation, or 
enforcement, however, can prevent all illegal activities during construction. 

5 This stakeholder is referring to both import restrictions that prevent Chinese antiquities from making it to the 
market in the United States, and also the inability of museums to acquire many that are available, due to lack of 
provenance. Chapter 8 demonstrates that there are still thousands of Chinese antiquities for sale, and Chapters 5 
and 9 discuss the challenges museums face in acquiring them. 
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Question 2: What is the purpose of the CPIA and bilateral agreements? Are bilateral agreements 
political tools? 
 
CPAC 1: I could imagine situations where the conclusion of an MOU fits the general direction 
of bilateral U.S. foreign policy with a given country, and so it is concluded with that in mind. 
That is certainly not something that the CPAC needs to keep in mind; to the contrary, we are 
encouraged to concentrate entirely on the specific, and, in fact, we work really anti-cyclically. 
We don’t really adhere to the election cycle—we are appointed quite independently of that—and 
so, yes, of course, the decisions made by the state department are no doubt somehow connected 
to the general political situation, but what we do really is not. 
 
I know there is a perception that we are just a rubber stamp and that we approve anything that 
comes our way, but I think there has been a case in the past where an existing MOU was not 
renewed. That was with Canada, because it was felt there was no need for it, but I'm not aware 
of any other. There may have been cases where the committee recommended negatively and the 
state department still, for political reasons found it expedient to renew, and you should consider 
that possibility. So far they have all been instituted and renewed except for the Canadian one. 
 
CPAC 2: What is it about America enforcing laws of foreign countries, selectively? We don’t 
stone adulterers or women who don’t wear hijabs, or cart off to jail women if they drive cars, so 
what is going on about our selective enforcement of other countries’ laws? When it suits our 
agenda and that of the state department . . . ? I think the State Department is, from what I heard 
in rumors, since they cannot take action to protect archaeological resources unless the country 
asked them to do so, some efforts are apparently being made by the State Department to 
encourage countries to apply for protection. 6 
 
The CPAC committee has a thorough discussion; I mean, one thing is for sure—we definitely talk 
out every point, and they follow the rules that were established in what they call the statute; 
there are four steps that must be considered and then there is a final vote: leaning toward, 
strongly agree, disagree. The vote almost inevitably goes in the direction of protecting or 
renewing. There was one situation where one country was clearly not living up to its obligations, 
to the point where even the archaeologists felt this was not to be rewarded, and we voted that the 
country would not be renewed, but the State Department still renewed it. So there is a process, 
and there are inner workings, which are secret, and I understand why people are frustrated 
about why this is secret. . . . Within the world of art and preservation of monuments, there is 
something of a sense of community. Now, [in countries where] a Narco government is running 
the show, there still are professors that are trying to teach, but it is quite risky to go out and 
record all the paintings in churches, for example, because people are getting bumped off right 
and left. I think the State Department uses this [bilateral agreements] as an effective way of 
reaching out or building a sense of connection with those scholars. . . . so a diplomacy tool. For 
people who collect—take the coin collectors; they were the most vocal; they’re well organized; 
they have fifty thousand ancient coin collectors in the United States. The problem is, let’ s say, 

                                                
6 The argument that an MOU, the CPIA, or the National Stolen Properties Act (NSPA), allows foreign laws to be 

enforced in U.S. courts is frequently brought up arguments against MOUs and against using the NSPA to 
prosecute antiquities cases. This is discussed in Chapter 4.  
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Roman coins, minted in Italy but used in England and North Africa, so when Italy says you can’t 
take Roman coins out of Italy, does that mean that Roman coins cannot be brought into the 
United States when they’re actually legal to take out of England?7 
 
[In response to the question “Do you think that CPAC advisors are being stacked to favor the 
academics?”:] There’s no question, if Patty had a position of the public representative, 
representing the average person, a Ph.D. from Harvard in archaeology with a law degree who 
has written about cultural property. . . .8 
 
So what you are saying is that positions that are supposed to be held by the general public are 
often held by scholars? 
 
Yeah, In another example, there was a lady who was the wife of a billionaire, but so she 
somehow represented the collecting world, except that she herself was not a collector. 
 
Curator 2 (N. America): I am going to change that question a bit. Take it away from politics 
and move into the term “property,” the idea of turning art into property or, in this case, cultural 
property or intellectual property.9 There has been a trend to do this within the legal system, 
where it’s all about this concept of ownership, cultural ownership, which I find troubling. In 
other words, cultural ownership as opposed to individual ownership. Why can’t an individual 
who owns a property take it out of the country? If we are going toward a global system, global 
art, this seems to be in direct contradiction to that movement and idea, and I think that the 
politicization is through that concept; my suspicion is that the State Department is trading 
cultural property for intellectual property rights, and I find that just abhorrent. And where does 
cultural property stop? It’s a little scary—a couple of years ago, there was this Thomas Higgins 
painting that was shown in Philadelphia. And there was a big movement to say that it’s 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, cultural property and that it shouldn’t be moved. Eventually they 
dealt with it by selling within Philadelphia. They were proposing laws to say that it remains in 
Pennsylvania. But there’s the concept of property that I find troubling. 
                                                
7 This is exactly the point that the Ancient Coin Collecting Guild (ACCG) has argued in protest to the addition of 

ancient coins to several MOUs. This case is described in Chapter 4. 

8 The CPIA describes the composition of the CPAC (see Chapter 4). The current CPAC roster includes four 
anthropologists or archaeologists, with one (Jeremy Sabloff) who represents museums rather than archaeology 
or anthropology. The second museum representative is Karol Wright from the Corning Glass Museum. Only 
one of the three “International Trade” representatives are professional art dealers. One of the two “Public” roles 
is filled by James K. Reap, whose expertise as a member of the International Council on Monuments and Sites 
and the Lawyers’ Committee for Cultural Heritage Preservation makes him more expert than is strictly 
necessary for the role. While the current makeup of the committee cannot be said to represent the past, it does 
seem that the categories as spelled out in the CPIA are not strictly adhered to. 

9 This statement is as much about turning cultural heritage into art as it about interpreting art as cultural property. 
Cultural heritage, as defined in Chapter 1, is a component of cultural identity rather than an item created 
specifically for aesthetic enjoyment or to demonstrate technical skill, as a work of art is (see Chapter 6). An 
object may be both art and cultural heritage, but often it is only one or the other. Part of the problem is the use 
of the term “cultural property” in the 1970 UNESCO convention. This choice of phrasing supports notions of 
property and ownership and by so doing is part of the nationalist-retentionist argument against the national 
control of cultural heritage (see Chapters 6 and 9). 
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Curator 3 (N. America): I remember talking to the former head of the cultural ministry [in 
China]; she had just stepped down, and the MOU was coming up for consideration in the U.S., 
and I was asking her opinion, and they didn’t care [about the MOU]. What they were looking for 
was ways to stop the looting and smuggling. That is the purpose, but Congress was taking the 
MOU in many other directions that they weren’t interested in.10 
 
Dealer 5 (N. America): MOUs are purely political. They are only ever passed to appease 
another country after an incident. Take the MOU with Italy, for example. It was signed after a 
U.S. fighter jet severed the cables of a ski resort chair lift and people died.11 The Chinese MOU 
was signed in the eleventh hour of Bush’s presidency to further advance the relations he had 
already established with China. The State Department has no hope of controlling the borders. Its 
hubris—a political game.12 Have you noticed there are rarely any museum curators on the 
CPAC? Directors don’t want them to get involved. They run and hide.13 Arguing with 
archaeologists is bad publicity. I was nominated and approved for the CPAC, but I was told I 
could not offer an opinion on China. This was under the Clinton administration.  
 
Museum Director 2: Really, that agreement [the CPIA] isn’t based on preserving cultural 
property; it’s about politics. It can only be about politics. The United States is the only place on 
the planet that has a restriction like this, and it is absurd because if it was about something 
larger and more important, it would be the world and everybody would have the same kind of 
agreement. 
 
[In response to a question about ICE repatriations in the press:] That is to justify a lot of money 
spent by the government and Homeland Security in particular, because repatriation is typically 
about looted, stolen art that is sold for hard currency, which turns into weapons, which turns 
into training terrorists, which turns into this whole network, and if you can dismantle it at its 
origins, you can dismantle those ends. We would like to discourage the sale of weapons and the 
training of potential threats to Americans—I don’t think anyone has a problem with that—but to 
create a kind of nomenclature and a kind of structure that’s based on politics. Even before the 
MOU was in existence, the U.S. consumed only three percent of the Chinese art market. Three or 
five percent of the world’s market, so if in fact cultural heritage preservation is the goal, then 

                                                
10 Curator 3 is referring to the changes made to the list of categories of material China submitted when it asked for 

an MOU. Because the CPIA defines the material to be protected as of anthropological or archaeological origin, 
certain things, such as paintings and calligraphy, had to be removed. China has a very specific agenda set to 
retrieve works looted from the Summer Palace in 1860 and to claim certain other very important masterpieces 
(see the comments of SACH 1 in response to Question 4). This topic is addressed further in Chapters 6 and 9. It 
is true, therefore, that China may not have been as interested in the direction the MOU took as it would have 
been had the MOU included the complete list. 

11 On February 4, 1998, a U.S. military jet on a training flight cut the cable of a ski lift in the Dolomite Mountains of 
Italy. Twenty people were killed (Tagliabue 1998). 

12 The political aspect of MOUs is discussed in Chapter 4. 

13 Several curators and directors were asked if they were opposed to serving on the CPAC, and each denied ever 
giving it any thought.  
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what are we starting here for? We are not even a consideration in the big picture.14 We are all 
part of that experience—it is all part of our past—and so everyone, you know, intrinsically 
understands when you walk in front of a fantastic object, whoever made it, whenever, whatever 
culture; you recognize that right away. And the only way to encourage learning about other 
cultures is to enable people to have the opportunity to experience it. . . . Great art is for 
everyone, so when you begin to commodify it and to regulate it, you are putting a structure on it 
that is contrary to what it is . . . this is a complicated matrix, and then politics comes in the midst 
of something emotional, something fantastic, something national, cultural. 
 
 
Question 3: How much have you interacted with the CPAC, and how knowledgeable and 
effective do you find that committee? 
 
Curator 3: What’s that? Oh, I think Jim testified at one of those [CPAC MOU hearings] and he 
was trying to get us to go, and in the end nobody went. And he was really mad about it. 
 
Dealer 1: There was a party and one of the dealers, he’s also on the CPAC, and he’s an African 
art dealer, James Willis. Now he’s on CPAC, and he was saying that the UNESCO treaty was 
like 1968 or something like that. What? I mean, this is a representative; it’s the middle of the 
afternoon, and he’s not drunk much of anything, and he doesn’t have a clue about the date even 
of the thing that he’s supposed to an expert on.  
 
Museum Director 2: [In response to a question about submitting comments to the CPAC 
regarding the 2009 MOU with China:]. We had considered weighing in as an institution, doing it 
politically, but the person I work for chose not to in the end. We were very much involved with 
many of the people who were on the committees and were representing the different positions, on 
both sides, from the trade side as well as the archeology side, as well as the art collectors, 
everybody there. So I didn’t directly involve myself in any way, but I certainly was aware of 
everything going on. 
 
 
Question 4: What is UNESCO’s role now, 27 years after the signing of the convention? Does 
the convention still serve a purpose? 
 
Auction House Specialist 1: UNESCO is an international organization, but based on Western 
core values.  
 
Dealer 1: [This is part of a conversation about a Cambodian statue repatriated by Christie’s 
auction house in 2014:] Cambodia has been saying they wish they hadn’t done that because 
donations to Cambodia evaporated since then. They had been getting extremely generous 
donations each year, and there is a whole American group working with them. . . .  
 

                                                
14 This 3 percent or 5 percent number was unverifiable. It is part of the common argument that the CPIA and MOUs 

are preventing the trade only in the United States and that many more Chinese antiquities are sold in China and 
in other Western countries. The antiquities trade in China is discussed in Chapter 9.  
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What kind of donations did they lose?  
 
Private donations. There is a big American “friend of Cambodia” group. . . . 
 
And those people are collectors? 
 
Yes, and they were buying and giving and donating millions of dollars a year of Cambodian art, 
and that stopped dead when that happened. 
 
So they were giving the art back? Maybe the Cambodian government could have asked those 
supporters to buy that piece. 
 
Yeah, and you know going over there and involving themselves and supporting things and so on, 
and that just put a chill on that . . . things that people do voluntarily is one thing, but saying I 
want you to go in there and slap two million dollars on something, that’s a different thing. I’m 
all for things going back, but . . . if you get heavy handed, then people will fight back. I think 
there’s ways to do it that are probably less combative.15 
 
Museum Director 1: [In response to a question about loaning objects back to the country of 
origin:] I will not lend any object to India [for example] if I did not have the legal guarantee that 
it will be returned. And of course that legal guarantee is predicated on objects I lend to them 
having clear provenance. Before UNESCO, before the1970s, so there would be no legal ground 
[for them] to claim it. 
 
[In response to questions about Turkey’s demand for the return of objects not protected by the 
convention:] [Turkey] cannot change the rules of the game retroactively. You can try and change 
the game going forward; you can go to the United Nations and say, “The rules of this game are 
for the market nations, and we acknowledged it and that has been an international standard, but 
going forward we don't see this as adequate.” I mean, any law is subject to revision, is subject to 
rewriting, but I don’t think it should be applied retroactively. You can’t ignore the existing rule 
of games simply because you feel the convention was not written from your perspective. If you 
never signed it, you don’t have to abide by it; but you signed it, and then you have to abide by it. 
You can’t suddenly change the rules of the game, or pretend there is no rule [or] there are only 
your own standards. I think this in some way reflects the dangerous trend of what Jim Cuno was 
saying—the retentionist approach, it’s all about politics and possession. I believe in the vision of 

                                                
15 This comment about a group of Cambodian art supporters is also unverifiable. There has, however, been a 

movement to replace the 1970 UNESCO convention with something defined by source nations rather than 
market nations, which is how some perceive the convention. In 2010, Zahi Hawass, then the Secretary-General 
of the Egypt's Supreme Council of Antiquities, organized the “Cairo Conference on Restitution.” The 
conference was attended by most source nations in including China, Peru, Greece, Turkey, and Italy, among 
others. The purpose of the conference was to discuss new avenues of pursuing repatriation that were not 
dictated by the standards of the 1970 UNESCO convention. Since the conference, both Egypt and Turkey have 
attempted to reclaim a large number of objects not protected by any international legislation (see 
https://egyptology.blogspot.com/2010/05/reflections-on-cairo-conference-on.html?m=0; accessed September 
18, 2017). Also see the comments from Museum Director 1, which define “the rules" according to the 1970 
UNESCO convention. Also see Museum Director 1’s response to this question. 



41 

the mission of the museum as a reservoir of knowledge and to bring people together. In a far 
greater way, I believe in the mission of a universal museum, as Jim argues for it . . . we still have 
to abide by international conventions, abide by laws; if we don't like them, let’s try to change 
them. 
 
I think the United States is the nation that is the most serious about implementing the UNESCO 
convention and using the Stolen Property Act to enforce and repatriate objects, so I think the 
United States commands a very high moral high ground. And I think the question is how we can 
through our actions encourage our partners in other countries to do their fair share.  
 
Museum Director 2: UNESCO is the first and the best known [convention], but virtually every 
country subsequently has created something specifically with the United States [i.e., an MOU].16 
[The UNESCO convention] was a good idea but virtually impossible to enforce. The primary 
issue is that Homeland Security would love to enforce all of those laws. The country of origin 
doesn’t enforce these laws, and so if this is a mutual agreement or mutual policing, mutual 
legislation, with penalties for violation,17 I don’t think anybody has a problem with that—but 
rule of law is not how China is run. And most of Asia does not have rule of law.18 So the U.S. 
government gets excited about it; you’ll come to see by the end of this that I think it’s malarkey, 
the current status. There is no transparency in the decision making; yes, there was a lot of talk 
about it, but we don’t know who, what, where, when, why—it was renewed with the same lack of 
transparency. Yes, it came up in five years, and so the option was presented to renew it and it 
was . . . well, we don’t know what the actual process was; we can speculate, but we don’t know. 
It’s behind closed doors. 
 
SACH 1: [This is extracted from an exchange about what kind of material is protected by the 
UNESCO convention, the CPIA, and MOUs:] What kind of value does the U.S. government 
place on materials such as painting, calligraphy, porcelain, and later period jade objects? These 
are part of the cultural heritage of China, but in the eyes of the U.S. law, they are not protected. 
[Response: The convention and our legislation endeavor to protect archaeological and 
anthropological materials that are at risk of pillage.]  
 
So, regardless of how we [China] may define cultural heritage, you know, as scholars or the 
government or politicians or individuals, we look at a Chinese painting and say, yes, this is 
obviously the cultural heritage of China; we cannot sign an MOU that contains materials outside 
the definition in this law. This is the only law in the United States that allows us to sign an MOU 
with a foreign nation, so this law defines what is in an MOU, regardless of what we may really 
believe is cultural heritage? [Response: Yes, that is correct.]  
 
                                                
16 This comment avoids the fact that MOUs and the CPIA are defined by the 1970 UNESCO convention (see 

Chapter 4). 

17 This is a fundamental misunderstanding of the purpose of the 1970 UNESCO agreement, which is not a law and 
therefore is not meant to be “enforced.” Rather, it is a set of guidelines and an agreement to follow certain moral 
principles. This is discussed in Chapter 4. 

18 China’s domestic cultural heritage laws are discussed in Chapter 7.  
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Question 5: What has been your experience with U.S. Customs? Are their agents knowledgeable 
and able to recognize restricted archaeological materials? 
 
Archaeologist 4: I used to get a lot of calls from a Customs agent in Alaska asking me to identify 
possible Chinese artifacts. I don’t get those calls now. They seemed to genuinely want to be sure 
that they didn’t let Chinese cultural heritage, or other things like that, into the United States. Of 
course, those agents can’t be expected to identify all of these different types of material.  
 
Curator 3 (N. America): Our staff does an annual training for them [Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement]. Because they don’t know—I’m sorry to say—but they don’t know what they are 
looking for. It was really funny, with that first repatriation thing, the stuff was all sent to us, 
because we had to install it in the auditorium for the event, and it was all crap! It was just awful, 
and some of the stuff was falling apart while we tried to install it; it was just junk . . . and they 
had these totally inflated descriptions of the object being returned to their rightful cultural blah, 
blah, blah [the participant was indicating that the rhetoric used by ICE at these ceremonies was 
extravagant, given the poor quality of the material being repatriated]. 
 
Do you get calls from Customs agents who need help identifying things that have been stopped 
by Customs? 
 
From time to time, not as much as I feared. I did one of those trainings; I’ve only done three of 
them, and after I did the first one, I was getting requests like maybe every two months, and I 
started to worry about it, but it slackened off, so maybe they have gained more confidence or 
maybe they’ve got a larger group of advisors and consultants they feel they can contact, but it 
hasn’t been so bad these last couple of years. 
 
Dealer 1: I think we are already getting over [the extreme reaction to the Getty/Italy case]. I just 
had a couple of textiles shipped to me by a friend who had a couple of pieces of mine in London, 
one of which was labeled as second-century Chinese, and it floated through Customs.19 
 
With an export license from China? 
 
No, I mean, I was saying to the person, “You did what?” They [Customs] don’t really care as 
much; they are very busy. . . . 
 
Dealer 3: When I read about these guys [art dealers] that specialize in archaeological material 
from the Mediterranean, one gets the feeling that those guys were already sensitized, that they 
needed to cover their tracks better and so forth, and they have halfway houses in Switzerland or 
whatever. But in most of these countries, like in Indonesia, you go to the antique store, you buy 
the antique, and then ship the stuff out, and that is all there is to it. And the idea never even 
crossed your mind that there would be a problem; it’s not like the police are coming and shutting 
down all the antique stores. 
                                                
19 This comment enforces what ICE 1 said in response to Question 1: MOU designated lists are effective for a few 

months, while the new restrictions are fresh in the minds of individual agents. 
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ICE 1: [Material relevant to] any historic embargos would probably be taught during training at 
the academy, but most of the time it’s on the job. Anytime a shipment comes in, it goes to an 
import specialist at the airport and shipping [port]. A certain object will go to an import 
specialist specializing in that material. So if we are talking about rolls of fabric, they would go to 
a certain import specialist; if we are talking about shoes, it would go to another specialist, and 
the same with electronics, educational materials, or furniture. Every import specialist has a set 
of regulations that they monitor, [and they] oversee the legality of importing something and 
assign duties. In the case of things that look like cultural heritage, the Customs agent takes all 
the photographs necessary and then sends an email to an import specialist and says, “We have 
something like this coming in; what do you think? Is it OK or not? Is there anything we need to 
do?” So the import specialist gathers all the information and makes the determination whether 
this can be imported or not. Sometimes, if the Customs agent is sharp enough to realize that 
there is criminal activity, they will contact us, Homeland Security, directly and tell us what is 
going on: “I think they’re smuggling,” or “This guy has been caught before, bringing this stuff, 
or there’s certain other classifications, and what do you want us to do with him?” 
 
[In response to a question about whether there are any available statistics on how many 
antiquities are stopped by Customs:] No, there are no statistics to say how many antiquities were 
seized at the border versus seized during an investigation. My experience has shown that most of 
the items that we seize are part of an investigation, and are forfeited and returned or repatriated 
to their country of origin as part of an ongoing investigation.20 Unfortunately, those items have 
already been smuggled into the U.S. or brought in contrary to the law. As you know, the Customs 
agent who opens the container is not educated enough to make a determination about whether 
certain items should be seized, [or] should be reported to an import specialist or even to 
Homeland Security for a criminal investigation. Most of the time, when a Customs agent opens 
something, they will try to see if the product matches the documents. As you probably know, 
there is a container that hits the Los Angeles/Long Beach seaport every eight seconds; that is an 
astronomical amount. We cannot employ enough Customs officers to open all those containers. I 
want to say less than ten percent of them get opened. So even if the container is opened and the 
CBP [Customs and Border Protection] officer finds that there is questionable material, it is going 
to be up to the CBP officer’s diligence to make the call—even if the item fits the paperwork, 
should there be an extra step? Is he going to say, “This guy is saying these are Roman items, but 
they are coming out of Libya”? Let’s say something is coming from Cambodia—a Vietnamese 
item that was found in Cambodia. What is the country of origin? We know it is Cambodia, but 
does the CBP officer know to question it, even though it says Vietnam? So the CBP officer’s 
knowledge of the law is important, and it is a very specific law when we are talking about 
cultural property. You know, I have been doing this for eight years, but even now, after all that 
reading and dealing with this, all that experience with cases, I still have to think, “Hold on, is 
this bilateral agreement [material]?” Basically, at the Customs level, [they are looking for] 
drugs, cash, and weapons. With ISIS, guess what we’re looking for? I have periodical training 

                                                
20 It would be interesting to compare the numbers of objects seized coming into the country versus those that are 

seized after they have already gotten through Customs. Considering the assumptions by several stakeholders 
that the material seized by Customs is often fake or of very low quality, it would also be informative to compare 
the quality of items seized after passing through Customs.  
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with the CBP officers, and I constantly tell them, like, “Look, just because this is a cup that 
somebody is bringing in, it might be worth half a million dollars So if someone is bringing cash, 
ten thousand dollars or more, and you are concentrating on that, you should probably be 
concentrating on the cup, because it is worth way more than ten thousand dollars.” This is more 
money for terrorist groups; this funds more terrorist activity than that ten thousand dollars. 
 

Questions about the Effects of Cultural Heritage Legislation 

Question 6: Are restrictions against trading in archaeological objects detrimental to scholarly 
research? 
 
Archaeologist 1 (N. America): There is so much legitimate material that gets published every 
year that it’s impossible to keep track. These so-called new materials, because they are 
unprovenanced, have very little value, so what are you going to do with them? I mean, unless 
there is an inscription on them, which one would like to refer to, there is really nothing you can 
do with it, in my opinion. I don’t really want to have new material; I want to have newly 
published, legitimately excavated materials. That is what I work with. Working with specimens in 
museums is very sterile; there is very little you can say about them after a very short time. Of 
course, sometimes you can do technical analysis, which brings new information. So when 
technical analysis is performed on such objects, I am not ideological about it; I will cite that. I 
will also cite unprovenanced inscriptions, but usually I wouldn't be the first to publish them; I 
refer to other work, and I don’t see anything wrong with that. I know that in other fields, this 
might not be acceptable, but in the Chinese field, we just basically take our cues from our 
Chinese colleagues. They do it, so if we started to say, “Professor Li quotes a manuscript that is 
unprovenanced, and that is not acceptable,” we would exclude ourselves from what is, after all, 
the mainstream scholarly discourse in our field, and this could be seen as another form of 
imperialism.  
 
Is there is plenty of legitimately scientifically excavated material for young scholars to work 
with? 
 
Yes, certainly in my field there is, but if Afghanistan is your field, good luck. 
 
Archaeologist 2 (N. America): Many Chinese scholars [who are] archaeologists don’t feel it is 
a problem that you use unprovenanced items and think you can make exceptions. Authenticity or 
even the value of these things oftentimes is based on the work of a famous scholar. 
Paleographers will say, “Based on my knowledge of things, it is authentic,” but there is no 
scientific analysis, or it is very shady, and if you want to convince a nonspecialist, it is based on 
your own moral character as a scholar, so people will trust you based on your character, not on 
your scientific analysis. 
 
Collector 3: It seems to me that most of the publications that current scholars rely on are based 
on just these objects. Will you discard all of that research as well?  
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Curator 2 (N. America): Then you are just giving up. I mean, when I was studying, every piece 
we worked on was unprovenanced. I have trouble with that issue. I think it stops scholarship 
dead. You can’t just ignore [unprovenanced material], you have to deal with it in another way. 
Acknowledge that it’s unprovenanced, or qualify what you’re doing. Let people know about it, 
but you can’t just ignore it. 
 
Curator 5 (N. America): In my experience, working in a museum for twenty years, I see many 
areas for rising scholars to work on existing collections. I agree that it is the curators 
responsibility to make acquisitions and to protect the existing collections, and [to create] 
exhibitions and programs, but I think making new acquisitions for research, study and 
exhibitions is a small part of curatorial activities and I do believe there are many alternative 
ways for young scholars [to work with existing collections]. 21 
 
Curator 8 (China): For an institution like ours that is a joint effort by both American and 
Chinese entities, the idea that one would not include unprovenanced material in research 
publications is impossible. The Chinese do not see any problem with publishing these things. 
These relics are part of Chinese history and part of the tradition of Chinese connoisseurship. 
There is much to say about these objects, even if one does not know their archaeological origin.  
 
Dealer 1: Jay Xu has hired a Chinese archaeologist as curator for Asian art, so it will probably 
become increasingly hard for Western students of Chinese art to get positions like that. . . . The 
fascinating thing is that an MOU treats Americans of Chinese descent as having no right to their 
historic culture. It is like when Japanese leave Japan and they grow up someplace else—they are 
not considered to be quite Japanese anymore. 
 
Dealer 5: If the more important pieces cannot be acquired by collectors and museums in the 
U.S., students won’t bother to study those areas. Now we are seeing exhibitions, like the one at 
Williams College [apparently, “Masterworks of Chinese Painting: In Pursuit of Mists and 
Clouds,” which opened September 10, 2005], that don’t include any new pieces, only things that 
have been shown before. There is no new scholarship.22 
 
Museum Director 1: [This participant reacted with surprise to the idea that scholars might 
refuse to include unprovenanced objects in their research:] But purchase and research are two 
different things. I mean, to do research, you don’t have to possess it, and to possess it does not 
mean you can do research. Formal ownership can be an obstacle to research, whether China 
owns it or another country owns it; if whoever owns it wants to restrict the research, they will 
restrict the research. 
 
 
                                                
21 Stakeholder opinions on this topic varied widely. This response was well considered and parallels the goals of the 

UNESCO convention by incorporating international programs and study. 

22 This is the most extreme reply to this question and basically inaccurate. There is, of course, new scholarship on 
Chinese archaeology produced in the United States. This stakeholder also ignores the importance of 
international exchange; any young scholar should be visiting the country that is the focus of his or her studies, 
and “new” material can be accessed while abroad or when on loan at an American institution.  
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Question 7: What changes have museums made as a result of high-profile cases like Getty v. 
Italian Ministry of Culture? 
 
Archaeologist 1 (N. America): Even the Asia Society, which really doesn't need to care [about 
new restrictions and acquisition policies], cancelled a major exhibition of recently looted 
Chinese bronzes, which are all in a private collection in Park Avenue, very near the Asian 
Society, based on these kinds of concerns. The dealer who sold these bronzes to the collector was 
livid when it was cancelled, but I think this is symptomatic of a wider trend. She [the dealer] 
deals with Chinese bronzes; she's based in Europe, but has the best bronzes. [It is said] that she 
has connections to the Chinese army. 
 
Curator 2 (N. America): One of our curators was also indicted by Italy, I believe those charges 
were dropped, but at that time there was a sensitivity to that issue, and the legal counsel became 
very strict about what we can do and cannot do. I wished it would actually have gone to court so 
we can establish some precedent, but it never did, and it was just eventually dropped. This 
affected our curator, personally, for many years. He never had the chance to clear his name. 
 
Dealer 5 (N. America): Museums are buying third-rate objects now. 
 
 
Question 8: What tools do museums use for provenance due diligence? 
 
CPAC 1: They [museums] can take the gamble that acquisitions of objects with fake statements 
were in the country before the date of whatever MOU we may have, or the date before the 
UNESCO convention, which, by the way, is irrelevant, but some people think it’s relevant . . . 
you know, it is very easy to pretend that such documentation exists when it really doesn’t, and I 
could imagine that there are numerous museum staff all over the place that abet the manufacture 
of such documentation. Then, of course, there are some museums—whether you name the names 
in your dissertation is up to you, but I will name it here—the Bowers, who I don’t think have any 
sense of this [due diligence or acquisition policies] and flaunt that on a daily basis. Of course, 
the quality of stuff that they get is so awful, abysmal. . . .23 
 
Curator 2: We use the Art Loss Register [this participant was not familiar with the ICOM Red 
Lists or INTERPOL stolen art database]. You do have to get creative in your search. You [are] 
always trying to look for past publications, where it has been exhibited, [to] find evidence that it 
is not just a receipt or something like that. I can tell you two stories—and the legal counsel 
accepted this—one was when we were working with the diplomatic family, who was in Vietnam 
at a particular time. We knew exactly when they left the country, so, even though we didn’t have 
documentation or receipts or anything like that, we had a clear date for when they came back to 
the U.S. Our legal counsel accepted that. In another case—this was for an Indian object—we 
had a picture of it on the mantelpiece of their [the donor’s] home. We found out when they sold 

                                                
23 The topic of due diligence and due diligence tools is addressed in Chapters 6 and 9. Museums that are members of 

the American Alliance of Museums (AAM) or the Association of Art Museum Directors (AAMD) are generally 
following the guidelines of those organizations. It is difficult to know what guidelines, if any, nonmember 
organizations follow. 
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that house, so we knew that it was in the house before 1970 and must have been in this country 
by then, and our legal counsel accepted that. So there are ways to find provenance, but it is a lot 
of effort. Of course, there are a lot of pieces that we couldn’t prove had been here before 1970, 
and then we had to drop those. Often you work with the dealers and they give you a trail, and 
then you start following it and see how far you can take it to get evidence. Sometimes it doesn’t 
pan out, but it has actually worked in many cases. 
 
Curator 3 (N. America): [In response to the question “Do you use the Art Loss Register, or 
INTERPOL’s website or the ICOM Red Lists?”] Yes, whenever we are buying something. When 
we got the Singer collection in 1997, there were about five thousand objects; in the course of 
packing the collection . . . it was discovered that just shy of two hundred pieces were missing. 
And so what we did—just to show the other side of that coin—we posted those missing objects 
with our registry and the other due diligence sources. And low and behold, one of them turned 
up last year in China, at a Guardian sale. It was being sold out of a Chinese private collection. 
We are still trying to figure out, with our legal team and our collections department, the best 
approach. Whether we want to make a claim and, if so, how do we make a claim? In the 
beginning, Julian was really hot to trot on this and wanted to do whatever it took to make the 
claim and took it on as sort of a mission. I think as we got in deeper into the weeds with the 
details and possible repercussions, he got cold feet, and so it is stuck right now. 
 
Curator 5: In early 1990, we received a very handsome bequest that allowed us to purchase 
Chinese art on the market. The museum was already taking a proactive approach, even though 
at that time weren’t really any required guidelines. They already established a relationship with 
the SACH and decided to tell them we are likely purchase certain objects, and do you have any 
problem with that? This was done in writing, through letters, and the museum said we may or 
may not get an answer, so we actually just set a timeline and said that if we don’t receive your 
answers by a certain date, we will assume your answers as agreeable and we will proceed with 
the purchases. I don’t think that any of our letters were answered, but at least all the purchases 
were entered into the SACH file. We had a policy that said we want to make sure that SACH 
screens any object we are interested in. If SACH is aware, then we can assume there will not be 
repatriation claims later. 
 
Years later when the Tannenbaum collection was offered to us, I brought SACH some catalogs 
with data and full-color images and we said, look, we’d like to acquire this collection; this is a 
donation—it was collected for over ten years, and the pieces were purchased in Hong Kong and 
New York. The head of the department said, “Wow, we never had anything like that presented to 
us before.” It made my discussion [with SACH] very smooth. I was not surprised when they said, 
“We cannot give you an answer on whether you should or should not accept this gift,” but they 
also said, “It is much better than those pieces are in your museums than if they are donated to 
unknown institutions.” So they made that very clear in the conversation that was sort of a line of 
approval in a way, even though it was not official. The also did a lot of homework. They assigned 
my files to various specialists and did very thorough research. 
Then they came back to me and said, so about one-third is fake, but of course we pretty much 
knew that anything coming out of China had to be about one-third fake. They also said that 
“there is one-third that are very good, but we cannot confirm were they come from; they were 
most likely found in the Three Gorges area,” where at the time, most things were coming from. 



48 

So they did give me the data, and I left all the files, and I said, “In the future if there are any 
concerns over the fate of the objects, we are open to discussion.”  
 
It seems like much of the reason that you got such a response from SACH was because they 
appreciated the respect paid to them, by giving them that level of detail and recognition of their 
cultural patrimony? 
 
I think the attitude of respect from a museum who has acquired an unprovenanced acquisition—
making an official enquiry to SACH before accepting the acquisition—I think they were 
appreciative of that.  
 
The point is, we shouldn't feel that we are in opposition to the Chinese cultural heritage 
professionals. These objects really are theirs, and they need to be aware that we are always 
thinking about this approach because without their help, we are struggling with the preservation 
of Chinese cultural heritage outside of China. I think that [for provenance research] some pieces 
are easy to tackle but some are difficult, but we need to do whatever we can to provide our 
research to them [foreign ministries of culture]. 
 
Do you feel that the Chinese government and other governments are more interested in having 
masterpieces returned to them than they are in having everything returned to them? 
 
Let me start with Korea, because I've had a lot of discussions with them, and I did have the 
opportunity to ask this question to the Korean government, whereas I have not had the direct 
opportunity to ask the Chinese government that question. So let me tell you the response from 
Korea. I said we are very supportive of the Korean government cataloging our collection, and 
we want to build this up over time to assist you in your research. In Korea they have a class of 
national treasures. So my question was that if you have identified national treasures . . . in 
foreign museums, are you going to want them returned? I cannot really capture the essence of 
their answer, but it was “we need to think about it.” They don’t have the answer now, but they 
need to know what is out there in terms of quality compared to what they have in the nation 
before they can determine what to do. I can now see that the Chinese have interest in asking for 
artifacts to be returned, regardless if it is a high or low quality. It is really becoming a matter of 
culture diplomacy, and of course they will want something repatriated if there is clear evidence 
supporting illegal trafficking and transportation. In those cases, yes, the Chinese government 
will request a return, regardless if it is a high- or lower-quality object.  
 
[In response to questions about the AAMD Object Registry, INTERPOL database and the Red 
Lists:] It [the Object Registry] is useful, but operationally it is not durable and practical about 
communication with the authorities in the country of origin. It could be useful, but I actually 
don’t think that is the case at the moment. I think there is a tremendous workload, and it’s just 
not at all that comprehensive. [The INTERPOL database] is very limited, though there is 
research and specifics listed once something is identified. That is useful. But less than one 
percent of stolen objects are listed, right? So unless the database is really complete . . . but once 
in a while I search for something, then I see I wasted my time.  
 
Curator 6: We are currently having conversations with the Colombian government regarding a 
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collection of archaeological objects. We hope to come to some kind of long-term stewardship 
agreement, if not an agreement for outright ownership.  
 
Dealer 5: Well, what you are talking about now is how to come up with a solutions to all this; I 
mean, the archaeologists are very adamantly against the answer. And the answer is, I would 
recommend that pieces be given a passport and that passport, which you pay for, establishes this 
piece for what it is, with whatever history may be known. 
 
Are you proposing a government registry?24 
 
The fact is, they [source nations] don’t have enough money to do proper archaeological digs. So 
then the idea is, does another thousand Etruscan pots in the basement add anything to the 
country? That’s just an example, but it will raise huge amounts of money. Whether it is pre-
Columbian or this or that, if they had a legitimate of entering the market that could help fund 
controlled digs. There would be the preservation of artifacts already dug up that are presently 
just sitting on shelves and in basement storage units without the reports even being published.  
 
ICE 1: The ICOM Red Lists are very good training tools; I pass them on to CBP officers, who 
put them on their walls. They can compare—this object looks like this object—and they can 
contact us to say, “Hey, I think I have an Iraqi or a Chinese or South American item.” So the 
ICOM Red List pamphlets are very useful as far as education goes. The INTERPOL [stolen art 
database], it’s open to only a certain number of people. 
 
Museum Director 1: Right now there is one mechanism by which the AAMD [Association of Art 
Museum Directors] is enforcing the guidelines. There is a [web] page that museums are 
supposed to use to post objects being acquired. They don’t have to be orphaned objects, and we 
don’t want to provide a loophole in the sense that the museum, once they post something, feel 
like “It’s fine; now it’s posted.” It’s not that; you still have to go by the book. The posting is a 
measure with which to publicize what you have, in case any claim is made against you. Different 
museums are doing it differently; some are a lot more diligent about this. Others I think totally 
ignore it. The AAMD has a Cultural Property Taskforce, and that has been the most difficult 
taskforce so far; that’s my observation. The taskforce comes up with revisions [to the AAMD 
guidelines] . . . and is also charged with reviewing the status of postings, and the performance of 
the institutions in that regard. [It is] the primary liaison in terms of conversation with the 
archeological community. You know, we have our counterpart in the AIA [Archaeological 
Institute of America], and so the AIA has a taskforce, and we have one. There are about a dozen 
members, because this is one of the most difficult issues confronting the museum as an 
institution. One of the pillars of the museum industry is collecting, but how can we collect 
meaningfully and lawfully under the new circumstances? It is easier said than done. 
 
Museum Director 3: We use the AAMD Object Registry, and curators may use other resources 
that I am not aware of. We do everything we can to ensure that the objects we are acquiring are 
not looted. 
                                                
24 Government registries are, in fact, recommended in the 1970 UNESCO convention. Government-controlled 

markets for antiquities are discussed in Chapter 9.  
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Question 9: How are museum acquisition policies established? 
 
Curator 2: We protect ourselves with the AAMD guidelines, but in part we are more strict than 
the AAMD. That has fluctuated over time—it is a little looser now; we also work in tandem with 
our legal counsel, and legal counsel is not someone who specializes in [cultural heritage] law, 
but it is someone who represents the university at large. At the museum, we don’t have our own 
lawyer, so it’s one of the problems. Legal counsel will often change their minds, depending on 
who is occupying that office, and the lawyers have different interpretations, so it all depends. 
For the last four or five years, we have had a new legal counsel. There are now very different 
interpretations than the previous counsel. He is the advisor, but the final say [on acquisition 
policy] is the director’s.25  
 
The problem I am running into between the different legal counsels at Princeton [is that] a 
former legal counsel disregarded the MOU [with China] and was making us go by UNESCO and 
AAMD; even for things after the Tang Dynasty, I had to make sure it was out of the country of 
origin before 1970. The new legal counsel now is allowing us to follow the MOU. 
 
Curator 3 (N. America): We use the 1970 date [as a terminus ante quem for acquisitions], and 
we had used 1973 for a long time, going back long before I was here, maybe back to the nineties 
or even earlier. I think there was a sense that we had to really be exemplary in our treatment of 
this matter, but having said that, there has been instances, even when I've been here in the last 
ten years, where, in the absence of definite categorical proof that an object has been outside its 
country of origin prior to 1970, special arrangements have been made to pursue the acquisition. 
 
Do those arrangements ever involve the country of origin? 
 
So far, no. 
 
We do have a central legal office; the legal department is quite large, and there is one person we 
go to for legal assistance when it comes to acquisitions. He may well be trained and known for 
his work in this field.  
 
Do [AAMD] policies impact the Smithsonian’s acquisition policies? 
 
Yes, directly.  
 
[In response to a comment about the lack of knowledge some curators have with regard to 
legislation and/or the AAMD guidelines, due diligence resources, etc.:] I think you are right; the 
people are ill informed and in general confused about what the rules are [and] what possible 
exceptions can be made. 
 
Museum Director 1 (N. America): The AAMD has taken a much, much more proactive stance 

                                                
25 The difficulty of not having a staff legal counsel who specializes in cultural heritage law or art law is compounded 

by changing standards from the AAMD and the variety of due diligence tools available. This is discussed in 
greater length in Chapters 6 and 9.  
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in guiding member institutions that belong to AAMD to abide by the guidelines. I have not been 
aware of any museum being sanctioned, but the AAMD does have the power to sanction a 
museum who violates these guidelines [with regard to acquisitions]. The Delaware Art Museum 
is a prime example with regard to deaccessioning because of the sale of objects to pay for the 
operating deficit, so that is a very clear case. . . . Provenance is a much more complicated issue, 
because often there is no clear documentation. There may be indirect evidence about 
provenance, but it is much more difficult.  
 
 
Question 10: How big is the issue of “orphans”? 
 
Collector 1: It’s a terrible problem. I’ve been a big supporter of several museums for years and 
years, and now I can’t donate things I bought thinking that’s what I would do with them. These 
new rules are going to be terrible for the museums.  
 
Collector 3: I don’t really know what you mean by “orphans.” [I explain that this is a term 
being used to describe objects that can no longer be donated to museums due to new acquisitions 
policies.] I don’t know how big a problem that really is, but, as you know, I have not been able to 
donate my mirror collection to Princeton, which is disappointing. I feel that once an object is 
sold in the United States, legally, that is to say, it wasn’t claimed by the country it came from 
before it was sold, then those countries no longer have a claim. That is why I publish my 
collections. If those countries want these objects back, they can have them; they only have to ask. 
No one objected when I bought these things; I should be able to give them to a museum, where 
they can be studied and people can enjoy them. 
 
Curator 2: The area we are really struggling with is bequests, people who had made bequests or 
promised gifts many years in advance. Sometimes parts of the bequests are fine—there is no 
problem; we have documentation. But then within that gift there may be a couple of objects that 
are not important things, and they just don’t have documentation, so what do you do with this 
other stuff? Do you have to deal with each object individually, and we are talking about 
hundreds of objects, or can we take it as [a] group and deal with it later? All these things we are 
struggling with and trying to figure out. We have alumni that have collections that we cannot 
pursue anymore, for example, Lloyds mirrors.26 
 
Curator 3: A couple of our board members, or former board members, built collections in the 
eighties and nineties, before this [new acquisition policy/1970 terminus ante quem] had really 
become concrete and inflexible, [and they] still don’t understand why we can’t take their objects; 
I think it’s in part because conversations happened back in the eighties and nineties, before this 
became so entrenched. [Those conversations] led them to believe it would end up here with us, 
and now they are feeling like we are telling them no. I think mostly with purchase versus gift, 
there may be two different realities, given the financial pressure on museums right now. I think 
there are very few museums that are as active in the marketplace as they were maybe thirty or 
forty years ago, when art acquisition funds were twice as full and prices were lower. I’ve noticed 
this kind of anecdotally; it’s much easier for people to say, “We couldn’t possibly touch that 
                                                
26 The issue of orphaned objects is discussed at greater length in Chapter 6.  
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object,” and then just kind of “move on and not be distracted by a potential acquisition.” They 
use it as a good excuse for not becoming involved in the marketplace. It is a little bit harder 
when it comes to gifts from recognized museums supporters; you can’t just walk away from them.  
 
Curator 6: I think it is quite huge, but it also depends. There are some institutions that are not 
going by 1970 [UNESCO convention]; they are still going by 1980. And the other thing that 
really makes it complicated is that these laws tend to change every year; the laws and guidelines, 
they keep altering them. The cultural properties issues are one thing, but then we need import 
export papers, and that’s another wrinkle in the system. There are items that we have the proper 
cultural documentation for, but then we don’t have the import export documents, and we have to 
pass that up as well. 
 
Dealer 1: Tom Pritzker, who’s a tremendous Tibetan collector, has a serious collection of 
material. He’s the chairman of the board of the Art Institute of Chicago, and he’s got this 
collection that they can’t accept, and it drives him crazy. They worked on cultural property stuff 
from 2008 or 2007 on, and he had a congressman set up to work on it. Tom Pritzker said that he 
was told that if they [the Art Institute of Chicago] accepted unprovenanced materials as 
donations, that the AAMD would shut them down and prevent them from getting loans from any 
other AAMD museums. So Tom took legal advice, because, you know, he’s the head of the Hyatt 
hotel chain—they’ve got attorneys—and the attorneys looked at him and said, “Well, then, we 
just file an anti-trust action against them,” and he told that to the AAMD, who, as an 
organization has a limited budget, and that would be the last thing that the AAMD would want.27 
 
 
Question 11: How can the issue of “orphans” be resolved? 
 
Archaeologist 1: I think they’ll just be handed on from private individual to private individual. 
 
Can they be sold? 
 
Some of them can be sold. I think Mr. Cotsen’s collection of mirrors is a good example of 
something very positive that can be done that avoids it becoming a collection of orphan 
antiquities. That is basically what they already were, but now they are in a good museum in the 
country of origin. That is the best you can for hope with this. 
 
Collector 3: I don’t know. I think that this will have a detrimental impact on collecting and 
scholarship in the U.S. These objects are valuable—they have educational value—and that will 
be lost if they can’t end up in museums or somewhere they can be studied and enjoyed. Sending 
them back to the country they came from isn’t a real solution. There is no guarantee that they 
will ever be seen again if that is done.  
 
Curator 2: [In response to a question about the museum accepting gifts and then allowing 

                                                
27 The AAMD might penalize a member museum by discouraging loans from other museums, but it does not have 

the power to shut down a member museum. As for the antitrust lawsuit, no public record or discussion relating 
to a lawsuit between Pritzger and the Art Institute of Chicago appears to exist.  
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countries to make a claim if they choose to:] I have never encountered that [personally], and it 
has proven to not be a good practice. When we had that Asian Art Curator’s Forum at the Freer 
Sackler many years ago [2011]—you were in there, I remember, and Jim Ulak presented that 
situation where before they acquired something, they went to the government in question and 
asked for their permission. They received permission to acquire the object, and as they were 
doing that, the government in question changed, and that changed the decision. In the past, 
before you would buy it, you would approach the government and ask for permission. I know that 
the Freer Sackler has done that with Chinese art as well. China has a Cultural Ministry, but it 
depends on who is in charge at the cultural ministry; one regime may not agree with the 
previous regime. 
 
The way the AAMD has tried to handle it is with the ten-year rule, but that of course didn’t 
please a lot of people. Now they still have a way to bring things that are orphaned into a 
collection, and it is a question for each institution . . . again, this is the problem with our system; 
there is often no way to document these orphaned objects. It comes down to a case-by-case study 
to figure out which ones are probably orphaned or not; there’s a lot of gray area here. [We 
need] some clarity, some general clarity. I think there are just too many gray areas. We are all 
going by common sense at this point, and common sense may not be legally correct. When I 
started in the early nineties, nobody was going by UNESCO. . . . As curators, we were told to 
practice due diligence, whatever that meant. We are not lawyers; we don’t know what to do, and 
everyone was doing something different. It was more a matter of sincerity and effort than it was 
knowing what to do. That really changed with the Fred Schultz case. 
 
Curator 3: There are cases like yours, with Lloyd Cotsen’s collection and someone like, say, 
Leon Black, who have created these absolutely incredible collections, that I would say would 
merit the direct approach of going to the Ministry of Culture in China and a kind of negotiated 
settlement, so that they are listed above this kind of purgatory status and could actually be 
acquired by a public institution in the U.S. Now, how China would negotiate that, whether there 
would have to be some kind of sharing or . . . I would be interested in a test case just to see how 
it all works, I think Klaus could be an interesting person to talk to about this. I’ve never been in 
that position, so I haven’t done the research that I would have to do to pursue it, but it is one of 
the things I would love to try. To be kind of brutal about it, I worry less about collections like 
Leon Black’s or yours and more about the middling, the collections that overworked curators 
might just say, “It's not worth all the work to try and justify this acquisition by going to China 
and going to the mat for it.” 
 
Dealer 1: Collectors like Lloyd Cotsen can start a foundation that could outlast his mortality. It 
could be set up like the Brookfield’s Arts Foundation. In their publication, they talk about their 
running expenses being just less than half a million a year; now, that’s not hard. . . .	It’s just 
ironic that he [Lloyd Cotsen] built this big collection and then had to give it back to China. . . . 
Anyhow, so as long as two years ago, Jay Xu was really hungry to get Lloyd's collection, and I 
said to him at the time, a private foundation could be set up that would retain title to it, and it 
could be put on permanent loan.  
 
Museum Director 2: We don’t have to worry about that [donating to museums]. We have a 
foundation that owns the collections and will support research even after Barry McClain is gone. 
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It will support the collection and collection staff.  
 
 
Question 12: How important are long-term loans for museums? 
 
Archaeologist 2: Looking at the history of Chinese overseas exhibitions is very interesting; the 
first thing they use exhibitions for in the seventies is cultural relics diplomacy. I think the first 
one [an exhibit of the Terracotta Army] was in Australia when they renewed that diplomatic 
relationship. Then it went to France and then finally the U.S. At that time, the Chinese 
government had to worry about money, but then in the eighties and nineties, [they realized] they 
could make money. It was a money machine and was controlled by the central government 
through the Bureau of Cultural Relics. They organized a new institute for traveling exhibits. Not 
all the provincial governments can do it; they are not authorized to negotiate with, say, LACMA, 
with outsiders; only this [Bureau of Cultural Relics] unit can go to this. 
 
Curator 2: Our curators in Greek and Roman [antiquities] found objects that were suspect and 
returned them to Italy voluntarily. And through that, Italy has agreed to place certain things on 
long-term loan here, as replacements. That is a model of what could happen, but that will 
probably only happen in the larger museums. I don’t think we can afford that model; our model 
is not really to bring in as many people as possible. There is a strong research and scholarship 
approach here, but I attended a conference with the cultural ministry representatives of Japan. 
They spoke to us about their lending policies, and they were very clear that they wanted to only 
lend to the national and big museums. They don’t want scholarly shows; they only want 
blockbusters. The government is promoting the country, so [the goal is] to get the largest 
audience to see these objects, so they take the objects where they will make the most impact. 
 
Curator 3: [Our] approach has been pretty traditional, with short-term loaned exhibitions being 
the primary connection. We just signed a MOU with the Palace Museum [a Chinese museum]; I 
guess a group of American museums were approached by them last year, with this notion of 
signing MOUs. It is very open and vague . . . I am personally more interested in exploring 
innovative approaches to engagement with Chinese institutions. [For example,] the Mellon 
Foundation for a number of years sponsored a program for career Chinese museum 
professionals—a small group of them, between three and five, I think. Three mid-career senior 
museum types working in China were given a professional enrichment experience by a residency 
program. I think it was usually us, the Met—I think for a while Chicago Art Institute was 
involved and Seattle or San Francisco—and they would spend a few weeks or a month at a major 
institution and kind of be taught the American museum business, basically. And as a result of 
that, we developed really close relations with a number of museums, once those folks went back. 
It was interesting because it established an alternate network to Chinese institutions that wasn’t 
totally about loaned shows, and I think the more of those that can be developed, the better. 
 
Curator 5 (N. America): In addition, we need to increase the frequency and length of our loan 
exchange within North America. We need to work collectively as a more powerful voice, working 
with the AAMD, and on that level can negotiate with countries of origin; in order to enhance our 
programs and the way we represent their culture. There are other ways we can arrange long-
term loans from China and from Korea, so that they are more frequent for cost-efficiency. And 
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rather than we all pay the money for a three-month exhibition, then we should borrow the pieces 
for longer terms and arrange for them to travel within a large area. Maybe we should make them 
more accessible, so that scholars can study them for a period of time and then we can go back 
the question about young scholars. This would allow them to have access to new material. So I 
think there is a lot of things to think about, but it is time for change; I think it is time for our 
thinking to change.  
 
If you look at Asian art, especially Chinese art, a sensible museum can’t afford it; I cannot 
afford it. Acquiring new masterpieces requires substantial funding; what can you do? We 
probably put it on display for two or three years; sometimes it could be less than that. We do 
marketing, branding, all these wonderful things, we engage the public with this new wonderful 
acquisition, but this is the problem—the piece is on display for a year or two, then it goes back to 
storage for a very long time. So if we are paying for a loan, for preservation, for traveling, for 
other fees, it would probably be much less than the purchase, and we engage with the 
community, we can still build a program around that. So, financially, it is actually more doable 
then making an acquisition. 
 
[In response to the question “would your museum ever loan Chinese antiquities back to China?] 
We are in negotiations to lend it back some Chinese artifacts for exhibitions in the near future, 
and there are very important pieces from four other museums that I am sure the Shanghai 
Museums got four years ago. I think everyone feels that it is a very encouraging sign that we can 
be exchanging loans. So, yes.  
 
Curator 7 (China): Projects that involve both China and the U.S. (or other nations) are very 
important—whether this project is a museum exhibition, some kind of conservation program, or 
a joint research project. It is only through these types of projects that we can come to understand 
one another and develop a true appreciation for each other’s culture. I wish that we could have 
more museum exhibits with non-Chinese objects. This would be the most educational type of 
exhibit we can see.  
 
Dealer 5: If the collection stagnates, then research stagnates. Shows borrowed from China are 
political, not research oriented. They are not what the museums want and are not studied or 
interpreted by Western scholars.28  
 
Museum Director 1: I mean, the permanent possession of things, I think, is no longer . . . I 
mean, of course it’s a time-honored practice, but I think we live in a world where the permanent 
possession of objects may not be the only way of collecting. The long-term loan could be very 
meaningful. 
 
I think the example you used of the Getty [i.e., its agreement with Italy for long-term loans] is a 
                                                
28 There are examples of “packaged” shows loaned by China that are poorly organized and even more poorly 

interpreted—for example, “Secrets of the Silk Road: Mystery Mummies of China.” The exhibition labels, which 
were prepared by the Chinese lender, avoided any direct description of the mummies as Caucasian, a very 
contentious topic in the Xinjian region where the mummies were excavated (see Boehm 2011). Not all 
exhibitions from China are organized by China, however. Many may be built around works loaned from 
multiple countries and institutions. This topic is addressed in Chapter 9. 
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case arguing for more meaningful collaboration with the source countries. Special exhibitions 
are typically three months long, but it could be any time period deemed appropriate to present 
the object or the group of objects. So I think one positive outcome of the Italian [agreement] is 
indeed to forge closer relationship between a supply nation and a market nation, in terms of 
sharing culture properties. Not in terms of buying—in terms of sharing resources. On a 
fundamental level, it is really to encourage scholarly exchange, and more joint effort in 
presenting exhibitions, [which] will call for joint research, joint interpretation. I think, in that 
regard, it will bring the museums and professionals together. As I said, it would have a very 
positive outcome. 
 
Museum Director 2: As an option, I don’t have a problem with exchange of objects, lending. 
There are issues with lending—things break; things get lost. Insurance companies, they would 
love for every institution to be lending things. But costs become prohibitive, when you want to 
borrow a painting and the painting is valued at . . . you borrow ten paintings, and it’s a billion 
dollars. Who is going to pony up the costs? You’ve got to crate it, pack it, ship it, [hire] couriers, 
install it, de-install it. So only the Getty, the Kimball—you know, institutions that have enormous 
endowments—can get shows like that.29 
 
SACH 1: I know negotiations [between state parties] are not simplistic, in terms of repatriation. 
In Mr. Cotsen’s case, with the gift to the [Shanghai] museum, for example, with Italy and Greece 
and the Getty, the governments came to an agreement, they return the objects, but in return they 
loan certain things to the Getty. Is Mr. Cotsen getting anything back from the Chinese 
government? 
 
We did have some negotiations about loaning certain items to LACMA in return for the gift of 
the bronze mirror collection to the Shanghai Museum. 
 
I think that is good. It builds a positive relationship. We have started doing something similar in 
China, lending things to overseas museums and borrowing. It’s about education, so for a 
museum that just keeps exhibiting the same thing day after day, month after month, year after 
year, it is boring. 
 
 
Question 13: Do art dealers find that collectors are asking more provenance-related questions? 
Is provenance more important now than it was a decade ago? 
 
Auction House Specialist 1: Provenance is not just important to clients; it can add one to two 
times the value to an object. There is also status attached to provenance. These days, pieces 
without provenance have no market value. It's a real concern for collectors. They can’t donate it, 
and they can’t sell it. With Chinese collectors, it is part of the authentication of a piece. The 
Chinese buyers also cannot resell things they bought in U.S. auctions.  
 

                                                
29 While it is true that large traveling exhibitions can be very expensive, a report issued by the AAMD, Museums by 

the Numbers, indicates that loans are extremely common. What’s more, traveling exhibitions are more popular 
than those from permanent collections and therefore bring in more revenue. See Chapter 9.  
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Auction House Specialist 2: It’s definitely important to have that information for the catalog, 
and we always ask the sellers. Whether or not we can get provenance depends on a lot of factors, 
like the seller and whether they have or kept those records, and whether they think it is 
important. Some sellers don’t care that provenance can raise the sale price.  
 
Curator 2: The fact that they [auction houses] are listing provenance at all means that they are 
concerned, and I have seen it more with certain dealers who are more careful. If it has a 
provenance, they will publish that information. Auction houses are hit or miss; they tend to issue 
provenance to the high-price items, but I don’t think that is their strong suit. And sometimes it is 
not [before] 1970, so it is provenance, but not what we need. 
 
Do you think that provenance is having a big impact on how they [auction houses] value pieces? 
 
No, I don’t think so, because the Chinese buyers or overseas buyers don’t care at all, and private 
buyers don’t care, either. Private buyers only care if they have an intention of reselling or giving 
it to a museum in the future. A large part of the market is just decorative items. They are buying 
home furnishings or whatever. They don’t care about provenance at all. A lot of people aren’t 
even aware of this issue.30 
 
Curator 3: What I have heard is they are interested in provenance from the standpoint of 
forgery, so the prices that something at the various Sackler sales achieved, people said were in 
large part the result of Chinese buyers, [who believed] that material was safer, [that] it had a 
greater possibility of being authentic. They prefer it to jumping on something that had no 
provenance. In general, for a Chinese buyer, [they think] that because this object was in a 
collection in the sixties, what are the chances of an object like this being fabricated as a forgery 
in the fifties or sixties, compared to today? Probably a lot smaller. 
 
We were one of the first Asian museums to get involved in the issue from the standpoint of 
Holocaust claims, and that’s what got us into the provenance research area in general. We had a 
claim for one of our most important pieces, and the evidence was very strong that it had been 
purchased at a forced sale by C.T. Loo and sold to the museum. We had good evidence from the 
time that the museum administration felt that the evidence that C.T. Loo was giving about 
provenance was probably faked, but they went ahead with the purchase anyway. C.T. Loo 
claimed that it had recently been excavated in China, and what this claim did was really kind of 
get everybody’s attention at the Smithsonian. In general in the field at large, many of the 
Holocaust claims start with modern art from the late thirties, but here one of the first claims was 
for a Chinese antiquity. That family has gone on to identify other important pieces. I think the 
Kansas City Museum might be involved with them right now over a bodhisattva sculpture. 
 
Ultimately, did they approve their claim? 
 
Yes, we had to repurchase the piece from them. 
 
                                                
30 The quantitative data indicate that buyers at auctions in the United States are increasingly interested in 

provenance, and many of these buyers are probably Chinese. This is discussed in Chapter 8.  
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Dealer 1: There is a lot of fudging provenance, but, yeah, sure, if someone likes a good early 
provenance, it probably adds fifty percent to the value. 
 
Dealer 4: I don’t really get those questions very often, except from you. But since things started 
changing, I mean in terms of new enforcement at the borders and with the restrictions that 
museums now have, I no longer sell objects that might be difficult or problematic. You may have 
noticed that I’m not really selling ancient textiles from South America anymore. Now I’m 
focusing on more folk art and ethnographic material from there and from Africa. I’m also 
working with some contemporary artists.  
 
Dealer 5: Chinese and Japanese collectors ask because authenticity is very important to them. 
Chinese and American collectors ask because provenance increases value. In the 1970s, 
Sotheby’s never put provenance in [a catalog] for a minor object, only for the sale of an estate or 
an important/interesting provenance. Archaeologists have succeeded in turning legal objects 
into contraband.  
 
 
Question 14: What is the role of fakes, forgeries, and reproductions on the art market? 
Archaeologist 2: [In response to a question about fake Terracotta Army loaned to France and the 
U.S. in the 1970s:] If you don’t know and I don’t tell you, it doesn’t matter. Do you know what 
percentage of Chinese bronzes are fake? And what percentage of those are caught?  
 
Curator 1: You know, we now have museums in China that have shut down because it turns out 
that of the ten thousand paintings they have, only six of them are genuine. So with the Chinese 
Poly and Guardian auctions in China, two years ago they claimed to be the largest single 
country in sales for art. What you don’t factor in and [what] we have seen on a larger scale 
when it happens outside of China, is that someone will go in and bid it up to ten million dollars 
and just not pay, so you have that affecting the market. Then it turns out that ninety-eight percent 
of what is for sale is fake. I’ve seen auction catalogs where I thought every single thing was fake. 
The Chinese have a different idea of authenticity than we do in the West. For example, in the 
West, you have a master, and he may have students, so you can have something in the school of 
[the master], not by the master himself. But a copy of any of those things is considered forgery. 
The Chinese have a very long tradition of copying things. You have imitation, you have copy, you 
have all these versions which are completely acceptable, and traditional painters write that 
[their work is] in the style of, or after [another artist], and that is completely a legitimate thing to 
do.31 
 
There was a show that was lent by Chinese museums to the United States, which included objects 
that are considered national treasures or provincial treasures, and I was sent with the curator. I 
was sent with the curator because they suspected that the objects wouldn’t be the originals, and, 
in fact, that was the case. And so when I was doing the inspection of the objects, I said to the 
curator, “This is a fake; it’s a copy,” and he asked how do I know; I said, “Well, if you look at 
the patina. . . .” I talked to the museum director about [it], and he said, “Yeah, it's a copy.” He 
                                                
31 The potential use of fakes and reproductions in reducing the demand for illicit cultural heritage material is 

discussed in Chapter 9. 
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didn’t even try to hide the fact that it wasn’t the original. I asked about the one on view in the 
museum, and he said, “That is a copy.” He said, “We have six copies. The original is in storage; 
we don’t put that out or lend that.” So this went to the Cultural Relics Bureau in Beijing, and, in 
fact, we got the original. In that particular exhibition, there were four objects for which they 
were going to send a copy. The reason is, why would you send the original? It is one of a kind. 
 
[In response to the question “How many American institutions loan to China?”] Well, right, not 
very many; do you think we would get them [the loaned objects] back? Would we get what we 
gave them back or another copy of what we gave them? It would be like the British Museum 
loaning the Parthenon Marbles to Athens; I mean, that’s just kind of silly. 
 
Curator 7 (China): Fakes have no value. They destroy the social agreement about what is 
significant, valuable, and authentic. Thirty years ago, Panjiayuan had lots of real objects. Now 
everything is fake. This is because after China opened to the West (post-communism), farmers, 
etc. were able to sell these things legally. That changed five years ago [with the 2007 
Amendment to the Relics Law]. Most fakes are produced in fakes factories and are made from 
photos in a book. I can no longer visit the fakes factories because I am too well known. These 
factories are very small, two to three people. They often hire art students, but they are mostly 
retirees older than me. The art students usually have training in modern art, and you can tell this 
in the fakes. They can make very high-quality fakes. They sell these directly to the auction 
houses. Customs officials might confiscate even obvious fakes because they cannot tell the 
difference.  
 
Dealer 1: Some of these people are repatriating fakes. And in China it is said—and I have 
absolutely no verification on this—but it is said that fakes had been taken to archeological sites 
and buried and dug up and photographed and published so they could then be sold on the 
private market, where the opposite of provenance makes it valuable. Incredible.  
 
Sold on the black market? 
 
Well, on the dark market.32 
 

Questions about Chinese Collectors and Collecting 

Question 15: What is motivating Chinese buyers to acquire Chinese antiquities in U.S. and 
Western European auctions? 
 
Archaeologist 1: And in the case of China, you know, it doesn’t seem to be entirely irrelevant 
that the major auctions where even the major Chinese collectors acquire their holdings of 
recently looted artifacts tend to take place in the United States. For these collectors, it is, for 
whatever reason, prestigious to bring home things from the United States, and it is prestigious 

                                                
32 The “private market” and the “dark market” are both euphemisms for the market for illicit antiquities. 
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for something to have been bought at Sotheby’s New York. Sotheby’s Hong Kong doesn’t have 
the same kind of cache. These people have very strange value scales that we who aren’t really in 
that circle can’t fully understand, and I’m completely rationalizing that. 
 
[In reference to the Christie’s Paris sale from the Yves Saint Laurent estate that included a 
Yuanmingyuan (Summer Palace) bronze zodiac head—the highest bidder was a Chinese 
national, who then refused to pay:] Apparently that is now a pattern. Chinese people, in order to 
make a statement, make the highest bid and then refuse to pay. The statement is “This stuff is 
here illegally; we shouldn’t have to buy it back,” and that way they temporarily prevent anybody 
else from getting it. So, these days, people have to be vetted [to bid at auction]; that didn’t used 
to be the case. And I think they don’t vet everybody; they vet mostly the Chinese bidders, because 
of these incidents.33 
 
Archaeologist 2 (N. America): I think that awareness increased because recently there are 
some nongovernment groups and social media groups who claim they want to bring back 
Chinese [antiquities]. I think when people have more opportunity to travel outside of China—for 
instance, to the U.S.—they talk about all these things they saw in New York, all these Chinese 
things, and how did these things end up there? This is increasing with middle-class people who 
now can travel outside China; they are often looking for these kinds of things.  
 
In terms of buying art, it is very important in recent years, politically and economically. Many 
people want to transfer their assets outside China. 
 
Archaeologist 3: The stuff from the Summer Palace, that’s different. That is national pride. They 
want to get things back from Westerners because they were terrorizing the Chinese, trying to 
colonize. So they want those things back. The Summer Palace represents that shame [of the 
Century of Humiliation]. Stopping the looting was the background for the formation of the 
heritage system. They want to stop that. It’s just more nationalism and the Chinese way of 
dealing with the whole colonial legacy.  
 
Curator 2: I would go more with the idea of conspicuous consumption.  
 
Curator 3: I don’t think it’s like recapturing patrimony or anything—I think that might be a 
kind of secondary element—but I think it is avarice; it’s a desire to build new collections 
privately, and from time to time institutions get involved, too. Shanghai Museum has bought 
pretty stunning purchases at auctions, but I think that is just out of a desire to have those things. 
Some might cast it in a jingoistic way, but I think it’s good old-fashioned conceit and self-
promotion. 
 
Curator 7 (China): Because so much was lost in the twentieth century, cultural heritage should 
now be returned to China. This is why the protection date was moved to 1911 [in the Relics 
Law].  
 
                                                
33 The question of why Chinese citizen collect antiquities and return them to China and the significance of the 

bronze zodiac heads are addressed in Chapter 6.  
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ICE 1: An interesting thing happened after the Chinese bilateral: All these Chinese dealers 
came to the U.S. and started advertising that they are buying Chinese artifacts. They would put 
an ad in the big newspapers—L.A. Times, Chicago Tribune, New York Times, San Francisco’s 
newspaper. They would get a hotel room and people would meet them there, and they [the 
Chinese buyers] would give people cash for their antiquities because they could export them 
without being questioned. There was this rise in Chinese pride, and because of the good 
economy in China, they came here, and not just here. In 2009, 2010, 2011, all these people came 
to buy Chinese artifacts and take them back to China to resell. It was kind of a reverse trade; 
instead of these things coming in and being seized when imported, these items are being 
exported.34 
 
Dealer 1 (N. America): There are a lot of wealthy people in China right now, and those people 
are interested in connoisseurship; that is an important aspect of elite society in China. Being 
able to claim to understand art and music is part of the whole importance of sending your 
children to European schools or having your children play European classical instruments and 
music and understand European and Chinese art. There is a big move towards cosmopolitanism. 
When it comes to what they buy, there is an absolute lust in China for anything related to 
royalty. They are just mad for real imperial belongings and the high-style Shang bronzes. I 
mean, you look at the burials that they dig up, and here are these big things, and yet there is also 
revulsion in China against things related to burials of people of lesser status. It is considered 
bad luck to have something from a tomb, but there is an exception made if it’s of an imperial 
level.  
 
A client who bought a Tanka from me brought it back to China. He made a statement—he said, 
“I am very pleased to be bringing back this important part of our cultural heritage.” And there 
are fairly stiff taxes on bringing art into China. I mean, it’s like twenty-six percent or something; 
it is serious, but there are exceptions made . . . I am willing to bet that if you could make a 
persuasive case that you are bringing a national treasure back, that there is a wink and a nod 
and you get by with paying a lesser percentage, and that is not talked about, but I think there is a 
powerful reason that people are making those statements that is beyond just the patriotic. There 
is another thing you can do according to scuttlebutt: When people get into problems in China 
and are facing some modest corruption issues, they can bring a piece from abroad and 
repatriate it. Bringing in a couple of million-dollar pieces gets rid of the legal action against 
you. [The Chinese] are recapturing their pride in their culture, pride in their history, and the rest 
of the world is cooperating nicely by being interested for the first time. . . . 
 
Dealer 2: I went to Beijing over twenty times from the nineties until eight years ago. Primarily I 
was going to this four-level [building in Beijing that was] selling archaeological Chinese stuff. 
But it got worse and worse, so I stopped going there. It was called “Curio City.” In the late 
nineties, early 2000s, they had a lot of really great stuff. . . . By the mid-2000s, a lot of the 
Chinese were starting to buy stuff, even in Kathmandu. The Chinese started coming in the 2000s 
and buying the Tibetan stuff in Kathmandu and then in Lhasa, too, and at Curio City, the 
Chinese started buying the Chinese stuff. Now I’m going to Hong Kong two or three times a 
                                                
34 This description of private sales to Chinese nationals could not be verified. It is true, however, that Chinese buyers 

at auction in the United States increased after the MOU was signed. See Chapter 8.  
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year. What I’m doing now is selling the Chinese stuff back to China. China started wanting to 
buy that, so there were so many great collections in America and in Europe. Previously, for 
thirty years, I was getting Chinese stuff and selling to America and Europe. Now I’m getting 
these collections back and selling in China through Hong Kong, because the Chinese agents 
come from Beijing or Shanghai to Hong Kong. I leave it with a storage place. I can’t bring it in 
to [mainland] China; there are too many restrictions on customs to bring things into China, even 
if it’s Chinese. I would have to say where it’s from. And to take it back out if they don’t buy it. 
That’s impossible. That is why Hong Kong has become the central place. There are two major 
fairs for selling back to China. There is one at the end of May and one at the beginning of 
October. But they’ve become less [successful] now, because the Chinese economy crashed in 
August [2015]—it was the stock market—and the Chinese aren’t buying all kinds of stuff right 
now; they are buying the best examples of certain types. 
 
Museum Director 1 (N. America): I can certainly understand that there may be this sense of 
patriotic feelings or nationalistic feelings, but I think overwhelming it is the economy. I’m not 
saying that there’s no legitimate [patriotic] feeling—I certainly understand if their people feel 
motivated—but my personal view is that it is purely economics.35 
 
Museum Director 2: It’s a complicated matrix; they have certainly disposable income that they 
didn’t have before, and they have what might be described as a nationalistic pride in their 
objects, but it is not unique to them in any way. I see the nouveau riche of any nation state: the 
Russians collecting Russian art, or the Arabs collecting, maybe not Islamic art, but where there 
is money, there is always an art market. So they have the ability to spend at a rate that is not so 
much about collecting or building collections, but about having possession of these materials. 
This is the thing about the Chinese—they only collect Chinese art. 
 
 
Question 16: How knowledgeable are Chinese curators, archaeologists, and employees of 
SACH about the UNESCO convention and the U.S. MOU? 
 
Archaeologist 3: There are conflicting interests and agendas. The SACH employees are quite 
international; they measure themselves against their colleagues in Italy and Greece. They get 
professional training courses. But in people living in Sichuan, they don’t really care [about 
international standards]. On the other hand, SACH employees feel a lot of frustration because 
there is resistance at home to doing the things they see done abroad. If you talk to people in 
Dunhuang, the new director would never say, “I’m going to go for the return of all Dunhuang 
objects that are in the British Museum.” That would ruin his whole plan of international 
cooperation, for training the next generation. But that is in their master plan, their strategic 
plan. All the politicians in Gansu expect that.  
 
Curator 7 (China): [In response to a question about the bilateral agreement between China and 
the United States:] I don’t know about that. Does that law work? I think it is a good thing that 
illegal relics cannot be imported into other countries. This is not my area of expertise, though.  
                                                
35 The argument that the economy was a factor behind the Chinese participation at U.S. auctions is supported by the 

quantitative data. See Chapter 8.  
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Museum Director 1: It’s a funny question, because it doesn’t relate to them at all. You may take 
that as unawareness; but they just don’t care [about the content of the convention and the 
MOU]. And so it has no relevance. 
 
SACH 1: A lot of people in China don’t really think too much about the law, and if you are 
talking about [it] in a museum setting, you might be talking to someone who is a specialist in 
Chinese painting or doing Neolithic archaeology, and that person’s main focus is doing 
fieldwork or excavation. If someone happens to ask him or her, “What do you think about 
looting?” that person might not be trained or taught about the legal aspects of looting, the 
ramifications and what laws can be applied in prosecution and whatnot. And there is also the 
mentality that if someone asks them those questions, they can always defer to their supervisors. 
However, my department places a very high importance on the legal aspect of cultural heritage. 
 
 
Question 17: Where is the larger market for Chinese antiquities? The United States or China? 
 
Archaeologist 1: [In response to a question about the structure of Poly and China Guardian 
Auction Houses:] No, [I’m not familiar] with their structure. I have been to the Poly Museum; I 
haven’t been to any of these auctions—I don’t think I could really go because they shouldn’t 
exist. But they [the people running these two auction houses] are very high-level political 
patriots, [from] the very highest level of the Chinese leadership; there’s really nothing . . . they 
are unassailable. Poly, of course, makes this show of bringing back important things from 
abroad and putting them in their own museum, but of course if they really wanted to, they could 
sell them again at any moment.  
 
Archaeologist 3: People don’t have any idea that there is a conflict between China’s legal 
market and international standards.  
 
Auction House Specialist1: Chinese auction houses are poised to overtake Sotheby’s and 
Christie’s lead in the art market.  
 
Curator 2 (N. America): They [the CPAC] have meetings where you can submit things in 
advance. How well our voices are heard, I don’t know. As to the question of how effective I have 
found the MOU, my opinion is it has not been effective, in the sense that if the objective was to 
stop looting and smuggling, I don’t think that has been effective at all. Because all that material 
is still in the market, but it’s all in the market in China now [See the same response previously 
given under Question 1.] 
 
We were outbid for Indian objects [by Chinese bidders], and they have been bidding on Western 
contemporary art. I have been watching, and they are increasingly active, and I think they are 
organizing old master painting sales in China. Chinese collectors are definitely spreading their 
interest beyond just Chinese materials, though they are still most familiar with Chinese 
materials. It’s not in their culture to go to even Japan or Korea or other Asian countries. It’s just 
Chinese things in Chinese museums. But now they are going after these star pieces, which are 
either investments or to show off that they have art objects from Western countries. It’s private 
museums that are doing this, [collecting] not just Chinese [objects]; they are cross-cultural. The 



64 

national museums are still just collecting China-based [material]. But they don’t set up 
foundations to maintain these things, so usually when the owner passes away or he gets in a bad 
financial shape, these things go very quickly. 
 
Curator 3 (N. America): China is a real problem, because they aren’t following their own laws, 
and I find it very odd. It is perfectly legal for us to buy things; we just can’t bring them out of the 
country. I have noticed that they [Poly or China Guardian Auction Houses] put an asterisk 
[indicating that something cannot be exported] on things that are perfectly legal to come out, like 
contemporary art, books from the Boston museum . . . I think it is market driven; I mean, 
basically at that moment in time, their internal market in China was strong enough they didn’t 
need outside people coming in and bidding on things. If the economic situation changes, and it 
seems to be there is some change going on now, they will start allowing more things out, inviting 
more people to participate. It is not a matter of cultural heritage at this point; it is more a market 
issue. To them, they are showing their patriotism and selling things only to the mainland. The 
nationalistic undertones will weaken as the economy weakens.36 
 
Dealer 5 (N. America): The market for Chinese antiquities in China is huge, and China’s 
largest auction house, Poly, is run by the PLA [People’s Liberation Army]. It is the PLA 
retirement committee. Nobody wants to look at what is really happening in China.  
 
 
Question 18: Do you see Chinese buyers driving up auction prices for Chinese antiquities? 
 
Auction House Specialist 1: Museums can no longer afford to buy pieces at auction, but 
[American] private collectors are still buying. This has reached its peak, though.37 
 
Curator 3 (N. America): I’m just trying to think of a way that I can base this in facts. I think the 
Chinese engagement in the market is still very strong. There is a little bit of pushback on the 
auction side. I think there have been a number of instances where Chinese buyers haven’t ponied 
up the money, and so I think there is little reluctance in the sales room about Chinese 
engagement, and then amongst private dealers. And, again, this is totally anecdotal—a 
reluctance to sell things to Chinese clients because I think they know that it is probably not going 
to come back. So from both those points of view, I think that it is a little more of an even playing 
field now than, say, ten years ago. 
 
Do you think that the slowing of the Chinese economy impacts this at all? 
 
Maybe for the sort of middle-range collector, but the tycoons will always be there. 
 
                                                
36 Poly Culture Group and China Guardian Auction house, combined with Christie’s and Sotheby’s in China, are 

more profitable than American auction houses. The first two mentioned do hold antiquities auctions, and 
foreigners can purchase specific, relatively low-grade items. This is discussed in Chapter 9, and relics grading is 
detailed in Chapter 7. 

37 The quantitative data analysis for this study does indicate that Chinese participation at American auctions has 
peaked, at least for the time being. See Chapter 8.  
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Dealer 5: In the past several years, they have dominated, and we just can’t outbid them; they 
have wrecked the market in many ways. The great things are going for really high prices, but the 
problem is even the bad things are going for high prices; the market is crazy at this point. All the 
good things are going to China to be sold—to Poly or the Guardian [Auction House]. The 
Guardian and Poly have been very aggressive. They have offices in New York and have been 
going straight to collectors and trying to get things from them. 
 

Questions and Responses from Shop Owners in the Tianya Antique City (Zenpinguan) in Beijing 

Shop Owner 1: [In response to a query about where the material in his shop came from:] The 
store is my father’s, and the stock all comes from our hometown in Gansu province. They are 
Qijia pots.  
 
Why aren’t these things in a museum? 
 
Sometimes these things are in a museum; some were in someone’s family collections. We bought 
these things from families.  
 
Shop Owner 2: [When asked if there would be any problem exporting the items in his store, the 
owner said he could send anything to the United States:] My brother lives in the United States, 
and we can ship items as art pieces instead of antiquities. A Canadian recently bought $100,000 
worth of merchandise. The Americans usually buy Tang horses. Most of these things come from 
our hometown of Luyang in Hunan Province.  
 
Shop Owner 3: [This shop carried only bronze artifacts, primarily mirrors and Warring States 
currency; the currency appeared to be authentic:] I buy and sell bronzes. Lots of people like 
bronze mirrors, and I sell both real and fake ones. You have whichever you like. 
 
Shop Owner 4: [This may have been an official relics shop:] Ancient pottery, bronze, and some 
stone tools are forbidden and cannot be exported, especially large things. Small things are just 
“art pieces” and can be exported. I will give you a receipt explaining what the object is and who 
sold it to you, and that it is an art piece, not cultural heritage. The government has guaranteed 
that it is OK for us to sell these pieces.  
 
Panjiayuan is owned by the government, so everything sold there can be exported.  
 
Pre-Han bronzes cannot be exported. The government goes through the motions of regulation, 
but government officials don’t know much.  
 
Shop Owner 5: Small things can be exported. You can tell Customs that it is Ming or later. 
[This was in response to a question about some Shang Dynasty stone birds.]  
 
Anything below Grade 3 is OK to export, and it is OK for Chinese people to own or buy 
anything, as long as they are keeping it in China.  



66 

High-level government officials can take anything out of China. If you know someone who works 
for Customs, you can get things out.  
 
Shop Owner 6: These are Warring States–period arrowheads from Ningxia. We buy things from 
people who live near the site.  
 
[My translator tells this shop owner that I work for a rich collector and want to buy high-quality 
things, and asks how will we get them to the United States:] We will give certification saying you 
bought it from Panjiayuan and it is an art piece. If you want something else, we can sell it to you 
in Hong Kong. If you buy in Hong Kong, it’s OK to ship out of China. We have many high-
quality things, but not in our Panjiayuan shop; we have those things in our Hong Kong store. We 
have sold things for more than ten years. You don’t have to worry about exporting. We can 
export anything you want to buy.  
 
Shop Owner 7: [This shop also had Neolithic pottery that the owner identified as Qijia:] Is it a 
problem to take these things to the United States?  
 
It’s just pottery; it’s not a big problem. We ship to Hong Kong, and from there to the U.K. and 
then to the U.S. 
 

Summary 

Before archaeology developed into a professional field based on empirical research and 

scientific approaches, museum curators and archaeologists had much closer, collaborative 

relationships with collectors; in many cases, they were collectors themselves (see Nørskov 

2002b:260–261). Today, it is more common for archaeological projects to be organized and 

supported by universities than by museums, and supply nations have a much stronger legal 

position and play a lead role in those projects. As ethical viewpoints on collecting and 

interpreting cultural heritage have evolved and legislation has developed in response to changing 

ethics, curators, collectors, and archaeologists are no longer interdependent (see Nørskov 

2002b:260–261, 267; Smith 2004; Wylie 1996). In the twenty-first century, excavated materials 

reside in institutions in the country of origin, curators are more cautious about offering expert 

opinions, and for advice on unprovenanced material, collectors often rely on the expertise of art 
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dealers and auction houses.  

While the connection between academics and antiquities dealers may have become 

tenuous, dealers are still often scholars with a deep admiration and understanding of the material 

they sell and astute perspective on current events and legislation that affects their trade. One 

person interviewed described his own interests and those of his fellow art dealers as having 

started while they were in the Peace Corps or traveling abroad in college. They perceive their 

relationships with those things, places, and people as mutually beneficial and enjoy sharing their 

deep admiration of those cultures. Other art dealers (and collectors) feel that by collecting, they 

help preserve the cultural material of threatened or marginalized groups or protect items from the 

predations of pollution, war, and development. The art world, to which antiquities dealers 

belong, allows them to assume an aura of class, respectability, and membership in a rarefied 

class of experts (see Mackenzie 2011). In recent years, however, legal battles have scarred the 

reputation of dealers who handle archaeological materials, resulting in what Simon Mackenzie 

describes as a “field shift” in the laws governing the trade in cultural heritage materials and the 

moral and ethical perceptions of collecting archaeological and anthropological material 

(2007:113–114; see also Bourdieu 1990 [1980]). I would argue that this shift has been 

accelerating for most of the twentieth century, as evidenced by the establishment of civil, 

indigenous, women’s, and other human rights movements, and can very clearly be observed 

within the world of artifact collecting, interpretation, and display (see Chapter 5). During the last 

decade of the twentieth century and the first decade of the twenty-first, a number of individual 

antiquities dealers have been at the center of some of the grandest art crimes ever exposed (see 

Chapter 5), and there are many indications that some are the center of the international trade in 

illicit antiquities (Mackenzie 2011:133).  
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Only one other researcher has attempted to study the role and attitudes of stakeholders. 

Simon Mackenzie conducted interviews with antiquities dealers, which he discusses in several 

papers (2005, 2007, 2011; Mackenzie and Green 2009). In his 2007 paper, Mackenzie links his 

observations of field shift, created by the influence of “two components of change: law and 

morality,” and based on Bourdieu’s theory of habitus (see also Bourdieu 1990 [1980]). 

Mackenzie’s three other studies (Mackenzie 2005, 2011; Mackenzie and Green 2009) focus on 

extremely successful, and ruthless, dealers, such as Giacomo Medici and Robin Symes. He (and 

Green) focus on the power structure that distinguishes dealers from looters and enables the 

wealthy and elite to avoid many criminal charges (Mackenzie and Green 2009).  

Some of my observations coincide with Mackenzie’s; antiquities dealers appear to be 

experiencing a field shift that is bracketed between the law and morality. I hesitate, however, to 

analyze the motivations or emotions of participants; Mackenzie’s use of Bourdieu in his 2007 

study comes perilously close to a psychological analysis and in general classifies all participants 

as self-deluded (in some state of denial) or as manipulative criminals. The qualitative data 

analyzed for this study focus on the opinions of stakeholders and the dialogue among them; this 

was not an attempt to determine their motivations. The small number of members from each 

profession interviewed for this study cannot be taken to represent any group as a whole. Given 

that individual case studies cannot be said to statistically represent a class of cases (De Vaus 

2001:237), I hesitate to project my observations of the seven antiquities dealers interviewed for 

this study onto antiquities dealers as a whole or to construct “ideal types,” as Mackenzie did for 

his analysis (2007:121).  

While it seems inarguable that both self-delusion and denial were clearly factors in the 

interview responses collected for this study, these characteristics appeared in all classes of 
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participants, not solely in dealers. In general, almost everyone approached for interviews seemed 

happy to talk about the issues (only three people declined the invitation for an interview—none 

were dealers). In general, it was surprising and somewhat disappointing to find that responses 

tended to be typical. In other words, stakeholders rarely expressed opinions that were contrary to 

the positions that their cohort usually takes. The greatest range of knowledge, involvement, and 

opinion came from curators, and I believe this is because they straddle the commercial and 

academic worlds and therefore have more exposure to differing opinions. They are also beholden 

to museum donors, which may make them more inclined to sympathize with them.  

Some generalizations can be made from the responses to the questions posed for this 

study: Stakeholders are most divided on questions regarding the effectiveness of cultural heritage 

legislation and bilateral agreements and responded in ways that were consistent with general 

opinions in their field. Most particularly, dealers tended to reject the idea that legislation was 

protecting Chinese cultural heritage. Instead, they were often of the opinion that the trade in 

Chinese antiquities has been slowed only in the United States and continues unabated in the rest 

of the world, especially in China. They generally characterized bilateral agreements as political 

tools. Curators tended to share the views concerning the domestic market in China, and the 

single ICE agent interviewed did not feel that bilateral agreements are particularly effective.  

CPAC members and archaeologists, on the other hand, viewed these questions 

differently, making the argument that the CPIA and bilateral agreements were meant to support 

the internal efforts of state’s parties to protect their own cultural heritage and prevent illicit 

antiquities from entering the United States. Both individuals interviewed who have served on the 

CPAC described that body as cordial and collaborate, rather than as divided and combative.  

Several lines of inquiry resulted from the interviews and are pursued in the remaining 
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chapters of this dissertation: Questions 1 through 5 focused on the effects or perceived effects of 

cultural heritage legislation as it is applied in the United States. Responses to these questions 

required an examination of domestic cultural heritage law and how it interacts with other 

legislation and with the CPAC.  

Responses to Questions 6 through 12 prompted me to examine the history of Western 

collecting and the museum institution. Chapters 6 and 9 explore several topics refined from 

interview responses: How do we in the antiquities collecting network define stewardship, and 

how can it be redefined in a way that encourages the admiration and esteem for ancient objects 

while also reducing the demand for clandestinely excavated archaeological material? 

The questions posed to stakeholders about the role of China in the modern antiquities 

market produced several avenues to explore: How are archaeological and other cultural heritage 

sites protected in a country the size of China? How is the legal market for antiquities structured 

in China? Why are Chinese collectors buying at U.S. auctions, and how strong is their role? 

These queries inform the following chapters and create a broad and cohesive view of the 

antiquities collecting network.  
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PROFESSIONAL ROLE  
Archaeologist 6 
Auction House Specialist 2 
Collector 3 
CPAC Member (former or present) 2 
Curator 9 
Dealer 7 
China State Administration of 
Cultural Heritage (SACH) 

1 

Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement (ICE) 

1 

Museum Director 3 
Individuals with multiple roles –3 
Total 31 
 
Table 3.1. Stakeholder roles. 
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Question # Questions Concerning Legislation and the CPAC Source of the Question Response from 

1 Is current legislation successfully preventing the looting of 
archaeological sites and the trade in illicit objects? Preliminary research (Davis; Elia; Gill and Chippendale) Archaeologist 5, CPAC 1, Curator 2, 

ICE 1, Dealer 1, Museum Director 2 

2 What is the purpose of the CPIA and bilateral agreements? Are 
bilateral agreements political tools? Interview responses CPAC 1, Curator 2, Curator 3, Dealer 

5, Museum Director 2 

3 How much have you interacted with the CPAC, and how 
knowledgeable and effective do you find that committee? 

Interview responses implying that the CPAC is stacked with 
archaeologists or that dealers on the CPAC are uninformed, or that 
art curators are wary of participating 

Curator 3, Dealer 1, Museum Director 
2 

4 What is UNESCO’s role now, 27 years after the signing of the 
convention? Does the convention still serve a purpose? 

Preliminary research, press about anti-UNESCO source nation 
conference  

Auction House Specialist 1, Dealer 1, 
Museum Director 1, Museum Director 
2, SACH 1,  

5 
What has been your experience with U.S. Customs? Are its agents 
knowledgeable and able to recognize restricted archaeological 
materials? 

Interview responses, CPAC testimonies Archaeologist 4, Curator 3, ICE 1, 
Dealer 1 

 Questions about the Effects of Cultural Heritage Legislation Source of the Question Response from 

6 Are restrictions against trading in archaeological objects detrimental to 
scholarly research? CPAC testimonies 

Archaeologist 1, Archaeologist 2, 
Collector 3, Curator 2, Curator 8, 
Dealer 1, Dealer 5, Museum Director 
1 

7 What changes have museums made as a result of high-profile cases 
such as the Getty v. Italian Ministry of Culture? 

Professional knowledge regarding changing accession policies; 
Getty accession policies (past and present) Archaeologist 1, Curator 2, Dealer 5 

8 What tools do museums use for provenance due diligence? Personal observation, projected outcome of law enforcement, 
American Curators of Asian Art conference in 2009 

CPAC 1, Curator 2, Curator 3, Curator 
6, ICE 1, Museum Director 1, 
Museum Director 3 

9 How are museums acquisition policies established?  Product of inquiring about policies and orphans Curator 2, Curator 3, Museum 
Director 1 

10 How big is the issue of "orphans"?  Articles and journals c. 2008; American Curators of Asian Art 
conference in 2009 

Collector 1, Collector 3, Curator 2, 
Curator 3, Curator 6, Dealer 1 

11 How can the issue of "orphans" be resolved? This question naturally follows Question 10 
Archaeologist 1, Collector 3, Curator 
2, Curator 3, Dealer 1, Museum 
Director 2 

12 How important are long-term loans for museums? Long-term loan agreements (Met and Getty) with foreign nations; 
alternatives to collecting 

Archaeologist 2, Curator 2, Curator 3, 
Curator 7, Dealer 5, Museum Director 
1, Museum Director 2, SACH 1 
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13 
Do art dealers find that collectors are asking more provenance-related 
questions? Is provenance more important now than it was a decade 
ago? 

Projected outcome of law enforcement 
Auction House Specialist 1, Auction 
House Specialist 2, Curator 2, Curator 
3, Dealer 1, Dealer 4, Dealer 5 

14 What is the role of fakes, forgeries, and reproductions in the art 
market? Chinese tradition of creating reproductions Archaeologist 2, Curator 1, Curator 7, 

Dealer 1 

 Questions about Chinese Collectors Source of the Question Response from 

15 What is motivating Chinese buyers to acquire Chinese antiquities in 
U.S. and Western European auctions? Interview responses; sale of Yuanmingyuan materials in Paris 

Archaeologist 1, Archaeologist 2, 
Curator 2, Curator 3, Curator 7, ICE 1, 
Dealer 1, Dealer 2, Museum Director 
1, Museum Director 2 

16 
How knowledgeable are Chinese curators, archaeologists, and 
employees of SACH about the UNESCO convention and the U.S. 
MOU? 

Interview responses Curator 7, Museum Director 1, SACH 
1 

17 Where is the larger market for Chinese antiquities--the United States 
or China? Interview responses; CPAC testimonies 

Archaeologist 1, Auction House 
Specialist 1, Curator 2, Curator 3, 
Dealer 5 

18 Do you see Chinese buyers driving up auction prices for Chinese 
antiquities? Preliminary research and interview responses Auction House Specialist 1, Curator 3, 

Dealer 5 

 
Table 3.2. Interview questions, question sources, and stakeholders asked each question. 
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Chapter 4 

Domestic and International Cultural Heritage Legislation in the United 

States 

Like most nations, the United States utilizes both domestic and international legislation to 

protect cultural heritage and regulate its trade. The earliest domestic law passed in the United 

States to protect archaeological material and sites within its borders was the Antiquities Act of 

1906. Its purpose is to prevent looting and to create a permitting process for excavation. In 

addition, the Antiquities Act requires a plan for the long-term preservation of excavated artifacts 

in a museum and allows the president to designate archaeological sites as National Landmarks. 

The Historic Sites Act of 1936, the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, the 

Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974, the Archaeological Resources Protection 

Act of 1979, and the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 followed 

the Antiquities Act. These laws provide considerable protection for sites and artifacts in the 

United States, and the existence of these laws allows the United States to be a signatory to the 

1970 UNESCO convention. The convention requires that state parties establish and maintain 

national services that protect cultural heritage, enact relevant laws, support scientific research, 

ensure that archaeological excavations are performed in an appropriate manner, develop 

standards for those who trade and sell antiquities, and provide education about the importance of 

cultural heritage.  

In addition to the 1970 convention, the United States is party to a number of other 

international agreements, including the 1954 Convention for the Protection of Cultural Property 

in the Event of Armed Conflict (the Hague convention) and the 1972 UNESCO Convention for 

the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage. The United States also has 
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agreements with Mexico (1970), Peru (1981), and Guatemala (1984) that predate the 

implementation of the 1970 UNESCO convention in the United States.1 The United States has 

not ratified the 1976 Organization of American States (OAS) Convention on the Protection of the 

Archaeological, Historical, and Artistic Heritage of the American Nations, the 1995 UNIDROIT 

Convention on Stolen or Illegally Exported Cultural Objects, or the 2001 UNESCO Convention 

on the Protection of the Underwater Cultural Heritage. 

The 1970 UNESCO convention is, arguably, the defining piece of legislation in the 

ongoing struggle to prevent the international illegal trade in archaeological material and other 

stolen cultural heritage. Materials protected by the convention include rare flora, fauna, mineral 

specimens, art, books and incunabula, photos and film, ethnographic material, and historic 

materials relating to events and people of national importance. The fundamental principle of 

UNESCO is to create a dialogue between cultures and peoples, with the goals of a global 

recognition of human rights, the elimination of poverty, and the support of sustainable 

development. These goals and that of building peace are achieved through education, the 

sciences, and communication. As such, the goal of the 1970 convention is to build international 

cooperation to protect cultural heritage. In the United States, the year 1970 has been widely 

adopted as a terminus ante quem for provenanced antiquities. In other words, many individuals 

and institutions regard objects collected before 1970 (with appropriate documentation of the 

acquisition date) to be inherently licit, whereas anything acquired after 1970 is subject to 

scrutiny to establish that it has legally entered the country. 

The convention was enacted in 1970, and the U.S. Senate agreed to ratify it in 1972, 

                                                
1 A list of these agreements and conventions can be found on the State Department’s Bureau of Educational and 

Cultural Affairs website: https://eca.state.gov/cultural-heritage-center/international-cultural-property-
protection/process-and-purpose/laws (accessed August 27, 2017).  
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making it the first market nation to do so. The Senate, however, agreed to it with reservations: 

particularly, that the implementation of the convention would be dependent on establishing 

domestic legislation. That legislation, the Convention on Cultural Property Implementation Act 

(CPIA), was not enacted until 1983.  

The Cultural Property Implementation Act (CPIA) and the Cultural Property Advisory 

Committee (CPAC) 

Many concerns of stakeholders in the antiquities collecting network are related to the 

interaction between the 1970 UNESCO convention, the CPIA, and the CPAC. There is also 

considerable focus on use of the National Stolen Properties Act (NSPA) to prosecute cases 

involving stolen or smuggled cultural property. This text describes how these different pieces of 

legislation work together and clarifies certain misunderstandings common among stakeholders. 

The CPIA (19 U.S. Code [USC] § 2601) is domestic legislation created to allow the 

United States implement two elements of the 1970 UNESCO convention.2 These are Articles 7b 

and 9 (see Gerstenblith 2007:4). Article 7b “prohibits the import of cultural property” stolen 

from museums, religious sites, public monuments, or other institutions. This paragraph also 

establishes 1970 as the date after which such material can legally be claimed. The article further 

dictates that the state party of origin is responsible for paying compensation to an innocent 

purchaser and that requests for repatriation will be made through diplomatic channels. It places 

responsibility for proving the theft in the hands of the requesting party and requires that party to 

                                                
2 Text of the CPIA can be downloaded from the State Department’s Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs 

website: https://eca.state.gov/cultural-heritage-center/cultural-property-protection/process-and-
purpose/background (accessed August 7, 2017). However, the version downloaded from that website has 
alternate section headings. The full, original text can be found on the Cornell Law School website: 
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/19/chapter-14 (accessed August 27, 2017).  
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pay all expenses incurred during the recovery of the property. Both the state making the claim 

and the state where the property in question resides must be parties to the convention.  

The purpose of Article 9 is to encourage international action when a state party’s 

archaeological and ethnological heritage is endangered. It encourages state parties to call upon 

one another to help protect their cultural patrimony. The paragraph establishes the convention 

and a tool for instituting a “concerted international effort to determine and carry out the 

necessary concrete measure, including the control of exports and imports and the international 

commerce in the specific materials concerned.” It then requires each state party to take measures 

to prevent damage to cultural heritage belonging to the requesting state. Article 9 provides for 

the application of import controls on a case-by-case basis. It allows a flexible approach to this, 

including bilateral agreements as a possible method. 

The CPIA establishes a mechanism by which another state party can request that the 

United States impose import restrictions on its cultural property. Such an agreement takes the 

form of a memorandum of understanding (MOU), otherwise known as a bilateral agreement (§ 

2602 (2) A). This type of request is considered once it has been established that the cultural 

patrimony of the state party is in jeopardy and that the party has taken appropriate steps (as 

established by the convention) to protect its cultural patrimony. Requests from state parties for 

bilateral agreements are referred to the Cultural Property Advisory Committee (CPAC), which is 

established under Section 2605 of the CPIA. Section 2602 (4) also requires that the president 

“endeavor to obtain the commitment of the State Party concerned to permit the exchange of its 

archaeological and ethnological materials under circumstances in which such exchange does not 

jeopardize its cultural patrimony.” Agreements with state parties have a five-year duration, but 

can be renewed (§ 2602 (2) [e]). The CPIA also allows the president to enter into an agreement 
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when the state party is not implementing appropriate restriction, if it is determined that such 

restrictions are not likely to be a deterrent or if an agreement would be a sufficient deterrent (§ 

2602 (2) [2]). Section 2603 describes the conditions under which the president can implement 

emergency restrictions. The president may extend emergency restrictions by three years past the 

usual five-year duration (§ 2603 (c) [3]). State parties must still apply for an emergency action, 

but the president may act without the advice of the CPAC if its comments are not submitted 

within 90 days (§ 2603 (c) [2]). 

The purpose of the CPAC is to advise the president and his representative on requests 

from state parties. Section 2605 of the CPIA establishes an 11-person committee composed of 

two members representing the interests of museums, three experts in archaeology or related 

fields, three members representing art dealers, and three members from the general public. The 

composition of the committee is meant to ensure that the interests of the public and private 

sectors are considered “in the international exchange of archaeological and ethnological 

materials,” along with those of museums and other relevant institutions (§ 2605 (2) [A]). The 

president selects a chairman for the committee from among its members who serves for three 

years, though that person’s service can be extended (§ 2605 (2) [B]).  

The CPAC is responsible for investigating each request by a state party and making 

recommendations to the president (§ 2605 (3) [f]). The committee’s recommendations are based 

on four criteria: (1) The cultural patrimony of the state party is in jeopardy because of pillage of 

its archaeological or ethnological materials; (2) the state party has taken measures consistent 

with the convention to protect its cultural patrimony; (3) the application of import restrictions, in 

the context of a concerted international effort, to archaeological or ethnological material of the 

state party would be of substantial benefit in deterring a serious situation of pillage, and less 
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drastic remedies are not available; and (4) the application of import restrictions in the particular 

circumstances is consistent with the general interest of the international community in the 

interchange of cultural property among nations for scientific and educational purposes.3 The 

committee can also recommend the suspension of bilateral agreements and makes 

recommendations for renewals, including recommendations for revisions to agreements (§ 2605 

(3) [g]; von Falkenhausen 2016:377).  

The CPIA also details import restrictions, the actions of U.S. Customs (seizure and 

forfeiture, including restitution), and a requirement of proof of ownership, except in cases of 

illegally excavated archaeological material (§ 2606 to 2611). The last element of the act creates 

exceptions that provide protection under certain circumstances to purchasers of archaeological 

material. They include purchases from widely distributed sale catalogs and objects that have 

been published or publicly exhibited during the three years after import into the United States (§ 

2611 [2]). Additionally, if an archaeological object has been in the United States for 10 years or 

more and exhibited, or for no fewer than 20 years and exhibited without a claim to it, that object 

is exempt from seizure based purely on its archaeological origin (§ 2611 [2]). Section 2607 of 

the CPIA is one of the act’s most important aspects. This section states that cultural heritage 

documented as part of the collection of a museum or religious or secular monument that was 

stolen will be repatriated to any state party (regardless of the existence of an MOU between that 

party and United States).  

                                                
3 These four determinations are listed on the State Department’s Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs website: 

https://eca.state.gov/highlight/cultural-property-advisory-committee-meeting-july-19-20 (accessed August 27, 
2017).  



80 

Discussion 

Detractors of bilateral agreements argue that they do nothing to stop the trade in illicit 

material or to stop the looting of archaeological sites (see Questions 1, 2, and 4 in Chapter 3). 

The objective of bilateral agreements, however, is not to prevent the looting of archaeological 

sites or the theft of other cultural heritage material. This is certainly one of the goals of the 1970 

UNESCO convention, but the only protective measures provided by the CPIA and bilateral 

agreements are meant solely to restrict the import of illicit cultural heritage material. Bilateral 

agreements also help state parties establish a claim to looted material that has been illegally 

imported, and the CPIA establishes the foundation on which cases are prosecuted under the 

NSPA (see below). Neither tool, however, can be used to directly prevent theft, smuggling, or 

looting in the nation of origin. 

The Role of the CPAC 

The CPAC reviews and investigates each application for a bilateral agreement, and each 

agreement is tailored to the specific needs of the state party (von Falkenhausen 2016:378). The 

CPAC does not collect the data that the committee uses for this research; rather, the data are 

collected and provided to the group by the Cultural Heritage Office under the State Department’s 

Bureau of Education and Cultural Affairs (von Falkenhausen 2016:378). The committee’s 

findings and recommendations are reported to the president through the assistant secretary of 
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state for educational and cultural affairs (von Falkenhausen 2016:378).4 Meetings of the CPAC 

are also attended by the head of the Cultural Heritage Office (von Falkenhausen 2016:384).  

On receipt of a new application for a bilateral agreement or the renewal of an existing 

agreement, the CPAC invites comment from the public and typically holds a hearing. While von 

Falkenhausen characterizes discussions among committee members as collegial and open, 

hearings over the past decade have involved contentious debates of proposed MOUs given by 

professionals involved in the art world. These testimonies frequently demonstrate the divergent 

opinions of members of the antiquities collecting network. One of the most contentious of these 

hearings in recent years was over the renewed MOU with Cyprus.  

The initial agreement with Cyprus was an emergency import restriction on Byzantine 

religious art, signed in 1999.5 In 2002, a bilateral agreement protecting certain archaeological 

materials was signed, and in 2006, that agreement was renewed, adding Byzantine religious art 

to the protection. In 2012, the MOU was extended for an additional five years, this time adding 

post-Byzantine religious material and Cypriot coins dating from the eighth millennium BCE to 

330 CE.6 (MOUs with Bulgaria, China, Italy, and Greece also include restrictions on coins.) 

Coin collectors and dealers were deeply concerned about the addition of coins to the list of 

protected cultural heritage, and several members of the Ancient Coin Collectors Guild (ACCG) 
                                                
4 Some details, including the current members of the CPAC, are given on the State Department’s website. The 

information given there is by no means comprehensive. The best summary available of the functions and 
activities of the CPAC was published by Lothar von Falkenhausen in 2016. Urice and Adler (2010) also give a 
good summary of the CPAC’s structure. The State Department’s description of the CPAC can be found here: 
https://eca.state.gov/cultural-heritage-center/cultural-property-protection/process-and-purpose/cultural-property-
advisory (accessed August 19, 2017). 

5 A chart of current import restrictions (bilateral agreements) can be downloaded from the State Department website: 
https://eca.state.gov/cultural-heritage-center/cultural-property-protection/process-and-purpose/foreign-
government (accessed August 19, 2017). 

6 A summary of the Cyprus import protections can be accessed on the State Department’s website: 
https://eca.state.gov/cultural-heritage-center/cultural-property-protection/bilateral-agreements/cyprus (accessed 
August 19, 2017).  
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and the American Numismatic Association (ANA) presented challenges to the MOU at the 

CPAC hearing (Sear et al. 2007). The fundamental argument presented by members of the 

ACCG and ANA was that a bilateral agreement should regulate only materials that have been 

looted from archaeological sites, and because coins, by their very nature, circulate far from their 

place of manufacture, their findspot is rarely known and is less important than information that 

numismatists gather from the coin itself (Felch 2013; Sear et al. 2007).7 Coin collectors and 

dealers claim that the primary impact of the MOU has been a switch from purchases from the 

American market to purchases from the European market, because no such restriction exists 

there (Sear et al. 2007; Tompa 2012).8 

In response to the passing of the MOU, three coin guilds, in an effort spearheaded by 

Peter Tompa, a lawyer and coin collector, filed a Freedom of Information Act suit against the 

U.S. State Department and the CPAC seeking a release of documents pertaining to the MOU 

(Gerstenblith and Roussin 2008:731–732). Tompa states that the former chairperson of the 

CPAC swore under oath that the MOU with Cyprus included coins against CPAC 

recommendations, and he claims to have evidence that China never requested protection for 

coins in its application (Felch 2013). The State Department replied with skepticism, stating that it 

doubted that the suit was in the public interest, considering the commercial benefit to the 

organizations filing it. The case was heard in 2010, and the request for documents was rejected 

(Gerstenblith 2011). Soon after filing this suit, the ACCG intentionally attempted to illegally 

                                                
7 Most of the comments submitted to the CPAC in regard to the Cyprus MOU can be found on the ACCG website: 

http://www.accg.us/news/item/Numismatists_comment_to_CPAC_on_Cyprus_request_for_import_restrictions.
aspx (accessed August 19, 2017). 

8 These conversations and comments exist on various online blogs, including Peter Tompa’s Cultural Property 
Observer (http://culturalpropertyobserver.blogspot.com), Chasing Aphrodite 
(https://chasingaphrodite.com/2013/03/25/test-case-peter-tompa-on-cpac-the-supreme-court-and-the-trade-in-
ancient-coins), and Paul Barford’s Portable Antiquity Collecting and Heritage Issues (http://paul-
barford.blogspot.com/2014/11/peter-tompa-and-penis-measuring.html; all accessed August 19, 2017).  
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import a group of Chinese and Cypriot coins. The shipment was seized by Customs, and the 

ACCG filed suit challenging the seizure, based on the claim that it could not be proven that the 

coins were looted from an archaeological site. The seizure was upheld in both a district and an 

appellate court (Gerstenblith 2011). In March 2013, the Supreme Court refused to hear the case, 

effectively killing it. Tompa has told Jason Felch (2013) that the coin guilds will continue to 

pursue their goal with Congress, the press, and the CPAC (Felch 2013). 

The efforts of the coin guilds and collectors exemplify negative reactions to the CPAC 

and bilateral agreements. Equally dramatic objections were raised during the hearing for the 

proposed MOU with China in 2009; these focused primarily on the history of the market in 

China and on problems of protecting archaeological sites in that country. James Cuno, then 

director of the Art Institute of Chicago, raised the point that China has had an internal market for 

antiquities for close to 2,000 years (Cuno 2008:92–93). Other experts objected to the broad range 

of material that China asked to be protected, with a timespan from the Paleolithic era to 1911. 

Still others argued that China was doing little to control the flow of its own antiquities, 

specifically those leaving the country via Hong Kong (Baskin 2009:119; De Graaf 2007:4; 

Meyer and Brysac 2015:358). The CPAC responded to many of these concerns by 

recommending the reduction of the chronological span of protection from the Paleolithic to the 

Tang dynasty (907 AD) by asking that China continue to license certain antiquities for sale and 

by requesting that China do more to encourage a licit market (Rosenbaum 2009). China also 

pledged to reduce the traffic in antiquities out of ports in Hong Kong and Macao (Rosenbaum 

2009). Seemingly unrestricted trade from these ports was one of the main concerns of opponents 

of the bilateral agreement and of stakeholders interviewed for this study. Detractors of the 

Chinese bilateral agreement argue that antiquities that leave Hong Kong and Macau legally 
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should be legal to purchase in the United States. Chinese export restrictions are discussed in 

Chapter 7.  

The bilateral agreement with China was renewed in 2014. The renewal hearing produced 

speakers both in favor of the renewal and against it. Dan Monroe of the Association of Art 

Museum Directors (AAMD) stated that the market for Chinese art in Europe remains very 

strong, which indicates that the MOU has had very little impact on the destruction of 

archaeological sites. Monroe recommended that the renewed MOU put even greater emphasis on 

the continued effort at cooperation regarding loans between Chinese and U.S. museums (Monroe 

2013; also see Hoffman 2006:161). Other parties also asked for more cooperation from China on 

loans, including a quicker process and more access to extremely rare material (St. Hilaire 2013). 

Tompa claims that China has “bought off” the opposition to the MOU, in the form of Christie’s 

auction house, by allowing it to establish rooms in Hong Kong and thereby continuing to take 

part in the lucrative market for Chinese antiquities (see Chapter 9; see also Tompa 2013a).  

The most common objection to both the Cyprus and the Chinese MOUs is that they 

restrict only the market in the United States, while trade in other countries continues. This is a 

concern voiced in stakeholder interviews (see Question 3 in Chapter 3), along with observations 

about the size of the antiquities market in China (see Chapters 3 and 9). Stakeholders are also put 

off by the secrecy in which the CPAC operates9 and claim that rather than serving as a tool to 

protect cultural heritage, the CPIA and MOUs are purely political or diplomatic. Christina Luke 

and Morag Kersel observed a number of links between MOUs and political events and 

diplomatic efforts (2013:67–69). Their examples demonstrate the potential use of MOUs in 

diplomacy, particularly in the relationship between the United States and South America, where 
                                                
9 The State Department has, apparently, refused to release original requests from state parties (see Urice and Adler 

2010:28). 
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the United States is perceived as the main market for narcotics as well as antiquities. The known 

trade links between these illicit products make agreements under the CPIA a positive diplomatic 

move (Luke and Kersel 2013:68). As some stakeholders pointed out in interviews, the Chinese 

MOU request languished for three years before being approved, and then was instituted only in 

the eleventh hour of the George W. Bush presidency. Luke and Kersel have speculated that an 

MOU was not sufficient to mend the political rift with China at the time (2013:69). They cannot, 

however, explain why it was finally implemented. Rosenbaum (2009) suggests that the delay had 

more to do with the broad range of protections the Chinese included in their original request.  

Stakeholders have drawn parallels between the 2001 Italian MOU and the death of 20 

people as a result of a U.S. jet severing the cable of a ski lift (Tagliabue 1998), and they have 

pointed out the timing of the Chinese MOU as evidence of its political nature. One of the 

interview subjects, who has served on the CPAC, acknowledged that MOUs can be used as 

diplomatic tools. The other did not state a clear opinion on the subject; von Falkenhausen 

acknowledges that the activities of the State Department through CPAC are one way in which 

the U.S. government builds “cultural capital” (2016:375). It seems clear that this is at least one 

use of agreements under the CPIA; it does not, however, mean that those agreements do not also 

contribute to the protection of cultural heritage.  

Enforcement and Prosecution for Crimes Involving Archaeological Objects 

The U.S. currently has bilateral agreements with 18 nations, and it is the responsibility of 

the Department of Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) and the Department of 

Homeland Security (DHS) to ensure that protected material does not enter the United States. In 

practical terms, agreements under the CPIA result in a description of protected material that is 
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distributed to Customs officers (a “Designated List”). Property deemed to be in violation of the 

CPIA can be seized by Customs and may then be offered back to the source nation. Items that 

are not identified by Customs but are later found to have been brought into the country in 

violation of Customs law (and an MOU) can also be seized; however, these seizures and 

subsequent legal proceedings are not executed under the CPIA. As a civil statute, the CPIA does 

not call for criminal investigations. That must be instigated by DHS (Luke and Kersel 2013:70; 

Urice 2010) or the source nation. Under U.S. law, something illegally exported but legally 

imported into the United States cannot be prosecuted in a U.S. court, because the United States 

does not enforce foreign export laws (Urice 2010). In other words, “the only penalty for violating 

the CPIA is civil forfeiture” (Gerstenblith 2009:30). When a person is involved in transporting a 

stolen item or in unlawfully importing a restricted item, depending on the illegal actions of the 

individual, the item can be seized and forfeited under sections of 18 USC (smuggling) or 19 USC 

(customs and duties), or section 2609 of the CPIA (seizure and forfeiture; Hoffman 2006:162). 

Criminal penalties are prosecuted under 18 and 19 USC (Hoffman 2006:162). 

United States v. An Antique Platter of Gold is an example of forfeiture under 18 USC 

(§545). In 1995, at the request of Italy, U.S. Customs seized an inscribed Sicilian gold phiale 

from the residence of prominent American collector Michael Steinhardt (Hoffman 2006:164; 

Lyons 2002). The case reached the Supreme Court, and the final court decision, resulting in the 

return of the phiale to Italy, was based on the blatant falseness of the Customs paperwork. These 

false statements made it possible to consider the phiale stolen property under the National Stolen 

Property Act (NSPA, or 18 USC §2311). The case, therefore, began as a forfeiture but was 

prosecuted under the NSPA (Lyons 2002). Evidence presented by Italy was also very strong; the 

phiale had been examined and published by an Italian scholar after being excavated and prior to 
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being smuggled out of the country.  

In interviews, several stakeholders objected to the laws of foreign nations being enforced 

in U.S. courts (see the responses to Question 1 in Chapter 3). They are referring to the use of the 

NSPA in cases where a case cannot be built for the return of illicit objects seized under 18 USC, 

19 USC, or the CPIA. The NSPA prohibits the transportation of property valued at $5,000 or 

more from crossing state or international borders if the possessor knows that the items have been 

stolen (Urice 2010). The defining case establishing the use of the NSPA in cultural heritage 

smuggling was United States of America v. McClain et al.10 This landmark case, now referred to 

as the “McClain Doctrine,” established that violations of the patrimony laws of a foreign nation 

can be prosecuted using the NSPA. The case began in 1977, when five defendants were indicted 

under the NSPA and were convicted of conspiring to transport and receive pre-Columbian 

antiquities, knowing that the objects were stolen. At least one of the defendants attempted to sell 

the objects, and one made statements acknowledging that he was aware that Mexican law 

forbade the exportation of pre-Columbian artifacts (Merryman and Elsen 2002 [1979]:204). The 

objects had not been stolen from an institution or a known site, and therefore had not been 

registered with the Mexican government, but were exported without a license or permit. Mexico 

nationalized all pre-Columbian artifacts from its republic in 1897 (Merryman and Elsen 2002 

[1979]:203). In this case, the court held that because the defendants knew that these objects were 

stolen and the laws of Mexico were contravened, they could be prosecuted under the NSPA. As 

Gerstenblith (2009) explains,  

 
The primary principle is that legislation may vest ownership of antiquities in the 
nation, regardless of whether the nation has ever had actual possession of the 

                                                
10 While McClain was the precedence-setting case, the NSPA was also used in United States v. Hollinshead in 1974 

(see Gerstenblith 2009; Merryman and Elsen 2002 [1979]:201).  
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objects. Such ownership legislation is recognized as an act inherent in the notion 
of sovereignty and it is regarded as an aspect of comity among nations. 

 

As was stated above, what is at issue with the application of the NSPA in cases involving 

cultural heritage is the recognition of other nations’ patrimony laws. Italy, for example, 

nationalized its cultural heritage in 1939 (Lyons 2002; Merryman and Elsen 2002 [1979]; Urice 

and Adler 2010). The recognition of the patrimony laws or export controls of other countries 

raises the possibility that any object in any museum could be claimed if the country of origin 

could establish a case comparable to that of the gold phiale. Arguments against the application of 

the NSPA in these cases contend that it is an unwarranted federal enforcement of foreign law and 

that if the government of Mexico was unaware that the objects existed prior to the case, the 

objects cannot be considered stolen property (Gerstenblith 2009; Urice and Adler 2010). 

However, the McClain Doctrine establishes that the claimant must prove that the object in 

question originated in its territory and that the theft took place after the date the legislation was 

enacted. In the case of the NSPA, that date is 1934 (Gerstenblith 2009).  

The use of the NSPA in cases involving smuggled antiquities and based on the ownership 

laws of a foreign nation was again put to the test in United States of America v. Frederick 

Schultz.11 This case established the McClain Doctrine as “the law of the Second Circuit,” 

establishing important precedent for its use in other courts (Gerstenblith 2009). Schultz was a 

successful art dealer with a gallery on 5th Avenue in New York City. He was a past president of 

the Art Dealers Association of America and was at one time on the CPAC. In 2004, Schultz was 

                                                
11 Two other cases using the NSPA and based on foreign laws were settled (see Gerstenblith 2009), and the NSPA 

was applied unsuccessfully in Peru v. Johnson in 1989. Unlike the Steinhardt and Schultz cases, Peru v. 
Johnson relied directly on the laws of Peru, and the court ruled that the source county’s legislation had to be 
sufficiently clear to the U.S. citizen and had to be being enforced within Peru (Taberner 2012:35). The 
Steinhardt and Schultz cases established the NSPA’s use when the intentional evasion of source nation laws 
could be established.  
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found guilty of conspiring to receive stolen property. Schultz’s partner in crime was an 

Englishman named Jonathan Tokeley-Parry, an antiquities restorer with a long history of 

smuggling Egyptian antiquities. Tokeley-Parry was convicted of smuggling in England in 1997, 

but it wasn’t until after his release from prison in 2000 that documents showing Schultz’s 

involvement in the smuggling were found in his possession (Gerstenblith 2009; Vitale 2009). In 

the mid-1990s, Schultz paid Tokeley-Parry hundreds of thousands of dollars to support looting 

projects in Egypt and then sold the objects obtained by the looters for millions. Tokeley-Parry 

even dipped a stone head of Amenhotep III in liquid plastic and painted it in gold to get the 

object through Customs disguised as a tourist bauble. Schultz and Tokeley-Parry created fake 

accession labels for the objects they smuggled from paper dyed with used tea bags and baked in 

an oven (Gerstenblith 2003).  

Schultz appealed, arguing that the 1983 Egyptian law that nationalized its antiquities was 

an export control and not an ownership law, and that the NSPA “does not regard objects taken in 

violation of a foreign ownership law as stolen property” (Gerstenblith 2003). The court upheld 

that the NSPA applies to any stolen property, regardless of the source of the owner’s title to it. 

Schultz also argued that the CPIA did not intend for the NSPA to apply to cases like his and that 

the CPIA was intended to be the only mechanism through which the U.S. courts could prosecute 

cultural property cases (Gerstenblith 2003). Schultz’s appeal was an attempt to overturn not only 

his own case but also the McClain Doctrine itself. Instead, his case established an even greater 

precedence for the use of the NSPA in cultural property prosecutions.  

Many opponents to the ratification of the 1970 UNESCO convention agreed to the CPIA 

based on the belief that it would nullify the McClain Doctrine and stop Customs officers from 

using it to halt the importation of a very wide range of archaeological material (Hoffman 
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2006:160; Urice and Adler 2010). The hope was that once the CPIA was passed, it would be 

possible to import and sell cultural heritage materials, so long as they were not covered by an 

MOU, and that the CPIA would prevent U.S. courts from recognizing an object as stolen based 

on foreign ownership and foreign laws. However, United States of America v. Frederick Schultz 

established that both the CPIA and the NSPA could be used to prevent the wider trade of illicit 

antiquities.  

The CPIA, the NSPA, and part of 18 USC and 19 USC have been used to seize stolen and 

smuggled cultural property from dealers, collectors, and auction houses. DHS and the New York 

prosecutor’s office under Matthew Bogdanos have seized several objects from Sotheby’s and 

Christie’s auction houses; most well known among them is a tenth-century Cambodian statue 

taken from Sotheby’s in 2012 (Blumenthal and Mashberg 2012). In 2016, federal officials from 

DHS and ICE raided Christie’s and at least one other auction house during Asia Week in New 

York, all apparently in relation to an investigation of art dealer Subhash Kapoor (Angeleti and 

Stoilas 2016; Moynihan 2016). Seizures and, indeed, court cases have not been brought against 

museums—at least not until very recently. In late July 2017, the New York prosecutor’s office 

seized a 2,300-year-old Greek krater from the Met based on proof offered by Christos 

Tsirogiannis, a forensic archaeologist (Mashberg 2017). Tsirogiannis used photographs from the 

Medici Archives (seized in a 1997 raid; see Chapter 5) to demonstrate that the Met’s krater had 

been illegally looted and passed through the hands of Giacomo Medici (Tsirogiannis 2014). 

Frustrated by the lack of response from the Met regarding his findings, Tsirogiannis submitted 

his information to the authorities. The Met stated that it had contacted the Italian authorities after 

receiving Tsirogiannis’s report and was waiting for a response (Mashberg 2017). It seems 

unlikely that the case will go to court; rather, the Met will most likely elect to voluntarily return 
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the krater.  

To date, repatriations to source nations by museums have been voluntary; no case 

involving U.S. museums and illicit antiquities has been brought to court by a foreign 

government. However, in 2000, Marion True, the Getty’s former curator of antiquities, was 

indicted by the Italian government, along with Robert Hecht, on charges of receiving stolen 

goods and participating in a conspiracy to traffic in stolen goods. Her case went to trial in 2005 

and was dismissed in 2010, having exceeded that court’s statute of limitations (True 2011).12 

With the exception of Marion True’s indictment, museums have escaped court battles, and 

regardless of the outcome of True’s case, Italy achieved one goal: it established that it can and 

will prosecute cases involving looted archaeological materials, at least in the Italian courts. Thus 

far, museums have opted to repatriate claimed artifacts. This allows them to avoid going to court 

and enables them to create positive press relating to the claim and repatriation.  

The closest that authorities in the United States have come to bringing the NSPA and the 

Archaeological Resource Protection Act (ARPA) to bear against a museum was in a 2008 raid of 

four institutions in Southern California as well as the collection of Barry Maclean, a trustee of 

the Art Institute of Chicago (Felch and Boehm 2008; Vitale 2009). Federal agents searched the 

collections, computers, and offices of the Los Angeles County Museum of Art (LACMA), the 

Pacific Asia Museum, the Mingei International Museum, and the Bowers Museum of Cultural 

Art for objects purchased from Robert Olsen and Jonathan Markell, both owners of galleries in 

Los Angeles (Vitale 2009). They also arrested Roxanna Brown, a highly regarded authority on 

Thai ceramics. The scheme under investigation included not only the smuggling and sale of 

looted archaeological material but also inflated appraisals that valued items at as much as 400 
                                                
12 True was also charged with similar crimes by Greek courts in 2006 and with lesser charges relating to 29 

unregistered antiquities found in her villa on the island of Paros (Carassava 2007).  
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times their actual value. This allowed buyers to donate the objects to museums for a large tax 

write-off; the warrants for the Pacific Asia Museum and the Bowers suggested that the museums 

knew of the inflated values (Felch 2008).  

This was a novel use of ARPA to prosecute a case for foreign archaeological material. 

According to Patty Gerstenblith, nothing in ARPA restricts its use to archaeological objects 

found on public land in the United States (Gerstenblith 2016; see also Fitz Gibbon 2009). 

Jonathan and Cari Markell were sentenced in 2015, and hundreds of objects found in their home 

and gallery were repatriated (Felch 2015). The Mingei Museum and Bowers Museum returned 

objects to Thailand, but no charges were brought against them (Felch 2015). Roxanna Brown 

died in prison a day after her arrest. Many considered her incarceration an example of the heavy-

handed way in which federal investigators approach their investigations.13  

Summary 

The 1970 UNESCO convention is a tool that allows state parties to develop legislation 

that will represent the moral and ethical standards it establishes. It is not, however, legislation 

and therefore cannot be used to prosecute crimes. The convention was created to engender 

greater communication, cooperation, and understanding among state parties so that they can 

jointly work to prevent the destruction of and illicit trade in cultural heritage. The most dynamic 

aspect of the convention is the explicit prohibition against the export and import of illicit 

material, and it is that aspect that guides the language and characteristics of the CPIA. The notion 

that the convention and the CPIA are meant to directly end the looting of archaeological sites is 
                                                
13 During the course of “Operation Cerberus” and a joint-taskforce investigation of the looting of Native American 

sites in the Four Corners region, three people committed suicide. Two were suspects charged in the case, and 
the third was the main informant. The court did not consider any of the crimes committed by the 25 people 
charged serious enough to warrant jail time (Mozingo 2014; Shelbourn 2014).  
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imprecise; rather, the convention is a top-down mechanism that seems to strengthen the 

protections of individual state parties through cooperation with other parties. As a state party, the 

United States does not take legal action on behalf of state parties, but it can and does prosecute 

crimes that violate the laws of those countries.  

Crimes involving archaeological objects are prosecuted under several laws and statutes in 

the United States. Most successful court cases have relied on evidence of smuggling. Objections 

on the part of stakeholders to prosecutions under the NSPA of activities that are clearly criminal 

are somewhat mysterious. The NSPA has not been used to prosecute individuals who were 

unwitting buyers; rather, the cases that have successfully used this legislation have involved very 

informed experts who were quite aware of their criminal behavior. Opponents of the use of the 

NSPA and ARPA in international cases warn that the collections of museums are threatened by 

expanding the interpretations of these laws (Fitz Gibbon 2009; Urice and Adler 2010), but 

museums have, thus far, elected to resolve cases without going to court. Museums are not 

unaffected by these cases or by the increasing number of requests for repatriation. These events 

have forced a reevaluation of acquisition policies ethical standards. New—and stricter—

acquisition policies are redefining the relationship between museums and donors (see Chapter 5). 

Other effects can be observed within the antiquities collecting network: Auction houses and 

buyers are increasingly aware of the importance of provenance, and private collectors are finding 

that they may not be able to donate their collections. The future of collecting will, in part, be 

defined by these legal actions. 
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Chapter 5 

Museums and Collecting in the United States 

In order to consider the future of antiquities collecting and of the museum institution, we 

must first understand how archaeological objects came to play a role as works of art and valuable 

commodities. The social and economic value system arising from the tradition of collecting is 

part of the history of the museum in Western Europe and the United States, and acts to sever the 

connection between antiquities and their archaeological context. This disconnect between objects 

and their provenance allows the museum institution to treat antiquities as art rather than cultural 

heritage and to act as an arbiter of taste and knowledge, but these internal value systems are 

increasingly challenged by new ethics and increased penalties connected to illicit antiquities.  

In the last decade, collecting antiquities has become a calculated risk. Collectors, dealers, 

corporations, and museums have faced legal challenges for buying or selling illicit antiquities; 

yet the trade continues. When asked, collectors and art dealers describe collecting as an 

expression of esteem for the objects or a fascination with the culture that made them. They may 

also believe they are acting as stewards for cultural material that could otherwise be damaged or 

destroyed. The debate over the benefits of “protective custody” (retaining objects in collections 

with the professed motive of protecting them) for cultural materials is long and acrimonious 

(Barkan and Bush 2002; Cuno 2006; Cuno 2008; Knell 1999:17; O’Connell and DePaul 2005; 

Webb 2002:81). In some cases, removing artifacts from their context does indeed provide a 

degree of protection; unfortunately, this is often used to justify the trade in archaeological 

material. Museums that include antiquities in their collections intend to act as stewards, 

promoting scholarly research and educating the general public about the world’s cultural 

heritage, while the trade in antiquities stems from the looting of cultural sites, is linked to 
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organized crime, and funds terrorism. On March 24, 2017, the U.N. Security Council 

unanimously adopted resolution 2347, which condemns the destruction of cultural heritage sites 

and artifacts and the smuggling of those materials by terrorists during a time of war. The 

resolution affirms that attacks on cultural heritage may constitute war crimes and be punishable 

as such.1 The destruction of Syrian and Iraqi monuments and the looting and attempted sale of 

archaeological materials by the Islamic State demonstrates the inclusion of the antiquities trade 

in terrorist activities (Bren 2016; Daniels and Hanson 2015; Seif 2015). Antiquities have also 

been tied to other forms of organized crime such as drug smuggling and the arms trade (Bowman 

2008; Deitzler 2013). The trade in antiquities in the twenty-first century comes with increasing 

legal risk as well as escalating ethical quandaries. 

Competing systems of value, chiefly commodification, aesthetics, and classification and 

interpretation, exist within museums. The first two are inextricably linked to Western definitions 

of art, particularly fine art, and the third is integral to the goals of the twenty-first-century 

museum. Throughout the nineteenth, twentieth, and twenty-first centuries, these systems have 

driven and defined the collecting, interpretation, and display of cultural heritage material while at 

the same time separating it from its original context. Museums have been one of the largest 

consumers of cultural heritage for at least 200 years and, as such, will continue to play an 

important role in the future of collecting in the United States. To better understand this spectrum 

of values as they apply to antiquities, we must first understand how Western societies came to 

esteem these objects. While this chapter is an examination of Western collecting and Western 

museums, it is important to understand the role than non-Western objects play in these contexts.  

Yiyou “Daisy” Wang’s (2007) description of the introduction of Chinese art to Western 

                                                
1 The language of the resolution can be found on the U.N. Security Council website: 

https://www.un.org/sc/suborg/en/s/res/2347-%282017%29 (accessed October 9, 2017).  
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collectors and museums by art dealer C. T. Loo aptly captures the interplay among 

commodification, aesthetics, and classification in the museum. 

When Loo began to sell Chinese antiquities and art to Western collectors, he found that 

he first had to align it with Western aesthetics. The geographic and cultural distance between 

China and America made it necessary to chart Chinese material into the Eurocentric discourse. 

To remedy the gap between the Western art historical narrative based on Classical civilization, 

Loo marketed Chinese art as Scythian for one buy and Greco-Indian in influence for another. He 

dealt in Greco-Buddhist art and Sino-Siberian art. He charted a complicated route for the Greek 

influence of Chinese art through Bactria by way of India and Turkestan (Wang 2007:127). This 

sophisticated manipulation of art history made it possible for him to market Chinese art to 

museums whose antiquities collections were based on Classical art, and allowed him to demand 

the same prices. 

Wang’s research exemplifies the politics of aesthetics and the commodification of 

antiquities, which, unlike a painting by Titian or a sculpture by Rodin, were often not created as 

works of art. As an art dealer, Loo had a vested interest in rearranging the classification system 

presented in the museum. By learning how that system worked, he was able to insert Chinese art 

into the artistic hierarchy created by the museum. Wang’s description of Loo’s introduction of 

Chinese antiquities to the Western market also demonstrates the transition of Chinese material 

from exotic curiosities to valuable antiquities. This transition is not exclusive to artifacts from 

China; rather, it is the nature of these three systems of value to convert the archaeological and 

ethnographic to art. 

The following chapter charts the development of the Western museum and discusses the 

current issue it confronts. While this discussion does not address the role of Chinese antiquities 



97 

in Western museums directly, it does examine the history of archaeological objects in collections 

and the challenges faced by twenty-first century museums that collect them. As such, this 

discussion encompasses the issues surrounding the collecting of Chinese and all other types of 

antiquities. 

The Status of Value 

Most scholars recognize the Humanist and Enlightenment movements as formative 

influences on antiquarianism as a vocation (Miller 2012; Schnapp 2013; also see Momigliano 

1950). Early Humanist and Enlightenment scholars studied the humanities: grammar, rhetoric, 

poetry, history, and moral philosophy. In their efforts to revive the scholarly and philosophical 

values of the Classical world, Humanists promoted the concept that Western European culture 

had developed directly from it―that the roots of Western culture could be found in Classical art, 

architecture, poetry, philosophy, and politics (Kekewich 2000:51; Miller 2012:2). Similarly, 

proponents of the Enlightenment movement of the eighteenth century examined Classical 

antiquity for a model of utopian society.  

Antiquarianism is the study of the material culture of the past, and antiquarians primarily 

focus on physical evidence: monuments, sites, and artifacts.2 The very act of collecting and 

studying ancient objects grants them a special status. Antiquarians, as experts, are able to 

establish scales of value based on an object’s scholarly significance, the skill and labor that went 

into its construction, the materials used, and the rarity of the object (Appadurai 1986:6–7; Bloch 

and Parry 1989:14–16; Papadopoulos and Urton 2012:5–10; for the link between labor and value 

                                                
2 Connoisseurship is a related field. Connoisseurs are trained in aesthetic appreciation and to discern the value 

(either cultural or monetary) of art, literature, wine, or antiquities. They are considered discriminating judges of 
quality in those areas. 
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see Marx 1906:42–38 [1867]).  

An object’s original cultural value is often irrelevant once it has transformed into a 

modern commodity (Appadurai 1986:13). Once an antiquity is commodified, its value is 

established by expert opinion and the market. In his influential 1907 (translated in 1978) book 

The Philosophy of Money, Georg Simmel links commodification to scarcity when he states “we 

call those objects valuable that resist our desire to possess them” (1978:73). He also argues that 

in order to obtain something of value, something else valuable must be sacrificed (1978:80; also 

see Appadurai 1986:4; Ward 2009:31), which reinforces the perceived value of both sides of the 

exchange. Simmel’s analysis is clearly tied to the concept of market exchange and as such is an 

interesting commentary on the commodification of antiquities. However, there are circumstances 

in which desirable objects are not obtained through exchange. For some collectors, the pursuit of 

an antiquity or work of art is a pursuit of power and status—something to be claimed or seized 

rather than obtained through exchange. To claim an understanding and aesthetic appreciation of 

these objects is to belong to an elite class and, for many, this is the primary motivation for 

acquiring art and antiquities. In the transition from archaeological object to status symbol, the 

object is imbued with economic or commodity value. 

Commodity value and status value are closely linked. Among history’s many mega-

collectors are princes, kings, tycoons, and emperors: the Emperor Huizong, the de Medici family, 

Napoleon Bonaparte, the Borghese family, the House of Liechtenstein, the Dukes of Orléans, 

Catherine the Great, Adolf Hitler and Joseph Goebbels, and J. Paul Getty. These powerful 

individuals were often connoisseurs and antiquarians, but also collected objects for the status 

ownership conveyed. Some military leaders paid their armies in spoils the taking of prizes was a 

demonstration of the might of the conqueror and the loss of treasures on the part of the 



99 

vanquished was a loss of status as well as valuable property. Looting on a grand scale is a 

military tradition going back as least as far as the Romans (Gerstenblith 2007:11). The Arch of 

Titus in Rome depicts Titus’s triumphal return after the siege and sack of Jerusalem. The Roman 

historian Flavius Josephus (c. 37–100 CE) described the Triumphal Procession: 

 
But for those that were taken in the temple of Jerusalem, they made the greatest 
figure of them all; that is, the golden table, of the weight of many talents; the 
candlestick also, that was made of gold, though its construction were now 
changed from that which we made use of; for its middle shaft was fixed upon a 
basis, and the small branches were produced out of it to a great length, having the 
likeness of a trident in their position, and had every one a socket made of brass for 
a lamp at the tops of them. These lamps were in number seven, and represented 
the dignity of the number seven among the Jews; and the last of all the spoils, was 
carried the Law of the Jews. (1841:452) 
 

 
In fact, Hitler’s army looted many of the objects brought to France by the armies of Napoleon. 

Notwithstanding the long tradition of military looting in the West, Hitler’s elaborate and 

extensive program of looting is remarkable in the history of collecting for its breadth and 

deliberate execution. He targeted the most famous and important works of art and architecture in 

the western world because he understood that these works represented the greatest 

accomplishments of humankind and believed that ownership was both Germany’s right and a 

demonstration of its superiority. Much of Hitler’s loot was a display of power, but there was an 

additional agenda: these items were destined for museums, which could be used to guide people 

through a carefully orchestrated interpretation of world history via art and architecture. The 

museum’s original purpose was to educate, but also to organize the world’s cultural heritage into 

a something visitors could recognize and understand—something orderly that reflected (and 

often created) the prevailing worldview (see Bennett 1995; Pearce 1992). 

Ruthlessness in the pursuit of rare and valuable antiquities has often been a characteristic 
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of collectors, but they didn’t loot indiscriminately. Rather, they acquired objects for their 

economic, social, and aesthetic value. This legacy of ruthless collecting is part of the foundation 

of the museum institution.  

Museums and the Codification of Knowledge 

The encyclopedic or universal survey museum was created during the Enlightenment as 

an “encyclopaedia of knowledge” to be made accessible to all (Impey and MacGregor 1985:6). 

Modern museums, such as the Metropolitan Museum of Art (the Met), the British Museum, and 

the Musée de Louvre, strive to both contain and interpret the cultural heritage of the entire world; 

a universal survey is their goal. The comprehensive nature of their collections is often the direct 

result of wartime looting and empire building, and their early design and programming reflect 

contemporaneous goals and views (Bennett 1995; Crane 2004; Steiner 1995; Vickers 2007). 

The wartime looting and subsequent nation building of leaders like Napoleon and Hitler 

are excellent examples of one way the museum has controlled (or been used to control) a 

historical narrative. Many of the earliest museums—among them the Louvre (originally the 

Musée de la République), the Ashmolean Museum, the Natural History Museum in New York, 

and World’s Fair institutions―developed from the collections of inquisitive scholars into 

arbiters of knowledge and, sometimes, vehicles for empire building and nationalism (Bennett 

1995; Crane 2004; Evans 1999; Hobsbawm 1999; Steiner 1995; Vickers 2007).  

While Napoleon created the Musée de la République for the purpose of giving the masses 

the opportunity to see and experience something once reserved for the wealthy and privileged, 

the museum also served certain nationalistic ends. It guided visitors through a tour of Western 

civilization, one that confirmed the French Republic as the culmination of its achievements. 
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Using a description of the original museum’s walking route, Carol Duncan and Alan Wallach 

(2004) illustrate how it provided social indoctrination and encouraged a nationalistic viewpoint. 

The “ritual” promenade through the museum introduced the visitor first to architecture inspired 

by Classical antiquity and the French and Italian Renaissance. Next was a vestibule dominated 

by Roman sculpture, then the Winged Victory of Samothrace framed by the grand staircase. From 

here, visitors chose their own routes, but in every gallery and at every turn they encountered 

icons of western civilization: the Venus de Milo, the Mona Lisa, and other work by Raphael, 

Titan, Veronese and Ingres, Delacroix, and Courbert. Egyptian and Near Eastern art were 

subsumed into this artificial Western cultural trajectory, while monumental French artists from 

the Revolution through the nineteenth century were featured in all of the most important artistic 

and architectural periods, Classical Greece and Rome, and the Renaissance. “No one can miss 

the point of the iconographic programme: France is the true heir of classical civilization” 

(Duncan and Wallach 2004:60–61; also see Evans 1999:6; Roehrenbeck 2010:192).  

Modern universal survey or encyclopedic museums generally promote the idea of the 

universality of cultural heritage. This is a perspective espoused by many museum professionals; 

best known among them is the current Director of the J. Paul Getty Trust, James Cuno. In his 

several books on the topic, Cuno argues against what he terms the “nationalist retentionist” 

policies of current international cultural heritage legislation. In his view, the 1970 UNESCO 

convention  

 
devalues the international exchange of archaeological artifacts and cultural 
property for the benefit of the world’s peoples, and privileges instead the retention 
of cultural property (of which it determines archaeological artifacts to be but a 
part) by modern nation-states for the benefit of local peoples.” (2008:39) 

 

Cuno and many other stakeholders see the boundaries and beliefs of modern nation-states as 
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often unrelated to those of the ancient cultures that produced these objects. And while he 

recognizes the imperialistic foundations of the encyclopedic museum and the struggles of 

indigenous peoples to own the interpretation of their cultural heritage, he argues that the history 

of the museum is far more complex and cannot be reduced to only this narrative (Cuno 2008:25–

26). Both the history and the goals of the encyclopedic museum are complex, and many factors 

have influenced and shaped the role of archaeological material in the museum as well as its 

interpretation and organization.  

The museum’s control over the narrative of the past is a result of both the efforts of 

political leaders to inculcate the public with their interpretations of cultural heritage and the 

patterns established by early antiquarians. The practice of classifying objects also has its roots in 

Renaissance Humanism and Enlightenment thought (Findlen 2004; Looby 2004; Sloan 2003). 

Antiquarian collectors such as Cyriacus of Ancona created massive catalogs of their collections. 

As specialization grew and antiquarians moved toward more empirical methods, museum-like 

spaces emerged from the need for a place in which to develop systems of organization and 

interpretation for ever-growing collections (Findlen 2004:24–25).  

The Enlightenment recognized the scientific discoveries of Newton and valued a pursuit 

of knowledge and empirical methodology unhampered by religious doctrine (Sloan 2003:12). 

Darwin's evolutionary theory was introduced in the nineteenth century, resulting in a revival of 

Enlightenment ideals of the perfectibility of humankind and in the creation of a classification 

system for human groups (Looby 2004:149). It was during the Enlightenment that Carl Linnaeus 

developed his taxonomic system for biology, based, for the most part, on external morphological 

characteristics, making these systems ideal for cataloging and organizing collections of objects 

(Looby 2004:149). Other Enlightenment scholars, such as Johann Joachim Winkelmann, 
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developed classification systems specifically for art historical research, which became models for 

organizing collections of all types (Potts 2006:3–5).3 These early techniques are the basis of 

systems of classification, nomenclature, and organization used in museums today―systems that 

continue to influence interpretation as well as blur the line between art and cultural heritage. 

In Europe, the concept of the wunderkammer,4 combined with the displays of exotic 

goods and people at expositions such as the Universal Exposition in Paris in 1855, resulted in 

ethnographic museums (Goldwater 2004:134; also see Paul 2012:68; Swann 2010:199; Welch 

1983). In the United States, they contributed to the new academic field of anthropology and gave 

rise to natural history museums. The classification concepts created by Linnaeus and Darwin 

were of great utility in these new museums. The tradition of collecting and the history of 

museums in America is one of wealthy industrialists, wild showmen, and scholarly trailblazers. 

Museums were established for several reasons: to chronicle the history of Western civilization 

originating in Europe and continuing to the United States; to declare the urbane and sophisticated 

qualities of American cities; and to house and interpret the growing accumulation of cultural 

material acquired by individuals and institutions in a wealthy and rapidly growing nation.  

In New York, the American Museum of Natural History opened in 1869. The department 

of anthropology was added in 1871, but the roots of ethnographic interpretation and display can 

be found in wunderkammers, World’s Fairs, Grand Exhibitions, and other institutionally 

                                                
3 Later scholars found that Winckelmann had misidentified many Roman statues as Greek in his book published 

in1764, The History of the Art of Antiquity. These works form the basis of his perceptions and evaluation of 
Greek aesthetic ideals. 

4 The collections of the British and Ashmolean museums, for example, are based on the wunderkammer of Hans 
Sloane and Elias Ashmole, respectively (Paul 2012:68; Swann 2010:199; Welch 1983). Wunderkammer (marvel 
or curiosity cabinets) became synonymous with their contents and use. They could contain natural history 
specimens or Greek pottery; “there were kunstkammer (art cabinets), schatzkammer (treasure cabinets), 
rüstkammer (history cabinets), and finally wunderkammer.” In the wunderkammer, the practice of display, 
interpretation, and collecting (everything from narwhal tusks to shrunken heads) merged. 
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controlled exhibition spaces. Tony Bennett calls these early displays of people and material 

culture “the exhibitionary complex” of the nineteenth century (Bennett 1995). Nineteenth-

century developments in exhibition arrangement mirrored progress in research fields such as 

biology, art history, archaeology, anthropology, and geology (Evans 1999:7). These disciplines 

were concerned with developing a historical narrative and interpreted the past as a series of 

stages culminating in the modern world. Museums of science and industry presented Western 

industrialization as the pinnacle of a natural evolutionary progression. Ethnographic material was 

classified and presented to create the illusion of a progression of human development that ended 

with white Western nations (Rydell 1999). As for the ritual promenade of the encyclopedic 

museum, the education of the general public through the classification and presentation of 

anthropological collections was the primary goal. Within these public exhibition spaces, the 

lower classes could be inducted into a program of social improvement. The museum and the 

World's Fair were to become the alternative to the tavern and the carnival. The exhibitionary 

complex allowed the construction of permanent displays of power within an institution that 

embodied expertise and knowledge (Bennett 1995:73–83). Expertise was not the only value in 

play at World’s Fairs; these were commercial ventures that commodified the entire visitor 

experience, placing an economic value not only on material culture, but also on the indigenous 

groups on display (Hinsley 1991).  

By the mid-twentieth century, an increasing awareness of human rights began to 

disintegrate established systems of segregation within the museum, many of which were deeply 

intertwined with classification systems of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. The civil 

rights movement of the 1960s transformed the Western world, including the internal world of the 

museum (Knell 1999:22). The changing social dialog resulted in a revolution in museum 
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interpretation and display and an increasing awareness on the part of museums of the rights of 

indigenous people, the importance of gender roles, and the place of minority cultures within the 

interpretive landscape. These new spaces for cultural interaction have been called “contact 

zones” in which the community can build new relationships in order to recontextualize and 

reinterpret museum collections (Clifford 1999; also see Pratt 1991). 5 For the first time, 

exhibitions might be curated by an expert who shared an ethnic background with the objects 

being displayed. These changes within the museum were the result of the pressure applied by a 

changing constituency. The museum was and still is a bastion of expertise but was forced to 

acknowledge the fallibility of interpretation.  

During the later twentieth century, museums in the United States made a concerted effort 

to update ethnocentric exhibition spaces; this often involved working directly with indigenous 

groups. It was during these engagements, when the museum acknowledged its role in 

marginalization of non-white, non-Western groups, that it became a contact zone. As an example 

of this transitional environment, James Clifford (1999) discusses a groundbreaking relationship 

that developed in 1989 between the Tlingit and the Portland Museum of Art. The museum 

invited the tribe to discuss a pending retrofit of displays and in hope of learning more about the 

individual objects. Instead, they found themselves hosting a three-day ceremony during which 

tribal elders exchanged oral histories prompted by specific items in the collection.  

In its attempt to reestablish a connection between the tribe and its cultural heritage, the 

museum found itself adopting a much more complex stewardship role than it previously had. The 

tribe does not view the objects in the collection as art. Rather, they are an integral part of a story, 

                                                
5 In his 1999 article, James Clifford elaborates on the concept of contact zones within the museum, which were first 

defined and discussed by Mary Louise Pratt in 1991. Pratt defines contact zones as “social spaces where 
cultures meet, clash, and grapple with each other, often in contexts of highly asymmetrical relations of power, 
such as colonialism, slavery, or their aftermaths” (1991:34).  
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gestures in an oral legend or part of an ongoing moral lesson (Clifford 1999:437). The Tlingit 

gave the Portland Museum access to their inner narrative: a gesture of trust. The museum staff 

then had to decide which of the many layers of meaning given to each object they should share 

with visitors. This newly forged relationship was a change in approach, but certainly not a 

complete leveling of the power structure within the museum institution. Native groups and their 

material culture may be treated respectfully and displayed with the same care as any Rembrandt 

but they are still interpreted either as art or as “other” rather than part of the Western European 

narrative. The tribe freely shared with the museum, but how the museum chose to keep, interpret, 

and present that new information was an internal decision and is likely to change as the museum 

evolves in the future. Much has changed in the museum institution during the twentieth and 

twenty-first centuries, but conflicting value systems still exist. There is a dynamic relationship 

between interpretation, control of the narrative, and aesthetic enjoyment—and control of these 

systems of value is one of the primary goals of the museum. 

Aesthetic Rationales: Antiquities in the Modern Museum 

Integral to our obsession with our past, institutionalized by vocations such as history and 

historiography, antiquarianism, art history, and archaeology, is a focus on material culture that 

often bestows a mystique on otherwise unremarkable objects. This mystique is a complex 

alchemy of rarity, social and economic value, perceived aesthetic appeal, and cultural familiarity 

(or lack thereof). However, there is a fundamental disagreement over the nature of aesthetics and 

even over the very existence of aesthetic appeal. Use of and arguments for aesthetic judgment in 

the museum strongly influence the role of antiquities within that institution.  

Some argue that aesthetics are universal, that enjoyment is an inherent reaction to art. 
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This thinking, to some degree, can be found in the writings of Aristotle about the natural 

pleasures humans experience when eating or drinking, appreciating nature, and observing beauty 

(see Dutton 2005). Adorno writes of art as a mnemosyne: a recollection of beauty that imbues 

the art itself with the intent to elicit a pleasurable response from the viewer (1997:80). On the 

other hand, Kant accounted for judgments of taste as dependent on the viewer’s socio-cultural 

background and education (Kant 1952 [1790]). Subjective aesthetic judgment is akin to 

connoisseurship and to the notion that perhaps our attraction to “art” has nothing to do with 

inherent aesthetics, but rather what we consider beautiful is what we learn has social, aesthetic or 

monetary value.6 Curators, like connoisseurs, often prefer to assume a universal aesthetic of 

which they are the best subjective judge (see Karp 1991:4, 13).  

Art historian and curator Svetlana Alpers contends that the “museum effect” turns all 

objects into works of art―paintings or ethnographic material—through isolation and 

decontextualization (1991:26–27). Alpers believes that the curator taps the aesthetically pleasing 

aspects of an object or work of art by consciously crafting the space around it, placing it in the 

museum space, which is made for viewing objects in a certain way. In this way, the museum 

effect creates a visual focus free from the distraction of cultural context.  

Stephen Greenblatt's (1991) explanation for aesthetic appeal has two aspects: one that 

attributes an inherent power of appeal to the object itself and one that gives the curator the power 

to imbue a work with aesthetic “wonder.” He gives the terms “resonance and wonder” to the 

visual experience in the museum. Resonance attributes the power to reach the viewer and evoke 

reaction to the object and to the context in which it has been placed within the museum. Wonder 

                                                
6 This is a simplified explanation of the views of several philosophers including Aristotle, Kant, and Bourdieu. The 

popularization of these viewpoints defines universal aesthetics as a non-subjective, ahistoric, acultural 
phenomenon in which the viewer is not an agent. The aesthetics of the connoisseur, then, is a contextual 
judgment, one made by an individual with cultural knowledge. 
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is culturally and historically contextualized, and its causes are based on the viewer’s cultural 

understanding.  

Alpers’s argument (1991:27–30) that certain visual experiences are inherently appealing 

and Greenblatt's concepts of resonance and wonder fall between the definition of aesthetic appeal 

as universal and one that defines it as something that must be taught. Within the museum, 

however, aesthetics are integrally linked with structures of knowledge and control: “you may 

enter and analyze…but only if you are endowed with certain capacities” (Bennett 1995:384). In 

order to claim expertise (and not simply enjoyment), the ability to interpret, critique, and analyze 

art is conveyed through the study of aesthetics via literature, art history, and other academic and 

cultural pursuits, and the museum is a potent combination of treasure house, expert, and 

purveyor of taste and legitimation (Bennett 1995:384–385; Karp 1991:3). Stephen Weil 

summarized the relationship between aesthetic value and the museum by relating it to the 

“degree to which that object is free of any utility beyond its capacity to produce an aesthetic 

response” (Weil 2002:160).  

In pursuit of knowledge, and perhaps the hope of recapturing a more utopian society, 

early collectors acquired and studied ancient objects. Their esteem resulted in both the 

commodification and an aesthetic appreciation of those objects, creating a market and 

competition for those considered most valuable. Eventually, the museum absorbed these 

valuables and reshaped them into tools of socialization (Preziosi and Farago 2004:5–6). The 

vestiges of outmoded classification systems, a preoccupation with economic value, and a 

stranglehold on the “power relations inherent in cultural representation” put the museum in the 

position of expert purveyor of culture and taste (Knell 1999:27). The classification systems of 

early museums reflected a perception of the world that divided “civilized society” from 
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everything else (Findlen 2004:41; Knell 1999:2). Indigenous groups asserting their right to 

present their identity eventually helped to mediate these interpretations, but the museum still 

struggles with conflicting internal values. Not least among them is a perceived expertise 

regarding aesthetic value, which in art museums legitimizes the separation of an object from its 

cultural context. The museum has placed itself in the position of constantly producing cutting 

edge expertise and interpretation, and, in the twentieth century, demonstrating support for a wide 

range of cultural (and often political) interests as well as the ethical viewpoints of its 

constituency. The public regards the museum not only as expert but as exemplar: the museum is 

responsible not only for educating society, but for interpreting it.  

The Shifting Ethical Landscape: Twenty-First Century Challenges for Museums 

The UNESCO Universal Declaration on Cultural Diversity calls cultural goods and 

services “vectors of identity, values and meaning, [which] must not be treated as mere 

commodities or consumer goods.”7 Perceptions and interpretations, whether aesthetic or 

scholarly, are particularly significant when discussing cultural heritage material in the museum 

because both separate the object from its cultural context. When treated as art, used as a tool of 

indoctrination, or interpreted through the lens of popular scholarship trends, cultural heritage 

material loses its original identity and no longer represents the culture that created it. The 

tradition of treating archaeological materials as art in the museum has engendered an acceptance 

of decontextualization, which in turn normalizes looted objects. 

Stephen Weil noted “the most fundamental change that has affected museums during the 

                                                
7 The language of the UNESCO Universal Declaration on Cultural Diversity can be found at 

http://portal.unesco.org/en/ev.php-URL_ID=13179&URL_DO=DO_TOPIC&URL_SECTION=201.html 
(accessed September 4, 2016). 
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[past] half century . . . is the now almost universal conviction that they exist in order to serve the 

public. The old-style museum felt itself under no such obligation” (2002:28).” In the early 

twenty-first century, new legal cases brought by foreign governments have challenged the 

legitimacy of several major museums in the United States. Not only did these cases place the 

museums in a legally tenuous position; they changed the way the public perceives them. The 

precedent for foreign claims against U.S. museums began in 1971 when the Met bought an 

Etruscan krater signed by the artist Euphronios. The purchase was challenged and tried in the 

press even before the Italian government had opened its case. A reporter from the New York 

Times, Nicholas Gage, embarked on an investigation of the krater that would take him to Zurich, 

Italy, and Lebanon. Eventually, Gage located and interviewed an Italian tomborolo (tomb 

robber), who recalled discovering the krater in an Etruscan tomb in the town of Santangelo near 

Cerveteri (Gage 1973). Gage’s investigation gave the Italian Ministry of Culture all the evidence 

it needed to prove that the krater had been stolen and smuggled out of the country. In 2006, the 

Italian Ministry of Culture and the Met signed an Accord in which the Met acknowledged Italy’s 

ownership claim (Briggs 2007). It allowed the krater to stay in the Met as a loaned object until 

2008, and, in exchange for the willing transfer of title, the Italian government agreed to four-year 

loans of objects of “equivalent beauty and artistic/historical significance, mutually agreed 

upon.”8 

The Italian Ministry of Culture’s case against the Getty, however, is the best-known 

repatriation claim against a U.S. museum. The Met and Getty cases are connected not only by 

Italy, but also by the now notorious antiquities smuggling ring organized by Giacomo Medici, 

Robert Hecht, and Robin Symes (Eakin 2005; Watson and Todeschini 2007:17–20). Photographs 
                                                
8 The text of the Italy–Met Accord can be found online at http://www.scoop.co.nz/stories/HL0602/S00265.htm 

(accessed February 25, 2017).  
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found in the possession of an antiquities dealer in Germany in the 1990s aided the Italian art 

squad to track down Medici’s contacts in Italy. This eventually led to an even greater trove of 

photographs, written records, and antiquities stashed in the Geneva Freeport storage space 

belonging to Medici (Watson and Todeschini 2007:17–20). 9 While the story of the Euphronios 

krater received considerable publicity, it wasn’t until the case against the J. Paul Getty 

Museum—and then antiquities curator Marion True—that the scale and importance of this 

antiquity smuggling network was completely revealed and the general public began to realize the 

role of museums in the illicit looting of cultural heritage. In 2004, Italy prosecuted Giacomo 

Medici for smuggling “tens of thousands” of antiquities, and investigators found that the Getty 

had acquired 42 objects that passed through his hands (Watson and Todeschini 2007:83). 10 In 

                                                
9 The Geneva Freeport is a secure port in an unincorporated area of the canton of Geneva. The Freeport is generally 

used to store goods and no import duties or taxes have to be paid. If something is sold within the Freeport, no 
taxes are levied. Compared to renting space in Geneva, the cost of renting in the Freeport is inexpensive, so art 
dealers often operate their galleries from there (Segal 2012). The Freeport has been raided multiple times in the 
last decade to recover smuggled antiquities. As a result, it has twice changed its regulatory practices: in 2012, it 
began to require that owners keep an inventory of what they have stored there. In 2015, an amendment to the 
Swiss Customs Act grants customs more power to monitor and control the entry of goods into the Freeport. 
Exporters must now declare if goods will be exported to a Freeport in Switzerland. The identity of buyers 
purchasing goods exported to Swiss Freeports also must be released, and exports can be made only to buyers 
with a registered office address. The measures are intended to help distinguish between goods that are being 
sold and those that are being stored at the Freeport. In addition, the Swiss government has compiled a list of 
“sensitive goods” that will be most strictly tracked. Art and antiquities are not on the list (Neuendorf 2015). The 
implementation of these regulations may have been prompted by the seizure in April 2013 of nine artifacts 
smuggled out of Syria (Palmyra), Yemen, and Libya. The Swiss government acknowledged the seizure of these 
items. It is also important to note that there are Freeports in Zurich, Chiasso, Singapore, Luxembourg, and 
Monaco among others. Most recently, the Beijing Culture Freeport opened on August 25, 2014, and the 
resulting opportunity to decrease the exorbitant fees levied on art imports will surely change the face of art sales 
and collecting in China (Deng 2014). According to Deng Zhangyu, owners of works of art stored in the Freeport 
can avoid paying the usual import taxes while the art is there. If they sell a work from within the Freeport, they 
do not have to pay the value-added tax. The two taxes, when calculated on art sales outside the Freeport, can 
amount to 23 percent of the price of the work. 

10 This was not the Getty’s first experience with questionable or downright fraudulent antiquities. In 1983, it 
discovered that the documentation for an important group of Roman silver known as the Sevso Treasure and 
offered for sale by the Marquess of Northampton was forged. The Getty did not acquire the objects, and they 
were later offered for sale by Sotheby’s and then quickly claimed by three different countries as stolen property 
(Landesman 2001; see also Renfrew 2000). None of those countries was able to adequately prove ownership, 
and the collection was eventually sold at auction in 2006. In 1984, the Getty acquired a fourth-century BC 
Greek kouros. The authenticity and provenance of the statue were quickly questioned and its documentation 
was soon shown to be forged. Since then, the Getty has commissioned extensive tests on the work in an effort to 
authenticate it. Its provenance remains unknown (True et al. 1994).  
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addition, a group of fifty-eight Attic red-figured calyx fragments repatriated to Italy by the Getty 

was listed as having been acquired mostly from Robin Symes, but also from Dietrich von 

Bothmer (former curator of Greek and Roman art at the Met) and Galerie Nefer (a well-known 

gallery in Zurich), with one from Frederick Schultz (an art and antiquities dealer), tying both 

curators and other art dealers to the smuggling ring (Watson and Todeschini 2007: 226–227). 

Medici’s records provided evidence of very close and personal connections among his business, 

multiple museum curators including Dietrich von Bothmer and Marion True, Sotheby’s auction 

house, and some of the biggest private collectors in the world. His records clearly showed that 

Sotheby’s was aware that objects it was selling were looted or perhaps stolen (Watson and 

Todeschini 2007:227). Between 2005 and 2014, American museums including the Met, the 

Getty, the Boston Museum of Fine Arts, the Cleveland Museum of Art, the Toledo Museum of 

Art, the Lowe Museum of Art, and the Dallas Museum of Art repatriated more than 200 objects 

to Italy, Greece, Egypt, Turkey, Mexico, and Cambodia (Grant 2014). 

Museum Acquisitions, Due Diligence, and Orphaned Collections 

Beginning in the first decade of the twenty-first century, museums have been forced to 

accept several new facts: foreign governments are likely claim their stolen cultural patrimony, 

the public reaction to the trade in illicit antiquities is overwhelmingly negative, and there is 

increasing pressure from the scholarly community to stop acquiring unprovenanced material. 

Following the Getty repatriation to Italy, many U.S. museums made drastic changes to their 

acquisition policies and committed to a much higher level of due diligence than was previously 

typical. For member museums, acquisition policies usually reflect standards set by the American 

Association of Museum Directors (AAMD), which is guided by the International Council of 
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Museums (ICOM) standards set in 1986. Article 2.1 of that document states,  

 
Museums should not acquire objects where there is reasonable cause to believe 
their recovery involved the unauthorised, unscientific, or intentional destruction 
or damage of monuments, archaeological or geological sites, or species and 
natural habitats. In the same way, acquisition should not occur if there has been a 
failure to disclose the finds to the owner or occupier of the land, or to the proper 
legal or governmental authorities.11 

 

Before the Getty repatriations, museums acquired antiquities without performing 

extensive due diligence, either because they were not required to do so or because curators 

lacked the time or experience to explore an object’s history (see Chapter 3). Some museums did 

not acquire antiquities that had entered their countries after 1985, when the CPIA was passed 

(see Chapter 4); others used the 1970 date; and still others evaluated potential acquisitions on a 

case-by-case basis. The Getty again presents an interesting example of the malleability of 

acquisition policies. The museum’s 1996 acquisition of the Fleishmann Collection came on the 

heels of a 1995 announcement that it would no longer acquire undocumented antiquities (Elia 

1997; True 2011; see also Renfrew 2000). However, according to Ricardo Elia, “The Getty's new 

policy, in fact, does not require proof that an object has been removed from its country of origin 

through legal means; it simply requires that an established record of possession be documented 

before November 1995.” At the time this policy was the most stringent among major U.S. 

museums, and was strengthened in 1995 with the requirement that any object proposed for 

acquisition had to have been published before 1995 and therefore known to the scholarly world 

(True 2011). 

However progressive this policy sounds, the Getty claimed that its own 1994 publication 

                                                
11 The International Council of Museums’ Code of Ethics for Museums was adopted in 1986 and most recently 

updated in 2006: http://archives.icom.museum/ethics.html (accessed March 5, 2017). 
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A Passion for Antiquities: Ancient Art from the Collection of Barbara and Lawrence Fleischman 

was sufficient provenance to allow them to acquire the collection. The concept of publishing 

material in order to legitimize it is not uncommon. The interviews conducted for this study with 

private collectors, as well as certain curators and art dealers, indicate that they believe that 

publications allow supply nations the opportunity to make a claim against looted or stolen 

objects, and the CPIA establishes both publications and exhibitions as appropriate provenance 

(see Chapter 4). Collectors feel that by publishing their collections, they are being open about 

their acquisitions, and both publications and exhibitions have historically lent legitimacy to illicit 

objects. In reaction to the veneer of permissibility conferred by museum exhibitions and 

scholarly publications, several professional organizations that wish to stem the flow of looted 

archaeological objects have adopted ethics policies that prohibit members from publishing or 

authenticating unprovenanced objects (American Schools of Oriental Research), and from 

contributing to the “commercialization” of archaeological materials through scholarly work 

(Archaeological Institute of America and Society for American Archaeology).12  

One of the more important changes in attitudes toward the collecting of archaeological 

material, and one that went unnoticed except in the museum world, was the revision of the 

policies of the Association of Art Museum Directors (AAMD) and those of its sister 

organization, the American Alliance of Museums (AAM). These documents are important not 

only as a chronicle of shifting attitudes in institutional collecting, but also as part of the 

antiquities collecting system. The language used illustrates the dichotomy between the art 

                                                
12 The AIA Code of Ethics can be found online at https://www.archaeological.org/news/advocacy/130 (accessed 

March 3, 2017). The SAA “Principals of Archaeological Ethics can be found online at 
http://www.saa.org/AbouttheSociety/PrinciplesofArchaeologicalEthics/tabid/203/Default.aspx (accessed March 
3, 2017). ASOR’s “Policy on Professional Conduct is online at http://www.asor.org/about/policies/conduct.html 
(accessed March 3, 2017). 
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museum’s perception of archaeological objects and that of archaeologists, anthropologists, and 

ethnographic museums. The earliest document available on the AAMD’s website13 is from 2002, 

prior to any of the international legal actions discussed above, and is titled Art Museums and the 

International Exchange of Cultural Artifacts. The third paragraph summarizes its intent:  

 
Acquisition of the arts of ancient cultures and indigenous peoples poses issues 
that must be addressed thoughtfully. Unscrupulous behavior on the part of some 
individuals and organizations has led to pillaging of archaeological sites, causing 
the destruction of cultural heritage and the unlawful, uncontrolled dispersal of 
artifacts. 
 

This document stresses the importance of research and education via objects in museum 

collections, emphasizing the benefits of exposure to “art of other cultures.” It goes on to state 

“While it is highly desirable to know the archaeological context in which an artifact was 

discovered,” this information is not always available, and much can be learned from “works of 

art even when the circumstances of their discovery are unknown.” The use of “work of art” 

instead of “cultural artifact,” which is used in the title, is typical of the art museum’s tradition of 

converting cultural heritage to art. Referring to an object as a work of art conveys the impression 

that it was created as art; something contextualized by an art market and an art museum and 

therefore inherently divorced from its cultural context. The term “cultural artifact” is much closer 

to the meaning of cultural heritage or cultural patrimony, terms with very different connotations. 

Referring to an object as “cultural patrimony” requires an inquiry into its origin, something that 

can be avoided by divorcing an object from its cultural role and making it art. In general, the 

document begins with strong ethical statements and ends with somewhat casual suggestions for 

screening potentially illicit antiquities.  
                                                
13 There are five documents pertaining to archaeological material and museums available on the AAMD website: 

https://www.aamd.org/standards-and-practices (accessed March 5, 2017).  
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The phrasing of the 2004 Report of the AAMD Task Force on the Acquisition of 

Archaeological Materials and Ancient Art (hereafter referred to as the “AAMD Guidelines”) is 

significantly stronger than that of the 2002 document and provides guidelines for acquiring 

archaeological objects. Although the title of the document now acknowledges the archaeological 

origin of these objects, the art museum perspective is still present: “AAMD believes that the 

artistic achievements of all civilizations should be represented in art museums” (Paragraph 1.A). 

The document concludes with instructions for dealing with objects that have “incomplete” 

provenance (Paragraph E) and includes the phrase, “AAMD recognizes that some works of art 

for which provenance information is incomplete or unobtainable may deserve to be publicly 

displayed, preserved, studied, and published because of their rarity, importance, and aesthetic 

merit.” The inclusion of the phrase “aesthetic merit” further emphasizes the values of the art 

museum. The document has good guidelines for the acquisition of archaeological materials, 

including an admonition to comply with federal and state laws and to observe the 1970 date 

established by the 1970 UNESCO convention as a terminus post quem for their entry into the 

United States. This, however, is followed by the caveat “Even after rigorous research, it may not 

be possible to obtain sufficient information on the recent history of a proposed acquisition.” It 

goes on to state that in such cases, “each member museum should determine its own policy as to 

length of time and appropriate documentation, a period of 10 years is recommended.”14 

In 2006, the AAMD issued the Report of the AAMD Subcommittee on Incoming Loans of 

Archaeological Material and Ancient Art, which serves to remind museums to inform lenders 

that a work’s legal status in its country of origin “may affect its status under U.S. law.” Some 

objects have been seized after entering the United States for exhibition, though these have mostly 

                                                
14 This 10-year recommendation may have been devised from the language of the CPIA (§ 2611 [2]). See Chapter 4.  
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been limited to art stolen by the Nazis from Jewish families during World War II (Flynn 2016; 

Karlsgodt 2015).  

The 2008 revision presents the most stringent AAMD acquisition guidelines on record. 

The 2004 and 2006 documents were compiled during the negotiations between the Getty and 

Italy, but after the final agreement for repatriation was announced.15 The first three paragraphs of 

the 2008 revision, titled New Report on the Acquisition of Archaeological Materials and Ancient 

Art issued by the Association of Art Museum Directors, are identical to the 2004 version. After 

that, the order of topics has changed and paragraphs have been added to emphasize the 

importance of due diligence and the 1970 date. One of the more interesting alterations is in the 

language describing the UNESCO convention. On the topic of ethics, the 2004 document 

includes the comment “widely diverging opinions have been expressed” (Paragraph I.E.) 

regarding unprovenanced acquisitions, goes on to name the relevant stakeholders, including 

UNESCO, and concludes by stating “no consensus has been reached among these diverse 

groups” (Paragraph I.E.). The 2008 revision states that the UNESCO convention “began a new 

dialogue about the best ways to protect and preserve archaeological materials and ancient art” 

and the “AAMD, along with others in the international community, including source countries, 

recognizes the date of the convention, November 17, 1970, as the most appropriate threshold 

date for the ethical acquisition of archaeological materials (Paragraph I.E.). It is notable that 

these objects are now referred to as both “archaeological materials” and “ancient art.” The 

suggestion in the 2004 Guidelines that 10 years of provenance is acceptable when acquiring 

archaeological materials has been removed from the 2008 revision. 

                                                
15 The Italian Ministry of Culture and The J. Paul Getty Museum Sign Agreement in Rome announcement is on the 

Getty’s website: http://www.getty.edu/news/press/center/italy_getty_joint_statement_080107.html (accessed 
August 24, 2017).  
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The most recent document produced by the AAMD is the 2013 Guidelines on the 

Acquisition of Archaeological Material and Ancient Art. It differs from the 2008 document by 

providing definitions for terms such as “archaeological material” and “ancient art,” but the most 

significant change is the addition of paragraph F, which expands the more mildly phrased 

paragraph G from the 2008 Guidelines:  

 
G. The AAMD recognizes that even after the most extensive research, many 
works will lack a complete documented ownership history. In some instances, an 
informed judgment can indicate that the work was outside its probable country of 
modern discovery before 1970 or legally exported from its probable country of 
modern discovery after 1970, and therefore can be acquired. In other instances, 
the cumulative facts and circumstances resulting from provenance research, 
including, but not limited to, the independent exhibition and publication of the 
work, the length of time it has been on public display and its recent ownership 
history, allow a museum to make an informed judgment to acquire the work, 
consistent with the Statement of Principles above. 
 

Paragraph F from the 2013 Guidelines is as follows: 

 
The AAMD recognizes that even after the most extensive research, many Works 
will lack a complete documented ownership history. Member museums may 
acquire such Works if:  
 
1. Based on the results of provenance research, the museum can make an 
informed judgment that the Work was outside its probable country of modern 
discovery before 1970 or legally exported from its probable country of modern 
discovery after 1970, or  
 
2. The cumulative facts and circumstances known to the museum after 
compliance with Sections III, A through D allow it to make an informed judgment 
to acquire the Work, consistent with the Statement of Principles above. Examples 
of such facts and circumstances include, but are not limited to: 
 
a. The number, place and circumstances of independent exhibition(s) of the Work;  
 
b. The number, type and circulation of publication(s) of the Work;  
 
c. The length of time and place of public display(s) of the Work;  
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d. As to archaeological material, the provenance history of other Works excavated 
from the same site or area;  
 
e. The prior owner(s) of the Work and any claims made against them with respect 
to other Works; and  
 
f. Communications regarding the Work between the country of modern discovery 
and the current owner, a prior owner, or the museum, or 
 
The acquisition of the Work is by gift or bequest and  
 
a. the donor/testator signed prior to 2008 a promise to gift, a will, a trust, or other 
document setting forth her/his intent to donate or bequeath the Work to the 
museum;  
 
b. the Work was on long term loan to the museum prior to 2008; or  
 
c. the museum had an expectation prior to 2008 of receiving the Work by gift or 
bequest, as reflected in (i) a writing to or from the donor or a prior owner, (ii) 
communications with the donor or a prior owner, provided that the 
communications have been memorialized by the museum prior to acceptance of 
the gift or bequest or (iii) other documentation, or  
 
4. The acquisition is of a fractional interest in the Work by gift, bequest or 
purchase and the museum acquired prior to 2008 a fractional ownership interest in 
the Work. 16 

 

 One of the most significant elements of this rewrite is section 2a-c pertaining to gifts and 

bequests agreed upon prior to 2008. Acquisitions of archaeological material under this clause are 

not limited to those that have been pledged to a museum under a promised gift contract or in trust 

documents (a bequest); the exception can be extended to material that the “museum had an 

expectation prior to 2008 of receiving.” Such an expectation must be documented, but not 

necessarily in the form of a legal contract. The choice of 2008 as the date before which such 

agreements had to have been made is also interesting. Rather than referring to an international 

guideline date, like the 1970 UNESCO convention, this date memorializes the 2008 AAMD 
                                                
16 The numbering in this excerpt is copied exactly as it appears in the original AAMD document. The document can 

be downloaded from the AAMD website: https://aamd.org/standards-and-practices (accessed March 17, 2017).  
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Guidelines. The addition of this clause gives museums a way to circumvent the Guidelines 

completely and is a significant softening of the 2008 version.  

The AAMD documents chronicle the changes in perception and policy that art museums 

were forced to make following the Getty and other museum repatriations in the first decade of 

the twenty-first century. The 2008 document, following directly after the Getty repatriation to 

Italy, presents the strictest guidelines. However, the section in the 2013 document pertaining to 

gifts and bequests appears to represent a shift back toward pre-2007 acquisition policies. With 

the 2008 Guidelines, the AAMD produced the strictest policies it felt were feasible. These 

policies proved difficult for museums by preventing them from accepting donations and 

bequests, which often strained relations with important long-time donors.  

One of the issues being addressed, albeit indirectly, by the 2008 gift and bequest clause in 

the AAMD Guidelines is that of so called “orphaned objects.”17 Preventing private collectors 

from donating their antiquities collections is an unintended consequence of stricter acquisitions 

policies in museums. Donors, both of funds and of works of art, are a museum’s most important 

constituents. Very wealthy or knowledgeable patrons may also be members of a museum’s 

Board of Trustees, making the refusal to accept an offered donation even more awkward. 

Museums often build long-term relationships with donors by offering curatorial advice, 

authentication, and inclusion in catalogs and exhibitions. Collectors, as potential donors, enjoy 

the professional input as well as the status conferred upon them and their collections through 

their relationship with a museum. In addition to expertise, museums have one other important 

thing to offer donors: IRS tax deductions for donated funds and property.  

Kate Fitz Gibbon, a cultural heritage lawyer and former member of the CPAC, 
                                                
17 The term “orphan” has also been used for antiquities without archaeological context (see Chippindale and Gill 

2000; Cuno 2008; Merryman 2005). 
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commented in 2012, “If institutions aren't exciting places for collectors, collectors will stop 

supporting institutions. Archeology, which is supported by this enthusiasm and by the museum 

system, will suffer in turn.”18 Fitz Gibbon is on the board of the Cultural Policy Research 

Institute (CPRI), whose president is Arthur A. Houghton III, former acting curator (1984–1986) 

at the Getty, Peter Tompa, also a cultural heritage lawyer, and Anne Metcalf, a Washington 

lobbyist. The organization is “dedicated to advancing public education and understanding of 

issues of cultural property.”19 Since its first appearance in 2009, the CPRI has published two 

studies, and its members (primarily Fitz Gibbon) have participated in four or five public forums. 

According to its website, the most recent was a panel at the Asia Society in 2012. It has also 

produced a single study titled Project on Unprovenanced Ancient Objects in Private US Hands, 

which is published only on its website.20 This study endeavors to account for “orphaned” or 

unprovenanced antiquities in private collections or in the hands of art dealers in the United States 

that, under the 2008 AAMD Guidelines, could no longer be acquired by member museums. The 

study includes Greek artifacts dating from the Bronze Age through the Hellenistic period, Roman 

artifacts from the Republican through Constantine periods, and artifacts from “related cultures” 

including Italiote, Bactrian, and Parthian, and so on. While their data-collecting methods are 

opaque (the interviewing control methods, the number of individuals who participated, and the 

identity of the participants is not shared), in order to protect their sources, they conclude that 
                                                
18 This statement was made at an event hosted by the Asia Society; New York titled The Future of the Past—

Collecting Ancient Art in the 21st Century. While the first part of the quote is quite true, it is unclear why Fitz 
Gibbon believes that archaeology is supported by collectors and the “museum system.” A transcript of the 
meeting can be found on the Cultural Policy Research Institute’s website: 
https://sites.google.com/a/cprinst.org/www/lecture-services/the-future-of-the-past---collecting-ancient-art-in-
the-21st-century (accessed March 19, 2017).  

19 Quoted from the Cultural Policy Research Institute website: https://sites.google.com/a/cprinst.org/www/Home 
(accessed March 19, 2017).  

20 This study can be found on the CPRI website: https://sites.google.com/a/cprinst.org/www/Home/issues/project-
on-unprovenanced-ancient-objects-in-private-us-hands (accessed March 19, 2017).  
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there are likely between 67,500 and 111,900 such objects held in private hands. This number 

seems conservative based on what we know of the size and breadth of some private collections 

that have been donated, like that of the Fleishmans (see True et al. 1994). An enormous number 

of antiquities also pass through the hands of private art dealers and auction houses; the 

magnitude of the trade is now better understood due to the Giacomo Medici bust. Whether there 

are thousands or hundreds of thousands of orphaned objects in the United States from the regions 

examined for the CPRI study, the number is sufficiently large to indicate that unprovenanced 

objects are an issue. If the same number were applied to other collecting areas, such as China, 

Africa, Egypt, and South America, it is likely we would be dealing with at least a million 

unprovenanced objects in U.S. private collections.  

While there are no comments on the study posted on the CPRI website, Larry Rothfield, 

an associate professor of comparative literature at the University of Chicago and Research 

Affiliate at the Cultural Policy Center, has hosted a lively debate on his blog.21 Rothfield points 

out that the numbers given by the CPRI report would be more informative if they could 

determine how many orphaned objects change hands annually, at what price, and in what 

countries. Rothfield feels that the total numbers are likely inflated (I disagree), and points out 

that the aim of the study is to encourage the AAMD to rescind its 2008 guidelines (which, to 

some degree, it did).22 His query about the number of unprovenanced antiquities that change 

hands annually is an interesting one, and has been ably addressed by Chippindale et al. (2001; 

                                                
21 Larry Rothfield’s blog, “The Punching Bag,” can be found at http://larryrothfield.blogspot.com/2009/11/orphan-

antiquities-study.html (accessed March 19, 2017). 

22 Rothfield’s queries are addressed by Wayne Sayles, a well-known coin collector and collecting advocate, then by 
a responder named “Arthur” who must be Arthur Houghton due to his use of “we” when describing the 
methodology of the CPRI study. Finally, the post is commented on by David Gill, who refers readers to his 
2000 article (Gill and Chippindale 2000)22 (see Chapter 1 for a discussion of other articles that deal with 
quantifying unprovenanced antiquities) and the by Peter Tompa, who insinuates that the Gill and Chippindale 
article is difficult to find. 
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also Chippindale and Gill 2000) when they note the “drifting provenance” effect.  

The term “orphan” and its application to unprovenanced antiquities in private hands 

appears to have surfaced in the wake of the 2008 AAMD Guidelines. By 2012, the New York 

Times had published an article titled “The Curse of the Outcast Artifact,” featuring interviews 

with David Dewey, a well-known collector of Chinese antiquities; Ricardo Elia; Arthur A. 

Houghton III; Neil Brodie; and James Lally, a prominent dealer in Asian art (Blumenthal and 

Mashberg 2012). The article cites both the 2008 AAMD Guidelines and the 2009 CPIR study, 

and while it fairly depicts the plight of collectors who want to donate material and no longer can, 

it also includes an explanation of the link between collecting and looting. Blumenthal and 

Mashberg’s 2012 article seems to be the culmination of the broader discussion of orphaned 

objects. At the time of this writing in March 2017, there is no use of the term in blog discussions 

or articles in recent years; it is as if the 2013 revision of the AAMD guidelines resolved the issue 

by reversing the more stringent 2008 requirements. The Getty, the Met, and the Boston MFA, as 

well as several smaller museums, have made their policies accessible on their websites. As these 

new policies have become established, museum directors and curators are thinking creatively 

about how their institutions can legally acquire antiquities.  

 The CPIR study and the data compiled for this study indicate that the majority of objects 

in collections and on the market are of middle quality, with enough important pieces to generate 

interest in the market,23 and museums simply do not have the resources to either pursue legal 

ownership or to store, care for, and curate them. As a result, the likely future for many orphaned 

objects is recirculation in the art market, which is not a solution to the problem. No resolution of 

                                                
23 This statement is based on two sources of information. The first is the CPRI Project on Unprovenanced Ancient 

Objects in Private US Hands, which assigns a value of $1,000 to each object they accounted for. $1,000 is a 
very low value for an antiquity. Second is the auction house catalog data gathered for this dissertation. The 
median sale price for the Chinese antiquities sampled for this study (see Chapter 8 and Appendix C) is $26,000.  
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their orphan status has yet been proposed other than to reverse museum acquisition policies, but 

new approaches and ideas are discussed in Chapter 9. 

Summary 

From wunderkammers and World’s Fairs to the J. Paul Getty Museum of the twenty-first 

century, museums have gathered and interpreted the world’s cultural heritage and served as a 

model for its consumption. The museum is by no means a static entity, however. It has 

conformed and transformed to suit society’s changing ethical views, advancements in scholarly 

practice, and the demands of the public that it serves. Fulfilling these new roles has been 

challenging, and museums have more challenges ahead that may force them to change the way 

they define their purpose and mission and how and what they collect.  
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Chapter 6 

Antiquarianism in China 

An Enduring Tradition 

China has an enduring dedication to the curation of its past that plays a strong role 

in contemporary connoisseurship. The interviews with stakeholders conducted for this 

study indicate the ongoing preoccupation within China for things Chinese, particularly 

those related to the imperial families or to ritual practice. This long-term dedication to 

cultural heritage is intimately tied to Chinese antiquarian traditions. This chapter will 

explore the history of collecting in China through the lens of two important emperor-

collectors: Huizong and Qianlong. The collecting habits of an emperor cannot be 

considered typical; however, the antiquarian tradition is one that is inseparable from the 

Chinese court, a characteristic that betrays how prevalent connoisseur pastimes were not 

only with royalty but also with courtiers, scholars, and court officials—the so-called 

literati. This brief and general history of Chinese antiquarianism will establish its strong 

influence on contemporary Chinese collectors.  

The antiquarian legacy of China has often been compared to that of Europe 

(Miller and Louis 2012; Schnapp 2013; von Falkenhausen 2015; see also Chang 1981). 

One of the most important similarities, I would argue, is the tendency to look to the past 

for a model of a more ideal society. Just as Humanist and Enlightenment antiquaries 

sought a perfect society in Classical antiquity, Chinese rulers and scholars looked to the 

ancient dynasties and even the mytho-historic past.  

In China, as in Europe, antiquarian scholarship evolved from related practices such as 
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epigraphy, paleography, philology, and historiography. In both places, the collection and analysis 

of ancient objects in China was the pastime of wealthy and educated literati. Pastimes like 

epigraphy and historiography are enduring traditions in China and are closely linked to a 

tradition of Confucian scholarship. Confucius (c. 551–479 BCE), a government official, scholar, 

and teacher who lived during the Eastern Zhou period (770–256 BCE), believed that the way to a 

more moral and righteous society could be found in the writings of the early Western Zhou 

period (1050–770 BCE; Nylan 2008:9). Confucius “strove to re-create a lost ideal society that he 

believed had existed in remote antiquity” (von Falkenhausen 2013:37).  

The practices of Confucius and the bureaucratic, historiographical structure that 

developed from them play a strong role throughout the history of collecting in China (von 

Falkenhausen 2013:37). As such, the development of antiquarianism and related studies in China 

are tightly woven with religion, governance, and education; their history cannot be unwound 

without tracing the threads of religion, power, and government. In China, this type of scholarship 

has often been a tool of reinvention and of cultural veneration. Traditionally, the antiquarians 

were “scholar officials” who focused on studying and even re-creating an ideal period 

symbolized by three dynastic regimes of the Bronze Age: the Xia (c. 2100–1600 BCE), the 

Shang (1600–1046 BCE), and the Zhou (1046–246 BCE). As such, their scholarship is indelibly 

linked with the Confucian classics and with the pursuit of a mythological utopian past (Miller 

and Louis 2012:6). 

In China, scholars began to take a critical approach to the study of the past, moving away 

from reliance on epigraphic and paleographic approaches beginning in the Song dynasty (960–

1279 CE). Called jinshi xue (bronze and stone studies), this Chinese form of antiquarianism 

evolved during the Northern Song period and is based in epigraphy but with a greater reliance on 
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empirical observation, including firsthand observation of original context, first-person accounts, 

and a new focus on the accurate and descriptive publication of artifacts, particularly inscriptions 

in bronze and stone. While the collecting of ancient objects predates the Han dynasty, it is, 

arguably, with the work of Ouyang Xiu (1007–1072) and Lü Dalin in 1026 CE, during the 

Northern Song dynasty, that we see the first signs of a truly antiquarian approach (Miller 

2012:115; also see von Falkenhausen 2013). 

Throughout this chapter, the terms “antiquarian” and “jinshi scholar” are used 

interchangeably to define Chinese collectors who critically analyzed, compiled, and published 

their research rather than relying strictly on histories and other written accounts. In China, jinshi 

scholars were both antiquarians concerned with the historical context, interpretation, and 

publication of art and antiquities and connoisseurs who were fully aware of the cultural and 

monetary value of those objects. Their membership in an aristocratic, educated, and political 

class as well as their focused pursuit of Confucian knowledge distinguished them from 

connoisseurs whose interest in the same materials often lacked the privilege of class membership 

or a role in government. This distinction is most often influenced by the political and economic 

climate during which the connoisseur lived.  

There are many important and still popular Chinese connoisseur traditions, including 

calligraphy, seal carving, ancient bronze, and traditional Chinese painting. However, in keeping 

with the boundaries and definitions of this study, the discussion below focuses on collecting 

traditions focusing on objects of archaeological origin, primarily bronzes. In China, it is often the 

collections of emperors that are the most well known, largest, and best recorded. Two such 

collections below to illustrate the social structures that supported and inspired antiquarian 

practices in China are discussed in this chapter. Many emperors assembled collections: Yangdi 
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during the Sui dynasty (r. 605–617), Huizong in the Song dynasty, Zhangzong in the Jin period, 

Renzong in the Yuan, Wenzong in the Ming, and Qianlong in the Qing. These emperors were 

often both megacollectors and educated scholars with a modest to extraordinary interest in art 

and antiquities. However, the social milieu in which they collected, and on which they had great 

influence, illustrates the importance of expert connoisseurs and the class system that allowed the 

development of that connoisseurship. The greatest of emperor collectors was Huizong and 

following him, Qianong. Both lived during a time when the art market, collecting, and 

connoisseurship were already a pastime of a literati class (Ebrey 2008:343). 

The organized study of China’s history is rooted in Confucian writings, which focus on 

the construction of dynastic lists, moral behavior and good government, and ritual (see Nylan 

2008). These are recorded primarily in the five Confucian Classics associated with Confucius 

and his teachings. Confucius both revered and idealized the past, believing that better forms of 

human relations, ethics and morals, and government could be learned through the study of 

ancient oral and written traditions (von Falkenhausen 2013:36). He believed that only through 

time-honored rituals from the Golden Age of early China could people achieve a harmonious life 

and proper forms of governance. Confucius, however, was not only a scholar but also a 

bureaucrat and politician. While he romanticized the past, he reinterpreted and modified the 

information in the Classics to create a new model of an ideal Chinese society.  

The five Confucian Classics, including Documents, were seen by the followers of 

Confucius “as the best route to the original teachings of the ancient sage-kings” (Nylan 2008:11). 

During the Han dynasty (206 BCE–220 CE), the view of the Five Classics was one of not only 

“tightly woven” texts “but also texts that weave together the constant principles underlying the 

sociocosmic fabric” (Nylan 2008:11). The West tends to regard Confucianism as a cohesive 
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philosophy or religion, but, rather, it is a guide to social behavior, a practice that includes a 

relationship with the past through the veneration of ancestors and a set of rituals designed to 

engender social harmony on both level of the family and the government.  

The Mandate of Heaven 

The continuity of belief in the power of the ancient past included signs that would 

indicate the divine right to rule. This was conveyed upon a ruler via the Mandate of Heaven, a 

series of physical and metaphysical indicators of an individual’s fitness. This mandate and its 

indications were closely linked to Confucian ideals about the moral and cultural superiority of 

the Zhou and pre-Zhou eras. Part of the mandate was conveyed through bronze ritual vessels, 

whose significance for the rulers of China cannot be underestimated. In China, the history of 

early bronze vessels links technology, religion, ritual, and the right to rule.  

The Shang culture, whose cast bronze vessels are so revered, was a complex civilization 

with centralized rule. They practiced agriculture, engaged in border warfare, mastered bronze 

technology, and had the first writing system in China. They also had very elaborate and 

ritualistic religious practices focused on ancestor worship, in which inscribed bronze vessels 

played an important role. Control over bronze production was, of course, crucial for Shang 

period rulers, and only elite members of this society had access to bronze vessels (Boqian 1999; 

Liu and Chen 2012). During the subsequent Zhou dynasty, rules about the ownership of bronzes 

changed, a larger range of bronze types and quality were produced, and they became accessible 

to anyone who could afford them (Boqian 1999).  

At least one mythological tale creating a link between bronze vessels and the right to rule 

is thought to have originated during the Xia period, but most likely dates to the Eastern Zhou 
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(770–256 BCE; Chang 1983:34; Hung 1995:5). According to legend, the ruler of Xia called for 

the nine regions of the domain to send their indigenous metals to the capital (Hung 1995:5, 73). 

There, the metals were cast into nine tripod cauldrons (dings) decorated with images of animals, 

also from the nine regions, symbolizing the submission of these regions to the Xia (Hung 

1995:5). These vessels became symbols of the state and represented the union between the nine 

regions and a harmonious relationship between heaven and earth (Butler 2001:63). As such, they 

represented a divine right to rule, and only the Son of Heaven could possess them (Hung 

1995:74). Once heaven judged that a ruler was no longer morally fit to rule, the nine tripods 

transferred to a new dynasty (Hung 1995:7–8). Thus, they became the possession of the Shang 

dynasty and then the Zhou. In theory, without the tripod cauldrons, a dynasty would lose the 

legitimate right to rule. (Butler 2001:63; Elliott and Shambaugh 2005:5–6; von Falkenhausen 

2013:41). If the nine tripods ever actually existed, by the Qin period (221–207 BCE), they had 

disappeared. According to legend, they were melted down after the Qin annexation of the Zhou, 

or they had been thrown in the river or fallen in the river during the conquest of a ritual site 

(Butler 2001:63; Hung 1995:9). Either way, the shortness of Qin’s reign was, of course, 

attributed to his tripod-less state.  

The disappearance of the tripod cauldrons was also problematic for the rulers of the 

Western Han dynasty (206 BCE–8 CE). Sima Qian wrote of them during the reign of Emperor 

Wu (or Wudi; 140–87 BCE), during which they should have had the grace to reappear (Butler 

2001:63; also see Huichun 2009). The emperor resolved the question of the bronzes with some 

clever political maneuvering that essentially reworked the symbology and mythology of the 

Mandate of Heaven to legitimize his rule. In 116 BCE, a large ding was discovered, and the 

emperor traveled to meet it. Its appearance was interpreted in several ways, some conflicting, but 
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all experts felt that it was a sign of Wu’s legitimate rule (Elliott and Shambaugh 2005:9). His 

rule was also made possible by an enthusiastic search for auspicious omens on the part of 

Confucian scholars (Elliott and Shambaugh 2005:8). The appearance of certain animals, 

mushrooms, weather patterns, and many other things were interpreted as positive or negative 

omens. Any Shang or Zhou period bronzes discovered were taken by the Han court as “an 

auspicious signal from the spirit realm” (von Falkenhausen 2013:47), and such appearances were 

interpreted as auspicious and as symbolic of the mandate. The continuous importance of ritual 

items to the ruler meant that the leaders of successive dynasties sought control of specific bronze 

vessels, jades, astrological charts, scrolls, and even works of art (Elliott and Shambaugh 2005:8). 

Only with these objects could a ruler ensure that he was the Son of Heaven.  

The Institution of Historiography in the Chinese Court 

Confucius and Confucianism created a social imperative that demanded reliance on and 

relationship with a morally superior past that extended beyond traditions such as the Mandate of 

Heaven. One important element of a Confucian Chinese court was the tradition of keeping 

accounts of court life and behavior. The important task of recording dynastic events and 

chronology led to the development of professional, bureaucratic historiographers, and by the end 

of the Han dynasty (206 BCE–221 CE), the role of court historian was firmly established (von 

Falkenhausen 1993:840). 

Sima Qian (145–87 BCE), who lived during the Western Han dynasty, is considered to be 

China’s first grand historian. While he lived several hundred years after Confucius, it was during 

Sima Qian’s lifetime that Confucianism was officially established as the basis for the Chinese 

state (circa 80 BCE). His best-known work is the Shiji (Records of the Historian); comprising 
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130 chapters and divided into five parts, it was intended as a complete history of China and “sets 

the standards for later Chinese historiography” (von Falkenhausen 2013:37). Sima Qian began 

his history in the mythical past, beginning with the pre-Imperial dynasties of the Xia and the 

Shang and continuing into the semi-historical period of the Zhou and his own time (Miller 

2012:106; also see von Falkenhausen 1993, 2013). Sima Qian established a five-part 

recordkeeping structure that became the model for subsequent dynastic histories and was used by 

Chinese court historians up to the early twentieth century. The five parts were (1) annals of the 

rulers of successive dynasties; (2) a chronology of the rulers of the pre-imperial states; (3) 

treatises on good government; (4) lists of hereditary houses or families; and (5) biographies of 

important figures, both Chinese and foreign. As Lothar von Falkenhausen observed, “Material-

culture-focused antiquarian scholarship, once it arose in China, could be easily accommodated to 

the epistemological structures established by Sima Qian and his successors” (2013:37). The five-

part structure of the Shiji was used and added to by future emperors and, along with the 

Confucian Classics, became part of the traditional curriculum for scholars (Ebrey 2008:155, 

172–184). 

Buddhism was introduced in China sometime during the Latter (Eastern) Han dynasty 

(25–220 CE), and grew in popularity after the failure of the centralized, bureaucratic state of the 

Han (which was deeply interwoven with Confucian thought). Eventually, Buddhism 

disseminated to the educated public and became part of governance during the Wu state (220–

280 CE; Zürcher 2007:45). It flourished during the Tang dynasty, but the Song dynasty saw a 

revitalization and somewhat antiquarian interest in Confucianism. This rebirth is known as Neo-

Confucianism. The movement was driven by Confucian reformers and was, in part, an effort to 

move away from the foreign influence of Buddhism during the Tang dynasty (Brown 2011:13–
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14). Neo-Confucianism was characterized by an effort to return to the more pure and indigenous 

forms of study of the Confucian classics and those perceived to have existed during the 

legendary dynasties (Xia, Shang, and Zhou). The Neo-Confucian scholars of the Song dynasty 

“believed the decorations on bronze vessels embodied the ethics of antiquity in much the same 

way that a piece of calligraphy expressed the moral essence of the artist who held the brush” 

(Brown 2011:14). Song scholars concentrated on epigraphy, calligraphy, philosophy, and the 

interpretation of the Confucian classics. Unlike many European antiquarians, they did not dabble 

in archaeological excavation; rather, they relied on antiquities dealers to provide them with study 

material (Demattè 2011; also see Miller and Louis 2012:6).1 The study of the Confucian classics 

guided their research toward materials relating to ritual and propriety, and this restrained interest 

in or research of uninscribed objects. The Song passion for collecting, studying, and cataloging 

bronzes led to the nonscientific excavation of hundreds, if not thousands, of inscribed artifacts 

(Ebrey 2008:109, 172). This antiquarian practice is called jinshi xue. Jin means “metal,” and shi 

means “stone.” Xue translates to “discipline,” so this term cane be translated to “the study of 

metal and stone works” (Chang 1981:156; Hung 1995:18; Miller and Louis 2012:5).  

The Emperor Collectors—Huizong 

In the early days of the Northern Song dynasty (960–1126 CE), collecting was driven by 

a need to strengthen the emperor’s claim to rule and to consolidate the most important known 

privately held works of art into the palace collections (Ebrey 2008:112). The Song dynasty was 

one of several groups with political control of parts of the East Asian continent at the time, but it 
                                                
1 Paola Demattè defines jinshi xue as antiquarian research minus excavation. The Chinese term for “archaeology,” 

kaogu, was reintroduced to China via Japan in the nineteenth century and had come to define Western-style 
archaeology. Jinshi scholarship, therefore, is by definition one that lacks the aspect of excavation and site 
research.  
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was the only ethnically Han dynasty. The main political and military concern of the Song was 

the Liao (Khitan) dynasty of Mongolia. The political fragmentation of previous dynasties and the 

external threat of non-Han enemies created a preoccupation with the Han dynastic lineage and a 

need to establish the divine antecedents to the Song rulers. The focus of antiquarianism in the 

Northern Song was a connection to pre-Tang Han rulership, which they believed was 

uncontaminated by foreign influence (von Falkenhausen 2013:41–44). Neo-Confucianism, as a 

rejection of Buddhist influence and a return to Confucian scholarship, was a result of these 

greater political concerns.  

One of China’s most prolific collectors was Emperor Huizong (1082–1135 CE). As the 

eighth ruler of the Northern Song dynasty, Huizong inherited an empire able to focus less on 

conquering territory and more on literate pastimes and connoisseurship. He also inherited an 

imperial repository that contained the spoils of the first four Song emperors and an imperial 

collection established by two of his predecessors, Taizong (939–997) and Zhenzong (968–1022), 

who demanded that any important cultural artifact be presented to the court (Brown 2011:15; 

Ebrey 2008:97; Miller 2012:116). By the time of Huizong, these rules were less strict, making it 

possible for members of the educated class to once again amass collections. 

Throughout his twenty-six year reign, Huizong was an avid collector of a wide variety of 

art and objects, and his collecting influenced and reshaped his court and certain aspects of the 

economy. The ability to provide the emperor with objects that he desired could alter an 

individual’s standing. The relationship between the literati and the emperor during the Song is 

rich with interactions centered on the creation, collecting, study, interpretation, appreciation, and 

publication of antiquities and works of art. Ye Mengde (1077–1148), a contemporary of 

Huizong, wrote about the emperor’s growing interest in ancient vessels. Families with good 
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collections often gave them to the palace collection, creating a competitive atmosphere with 

regard to archaeological finds. “In pursuit of profit people competed to scrape the hills and 

marshes and dig up graves, stopping at nothing” (Bishu luhua, 2 juan, as quoted by Ebrey 

2008:107–108). While collectors often gifted fine objects to the emperor for the sake of political 

relationships, active collecting by private individuals thrived during Huizong’s reign. Patricia 

Ebrey indicates that about 30 percent of bronze artifacts listed in the catalog compiled by Lü 

Dalin in 1092 (discussed below), can also be found in Emperor Huizong’s catalog. There is no 

complete list of the art and antiquities acquired during Huizong’s reign, but his collection of 

ancient vessels likely numbered in the thousands (Ebrey 2008:96). 

In true Confucian style, one of the goals of Song antiquarians and of Huizong was to 

reconstruct the ideal ritual of the ancient dynasties. Confucian classics such as the Rite of Zhou 

could provide instruction on the proper means of governance to achieve a moral society. 

Knowledge of proper ceremony was vital; descriptions of ceremonial behavior gleaned from 

inscribed objects were used to re-create ancient ceremonies, which, in turn solidified the ruler’s 

claim to rule (Brown 2011:16; von Falkenhausen 2013:41). The performance of these 

ceremonies was, in great part, reliant on the inscriptions and presence of artifacts from previous 

dynasties. Like his predecessors, Huizong was concerned with the Mandate of Heaven. When six 

Zhou bells were unearthed in 1104, Huizong declared them proof of his divine right to rule. He 

used these bells to cast a set of twelve new bells (four of which were later mistaken for ancient 

bells in the catalogs of the Qianlong emperor; see below). “Huizong was aware that there was 

cultural capital to gain from using genuine ancient vessels as a basis for reforming the 

performance of rites at his court,” and he realized the auspiciousness of the presence of so many 

ancient vessels within his realm. Huizong’s catalog of bronzes was the largest and most complex 
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at that time and influenced the cataloging of collections for the following six centuries (Ebrey 

2008:202–203). 

The Publication and Organization of Huizong’s Collections 

Emperor Huizong often demanded the services of knowledgeable collectors when he 

acquired an unusual, important, or questionable object. He employed scholars and aspiring 

connoisseurs to care for, organize, and catalog his collections. Jinshi scholars of the Song 

dynasty were members of a class of literati connoisseurs that included collectors who were often 

also painters, poets, and skilled calligraphers. Huizong himself was a skilled painter and 

calligrapher (see Figure 6.1; see also Ebrey 2008:112). Other rulers may have amassed large art 

collections, but none were as dedicated to cataloging and publication as Huizong. It was during 

the Song that a technique for cataloging ancient objects and other collected materials was 

developed. Huizong had elaborate buildings constructed to house his collections and skilled staff 

to manage them. The focus on cataloging and the sheer size of the collection compelled its 

caretakers to create typological systems for each category of collected art, and Huizong’s staff 

contributed to the catalogs of his collections of paintings, calligraphy, and bronzes (Ebrey 

2008:20).  

The oldest surviving text from the Song was created by Lü Dalin (1044–1093), and is 

titled Kaogu tu (Illustrated Investigations of Antiquity). It includes a typology, descriptive text, 

line drawings, and transcriptions highlighting the ceremonial use of some 200 bronze vessels. Lü 

Dalin’s catalog is also notable for the inclusion of the names of the owners of the illustrated 

objects and their findspot (Brown 2011:15; Ebrey 2008:97; Miller 2012:116). For Huizong’s 

imperial bronze collection, a catalog titled Antiquities Illustrated of Xuanhe [Hall or Period] 
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Revised (Chongxiu Xuanhe Bog utu [lu]) was published. A chronological sequence was created 

within the typology that was used in the catalog; it included dimensions and interpretive text, but 

unlike the catalog of Lü Dalin, it did not include findspots for the artifacts (Ebrey 2008:155). 

In addition to ritual bronzes, Huizong also collected bronze mirrors. The presence of 

these mirrors, bronze artifacts that did not play a role in the “Mandate of Heaven” or other 

Confucianist rituals, in Huizong’s collection and the care that went into their cataloging is further 

testament to his appreciation of the tradition of bronze casting and of mirrors as beautiful objects. 

The oldest cast bronze mirrors from China come from the Qijia culture (c. 2100–1700 BCE) of 

western China, but native production of mirrors began in earnest during the Warring States 

period (450–221 BCE; Cahill 2009:15). Antiquities Illustrated included 113 mirrors from 

Huizong’s collection. Twenty-two of these were cast in iron. Seventeen of the mirrors were 

decorated with a TLV pattern, a design that dates to the Han dynasty and is characterized by 

alternating square and circular shapes. 2 The pattern is cosmological, with the center square 

representing the earth and surrounded by the circular heavens. These patterns often include the 

cardinal directions, the world sea (around the outer edge), protective deities, and inscriptions of 

the type discussed previously. Other Han mirrors in the collection depicted various groups of 

deities. Huizong also owned uninscribed Tang dynasty mirrors of two popular designs—(1) 

dragons and (2) lions and grapevines3—as well as a variety of mirrors with cosmologically 

significant patterns, auspicious animals, and zodiac animals. His collecting extended beyond 

                                                
2 The pattern is called “TLV” in English because it includes geometric shapes that can be read as the letters T, L, 

and V. 

3 Ebrey describes these as “sea creatures and grapes” and mentions a probable “Persian” influence (2008:185). 
Sotheby’s also uses this terminology in its auction catalogs (see Appendix C). However, this popular Tang 
design is commonly known as “lion and grapevine” or “animal and grapevine.” It rose in popularity after the 
introduction via the Silk Road of lion imagery from the West (see Bulling 1960; Thompson 1968). Ebrey’s 
Figure 6.34 acknowledges the modern identification of the four-legged animal as a lion but does not attribute 
the “sea creature” identification (2008:195). 
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bronzes, however, and his favorite type of art may well have been calligraphy.  

While this study focuses on objects most likely to be archaeological in origin, the 

collecting of calligraphy and paintings plays an important role in the history of connoisseurship 

in China. Chinese connoisseurs admired calligraphers and painters for their skills and knowledge 

of their craft. Members of the educated class were often both collectors and artists, and the work 

and name of particularly skilled calligraphers and painters added value to their work. By 

contrast, the makers of bronze vessels were anonymous craftsmen. Ebrey points out that the 

cataloging of Emperor Huizong’s calligraphy and painting collections relied far more on 

subjective judgment and aesthetics than did the cataloging of bronze vessels. The bronzes were 

cataloged based on size, weight, type, and other non-aesthetic characteristics, but the divisions 

and classification of calligraphy and painting were based purely on connoisseurship. Huizong’s 

calligraphy collection contained works from the Han, Jin, Tang, and Five dynasty periods as well 

as works from the Song. His collection of paintings also contained a significant number of works 

dating to previous dynasties (Ebrey 2008). 

Admiration of painting during the Song and previous dynasties was predicated more on 

aesthetics than status, family connections, and political acumen than the collecting of calligraphy 

and the ritual and religious motivations of collection bronze vessels. It is interesting to note, 

however, that Huizong’s catalog of the imperial collections lists only works by known artists, an 

indication of the status attached both to the artists and to collections containing certain works 

(Ebrey 2008:258–260). 

Huizong’s collections were significant not only for their size, but for their content. The 

works of art and antiquities in his collection signified his status and a ruler and also as an 

educator connoisseur. His collection included ancient ritual vessels as well as works of art from 
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most of the important previous dynasties. It is not surprising that when the Song dynasty fell to 

its enemies, one of the first things looted was the art collection. Even the non-Han Jurchen 

invaders felt the necessity to cement their right to rule through the possession of ancient objects.  

By 1122, the Liao dynasty, a primary territorial and military concern during the Song 

dynasty, was conquered by the Jurchens. The Jurchen Jin dynasty established an agreement with 

the Song, but by 1127, they had nearly conquered them. As the Song prepared a treaty payment, 

the Jurchen looted the imperial tombs. When the imperial palace fell, the Jin began to make 

demands for booty, gold and silver, silk, books and documents, and ritual paraphernalia, such as 

cauldrons, vessels, and bells. Once these had been surrendered, they required doctors, musicians, 

weapons makers, and other craftsmen. Finally, the demands of the Jin became so extreme that 

the Song court was forced to fill quotas by surrendering women as well as most of the imperial 

family (Ebrey 2008:311–321). By 1127, the Jin had stripped the imperial city of its assets, 

including the art collections. Ebrey states, “In terms of humiliation, the failure of the Song 

dynasty to protect its sacrificial vessels was a much greater blow than its failure to protect its 

books, paintings, or calligraphies” (2008:323). These objects had great symbolic meaning. The 

items seized by the Jin were distributed to their five capitals or given as rewards to soldiers and 

officials. In 1158, the Jin emperor Hailing had all ancient vessels that had been confiscated from 

the Liao or Song destroyed, based on the theory that they might cause ill omens or have demonic 

powers (Ebrey 2008:323–326). 

Huizong, his court, and his collections were dispersed by the Jurchen. Very few objects 

known to have been in his collections are extant today, but the legacy of his extraordinary 

knowledge and connoisseurship are preserved in some of his catalogs. His ninth son, Gaozong 

(1127–1187 CE), eventually established a dynasty, which came to be known as the Southern 
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Song. The collections of Huizong had been scattered, but Gaozong endeavored to gather as much 

of them as he could, and his efforts were rewarded: His collection was actually larger than that of 

his father (Elliott and Shambaugh 2005:26). 

Social changes following the Mongol conquest in the thirteenth century (Yuan era, 1260–

1368) impacted antiquarian scholarship, and as a result, the jinshi scholars of later dynasties 

sought to rediscover the knowledge of their Song predecessors. This emulation and elevation of 

Song scholarship continued into the Ming era (1368–1644; see Clunas 1991). But just as some 

Song antiquarian scholarship was driven by a questioning of Confucian literature and 

conclusions, the scholarship of the seventeenth through early twentieth centuries questioned the 

work of Song scholars. This later scholarship is more comparable to European antiquarianism in 

its more broad research relationship between written works and ancient objects (Miller and Louis 

2012:7).  

Collecting and Consumption in the Ming Dynasty 

While emperor collectors do not hallmark the Ming dynasty, it was an important 

transitional period when Chinese antiquarianism became more widespread among different 

classes. As a result of widespread prosperity, China during the Ming dynasty had developed a 

sophisticated luxury market that included antiquities (Murphy 1995:29). Ming connoisseurs had 

broader interests than their predecessors, and the dynasty is often referred to as an age of 

connoisseurship; it was certainly an age of consumption (Brown 2011:21). The preoccupation 

with an ideal past was less prevalent in Ming antiquarianism, and the social use of ancient 

materials shifted from one dominated by an elite, literati class to one in which a broader group of 

connoisseurs exploited the social and cultural assets of antiquities. It was a transition from a 
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focus on the meaning of objects in the past to one of contemporary consumer value (Clunas 

1991:97).  

Antiquarian scholarship during the Ming was not the Confucian pursuit it once was; 

rather, it was even more linked to status competition than in previous dynasties. Both jinshi 

scholars and knowledgeable connoisseurs fed this competition and culture of consumption by 

publishing treatises intended to guide the young collector. Other texts for students of 

connoisseurship, such as encyclopedias of luxury household items, were also popular. All are 

records of the extraordinary consumer culture and existed to ensure that anyone who could afford 

luxury commodities would know which to buy (Clunas 1991:38). There were, of course, still 

serious jinshi scholars in the Ming, but the written records of the period betray a particular 

preoccupation with material culture and an obsession with categorizing and cataloging it.  

Most well known among Ming publications is the Ge gu yao lun, or the Essential Criteria 

of Antiquities by Cao Zhao (1388 [1971]). The Essential Criteria focuses only on ancient 

materials—their authenticity and value. Craig Clunas comments that value, in this case, is due as 

much to authenticity as to aesthetics (1991:11). Publications such as the Essential Criteria 

represent a significant change in the accessibility of the status of connoisseur. While in previous 

periods, antiquarian pursuits were the dominion of an educated elite, in the Ming, access to a 

certain degree of this status could be obtained through study of these publications: Antiquarian 

knowledge itself had become a commodity.  

The consumerism of the Ming naturally produced a larger demand for collectible objects. 

The Ming court, however, was located in modern-day Beijing, while Bronze Age centers had 

been further to the south and west. There was a conflicting attitude between the value of grave 

goods and the abhorrence of grave robbing, but it was certainly a common way to satisfy the 
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Ming demand for antiquities. According to Clunas, “faking came to occupy such a permanent 

place in certain sections of the luxury handicraft trades that it has seriously distorted our 

understanding of what was going on in these industries until very recently” (1991:108–109). 

The Emperor Collectors—Qianlong 

The Ming dynasty was a period of Han unity, but was destined to be the last Han Chinese 

dynasty. The Jurchen dynasty came to power again after the Ming, and the Jurchen Qing Empire, 

the last in China, stretched from 1644 to 1911. The first Qing emperor, the Shunzhi Emperor, 

offered the proper Confucianist sacrifices to his ancestors at the Temple to the Ancestors south 

of the Forbidden City seven days after entering Beijing as conqueror. The day after he had 

entered the city, he claimed the right of the Mandate of Heaven at the Ming Altar nearby (Berger 

and Hongqi 2005).  

The Qianlong Emperor (r. 1736–1796), Hongli, was twenty-five years old in 1726 when 

he ascended the throne. He inherited an empire at peace, one that had been “conquered, tamed, 

and organized by his predecessors,” and during his reign China’s borders expanded to encompass 

modern-day Xinjiang province, Tibet became a tributary state, and the emperor established the 

so-called “Canton system,” which restricted trade with European merchants to the port of Canton 

(Guanzhou; Elliott and Shambaugh 2005:51; see also Rawski 2005).  

The Qing Empire inherited the collections of the Ming court, but the art collection 

assembled by the Qianlong Emperor is thought to have been the largest imperial collection in 

China’s history. He was also the last great Chinese imperial collector and patron. His two 

predecessors, the Shunzhi and Kangxi emperors, went to great lengths to win over Han literati 

elite, and as part of that effort, they adopted Confucianism and included Confucian scholar 
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officials in court positions. These emperors understood the importance of being patrons of the 

arts. The Kangxi Emperor started imperial workshops to “produce clothing, objets d’art and 

religious objects for court use and gift exchanges” (Rawski 2005:29). 

During the sixteenth century, European Jesuit priests began to bring Western scientific, 

artistic, and technological information to the Chinese court.4 By the reign of the Qianlong 

Emperor, they were already playing important roles as educators and negotiators for the court 

(Rawski 2005:36; see also Waley-Cohen 2005). European travelers introduced new types of 

objects to collect: maps, astronomical and nautical devices, and clocks. These exotic items 

became a new category for connoisseurs to study and influenced the style of art produced at the 

Qing court (Waley-Cohen 2005:182). The emperor also encouraged the Jesuit painters at court to 

reduce the dimensional aspect of their work when painting Chinese subjects (including the 

imperial family), creating an East/West hybrid (see Figure 6.2; see also Elliott and Shambaugh 

2005:52).  

The Qianlong Emperor continued the workshops of his predecessor and increased their 

number. He also strove to demonstrate his knowledge of traditional Han/Confucianist society 

through connoisseurship and his skill as a painter and calligrapher. He intentionally acquired 

masterpieces for the sake of posterity and pursued and purchase many works that had once been 

part of the previous imperial collections (Holzwarth 2005:43). It is, perhaps, this concern over 

being perceived as properly Confucian that propelled his interest in collecting ancient bronzes. 

His admiration for ancient bronze vessels resulted in many high-quality reproductions being 

                                                
4 The most well-known of the Jesuits at the Qing court was Giuseppe Castiglione, who is credited with influencing 

significant changes to Chinese painting style. During the reign of the Qianlong Emperor, Castiglione was asked 
to design the grounds of Yuanmingyuan, the Old Summer Palace in Beijing. In addition to many European-style 
buildings, he and a Jesuit scientist, Michel Benoist, designed a water clock with bronze animals representing the 
twelve Chinese zodiac signs (Haiyantang). The building was burned and the fountain looted by English and 
French troops in 1860 (see Figure 6.6). 
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created in his workshops. Figure 6.3 portrays the Qianlong Emperor with items from his 

collections.  

As a collector, Qianlong understood the power of his recognition and admiration. Like 

Huizong, his seals, inscriptions, and colophons still adorn many of the works from his collections 

(see Figure 6.4). He could not, however, inscribe or feasibly apply a seal to a bronze. When a set 

of eleven Zhou period bells were unearthed in Jiangxi province in 1759 and presented to 

Qianlong by that province’s governor as a tribute, Qianlong and his scholars had a twelfth bell 

cast. The emperor believed that there was a single bell missing from the set because the tones 

rung by the eleven bells did not match the intonations popular in the Qing dynasty. The twelfth 

bell was cast with an inscription explaining why it had been made. And, like Huizong, Qianlong 

then had a second, duplicate set of bells cast (Huichun 2009). The Zhou bells collected by 

Qianlong were the pride of his bronze collection, and they alone among his bronzes were 

displayed at Xi Yuan, the royal garden palace near the Forbidden City (Huichun 2009:127). In 

fact, Qianlong’s collection included four of Huizong’s reproduction bells; his cataloger 

mistakenly identified them as Zhou in date (Huichun 2009:125). This practice of producing new 

bronzes extended to other shapes, including ritual vessels, which also carried inscriptions 

composed by the Qianlong Emperor.  

Like Huizong, Qianlong had many reproductions of important items from his collections 

made; his workshops also manufactured pieces “inspired” by antiquarian shapes and styles. 

These included copies of ancient bronzes in both bronze and ceramic, and more stylized, 

contemporary takes on ancient shapes in celadon, underglaze blue, or cloisonné (Rawson 

2005:274; see Figure 6.5). These archaistic objects were often used as altar vessels: flower 

vessels and incense burners.  
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The high quality of works created in Qianlong’s workshops, combined with their 

relatively recent date of manufacture, results in sought-after art objects. Items with the mark of 

the Qianlong workshops are found with great regularity in Christie’s and Sotheby’s auction 

houses and fetch a high price, relative to copies from other reigns. The art of reproduction in the 

Qing dynasty exemplifies the importance of the original objects, their lasting value and aesthetic 

appeal in both antiquarian and common society, and the significant role of reproductions in 

Chinese art history. 

The later part of the Qing dynasty saw the birth of the museum in Western nations and in 

Japan. In China, collecting continued to be a solitary endeavor, shared with like-minded scholars 

but not with the general public. Individual collectors amassed hundreds or thousands of objects 

and new, ambitious would-be connoisseurs helped expand the market and the definition of 

antiquities. Collectors shared their collections primarily through elaborate pictorial catalogs, and 

it was during the late Qing that visual styles established during the Song dynasty were finally 

modified with more Western standards that showed the actual condition of the object (Brown 

2011:69).  

Eventually, Qing collectors began to note shortages of antiquities. They had, in fact, 

acquired almost anything that was readily available and could be easily moved. Ultimately, it 

was the desire to protect antiquities from domestic collectors and foreign export that resulted in 

the creation of museums in the early twentieth century.  

The first bowuguan (museum, or natural history museum) in China was established in 

1868 by a French missionary and focused primarily on natural history materials, though it did 

display some antiquities. This first museum did not herald the construction of additional such 

institutions. Rather, antiquarians began to open galleries. These were primarily located near 
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antiquities markets. Legal restrictions on the collecting and export of Chinese archaeological 

material were nonexistent until the early part of the twentieth century, but the parallels between 

jinshi scholarship and national pride may have curbed the sale to foreigners. Wu Dacheng 

refused to sell some of his collection to either Prince Heinrich of Prussia or a Japanese officer 

(Brown 2011:57). 

A Century of Humiliation 

The Qianlong Emperor abdicated his throne in 1796 and died in 1799, on the very cusp of 

the nineteenth century. His descendants presided over a very different China. Interactions 

between China and foreign powers between 1840 and 1949 are an appalling record of Western 

aggression that still impact East/West relations in the twenty-first century and are collectively 

referred to as the Century of Humiliation (Schell and Delury 2013; Scott 2008:2).5 This period 

began with the first Opium War in 1940 and ended with the proclamation of the People’s 

Republic of China in 1949 (Scott 2008:2).  

Following an unsuccessful bid for more open trade and movement within China and for 

the legalization of opium in 1840, the British captured Canton. Within two years, the British had 

defeated the military forces of the Qing dynasty, and during subsequent peace negotiations, the 

Nanking Treaty was signed, in which Britain gained control of Hong Kong in perpetuity, as well 

as Penang and Singapore; this widened trade rights for Britain and for the British on Chinese 

soil. Extraterritoriality (exemption from Chinese laws) was also agreed to (Scott 2008:15–17). 

These treaties allowed all foreign powers to seek the same concessions, so they were made for 

                                                
5 The phrase “A Century of Humiliation” was coined in 1915 as part of a nationalistic, anti-Japanese sentiment. It 

was later adopted by Mao Zedong and used in his 1949 speech on top of Beijing's Gate of Heavenly Peace. It 
has since become a central theme of the PRC (Schell and Delury 2013).  
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France and the United States a few years later. Not surprisingly, the Qing government was 

disinclined to honor the treaties or enforce new rules created by the First Opium War. Much of 

the disagreement between China and the European powers stemmed from China’s requirement 

that foreigners wishing to trade with China pay tribute to the emperor and acknowledge the 

superiority of China and the authority of the Chinese ruler. Foreign powers insisted that China 

use Western diplomacy (Scott 2008:18). The first Opium War was followed by a second that 

began in 1956, during which the British and French governments joined forces. While the term 

and concept of “a century of humiliation” has been used as a nationalistic and political tool, 

British and French troops committed specific acts during the Second Opium War that were 

designed to humiliate China and the Qing ruler (Scott 2008:45).  

The destruction of Yuanmingyuan, the emperor’s summer palace, is the most well known 

of these acts of retribution, meant to cow and humble China. James Bruce, the eighth Earl of 

Elgin,6 was the British-appointed High Commissioner in China and the leader of the British 

forces during the burning and looting of the Summer Palace in 1860. The destruction of 

Yuanmingyuan (the Old Summer Palace, built by the Kangxi Emperor in 1707 and completed by 

the Qianlong Emperor) in Beijing was retaliation for the torture and murder of ambassador 

Henry Loch (Elgin’s secretary), an ambassador named Harry Smith Parkes (Elgin’s chief 

negotiator), a British journalist, three officers, and a group of Sikh soldiers who were taken 

prisoner by Qing forces under a flag of truce and subsequently brutally tortured, with some 

killed. All but Loch and Parkes were taken to the Summer Palace for trial; only Loch and Parkes 

survived. At Yuanmingyuan, troops were ordered by Elgin to completely destroy the site. The 

result was wholesale looting and destruction; buildings were burned, walls were pulled down, 
                                                
6 James Bruce was the son of Thomas Bruce, who is best known for removing the Parthenon marbles, shipping them 

to England, and selling them to the British Museum.  
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and everything even remotely portable was looted, including a pet Pekinese dog, which was 

given to Queen Victoria by a British officer and named “Looty” (Platt 2012:108–109). 

As attested to by several of the stakeholders interviewed for this study (Chapter 3; see 

responses to Questions 15, 17, and 18, particularly), the Century of Humiliation, particularly the 

destruction and looting of the Summer Palace, is still an emotional and nationalistic trigger in 

modern China (Bowlby 2015; Meyer and Brysac 2015). China has made efforts to catalog items 

in foreign museums that were looted from the Summer Palace (see Jacobs 2009), and several 

interview participants indicated that the return of these items is a very important national goal. 

Stakeholders also indicated there is prestige to be gained for a Chinese collector who purchases 

and returns an important antiquity. Whether it is national pride, prestigious, or a desire to protect 

cultural heritage, Chinese collectors are making having an impact on the antiquities market in the 

United States.  

These new efforts aim to repatriate not just material looted from the Summer Palace but 

most culturally significant works of art and antiquities outside China (Jacobs 2009; Meyer 2015). 

The 2009 Chinese delegation that visited major museums in the United States, including the Met 

and the Freer-Sackler, to catalog material from the Summer Palace closely followed the signing 

of the U.S.-China bilateral agreement. (Jacobs 2009). To date, no repatriation claims have arisen 

from this visit,7 but it followed on the heels of several controversial auctions. The first took place 

in 2000 at Christie’s and Sotheby’s Hong Kong. For sale were two bronze zodiac animal heads at 

Christie’s and one at Sotheby’s from a set of twelve designed by Giuseppe Castiglione for the 

Summer Palace, which had been looted in 1860 (see Figure 6.6). Beijing objected, but the sale 

                                                
7 There is currently no international convention that would give China a legal basis to reclaim materials looted from 

the Summer Palace in 1860. There is a possibility that such a case could be tried in the United States under the 
NSPA, but most cultural heritage cases tried with that legislation have been defined by the 1970 UNESCO 
convention (see Chapter 4; also see the SACH 1 interview participant reply to Question 4 in Chapter 3). 
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went forward. All three items were purchased by the China Poly Group, owner of Poly auction 

house, a corporate arm of the PLA (see Chapter 9; Meyer and Brysac 2015). In 2009, two 

additional heads, from the private collection of Yves Saint Laurent, were to be sold by Christie’s 

Paris. The Chinese government made a formal request for the heads, but the French court ruled 

that they could be sold. The high bidder was a Chinese collector who then refused to pay, stating 

that the objects were Chinese cultural property and should be returned (Demick 2009; Spencer 

2009). The heads were later purchased and returned to China by Francois-Henri Pinault (Jones 

2013).  

With the exception of its request to the French government, China has yet to use foreign 

laws to demand restitution of cultural heritage material. Instead, it is using its considerable 

economic power to regain looted objects by purchasing them at sales around the world (Meyer 

and Brysac 2015). A single interview was conducted with a SACH employee, whose objective 

was to learn how Chinese masterpieces, those not protected by the MOU, can be legally claimed 

by China. The material looted from the Summer Palace is not protected under any current 

international cultural heritage legislation. The 1970 UNESCO convention protects archaeological 

material that appeared on the market after 1970, and the Hague convention protects against 

looting during wartime, but only from World War II onward. Unless new legislation is written 

and passed, purchasing back its cultural heritage is China’s only recourse from the Century of 

Humiliation. 

Summary 

China’s reverence for and curation of its own past is an enduring tradition and one that 

both influences and underlies the attitude of modern China toward its cultural heritage. 
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“Nowhere else in the world is archaeology as closely enmeshed in a millennia-old living 

tradition of national history” (von Falkenhausen 1993:839). Jinshi scholarship has influenced the 

evolution of all fields dedicated to the study of the past, including archaeology, history, and even 

modern scientific practice. Chinese antiquarians were, and still are, avid collectors and 

connoisseurs who are concerned with the aesthetic, monetary, and cultural value of Chinese 

antiquities.  

Twenty-first century China has a renewed interest in its cultural heritage, fueled perhaps 

by its new economic power and place on the world stage. China’s domestic cultural heritage laws 

are tolerant of antiquities collecting to the extent that they have a legal domestic market (see 

Chapters 7 and 9). The growth of Poly and China Guardian auction houses, as well Christie’s and 

Sotheby’s in Hong Kong, attests to the continuing importance of antiquarianism in Chinese 

society. Since 2015, the Chinese economy has declined, by comparison, and it will be interesting 

to see how economics interact with goals to repair the wounds left by the Century of 

Humiliation.  
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Figure 6.1. Finches and Bamboo, by Emperor Huizong, early twelfth century. Two seals with the artist’s name, six 
colophons, and seals from 84 collectors. Collection of the Metropolitan Museum of Art, 1981.278. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 6.2. The Qianlong Emperor in Ceremonial Armor on Horseback, by Giuseppe Castiglione (Chinese name 
Lang Shining). 1739 or 1758. Collection of the Palace Museum, Beijing. 
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Figure 6.3. One or Two? by anonymous court artists, 1745–1750. This painting depicts the Qianlong Emperor 
dressed as a scholar and surrounded by his possessions. From Rawson (2005), cat. 196. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 6.4. Sheep and Goat, by Zhao Mengfu, c. 1300. Stamped with the Qianlong Emperor’s standard set of eight 
seals, as well as poems by the artist and the emperor. Collection of the Freer-Sackler Smithsonian Museum of Asian 
Art, F1931.4. 
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Figure 6.5. Cloisonné altar set, including a pair of flower vases, a pair of candlesticks, and a censer. With Qianlong 
seal and reign mark. The Palace Museum, Beijing. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 6.6. Copperplate engraving showing the zodiac fountain in front of one of the European palaces in the 
Yuanmingyuan. Yi Lantai (c. 1738–1786). Collection of the Staatlich Museem zu Berlin, Kunstbibliotech, OS 2783. 
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Chapter 7 

Cultural Heritage Law in China 

In 2010, the head of China’s State Administration for Cultural Heritage (SACH) 

announced that “China has more than 900,000 immovable heritage sites, and more than 20 

million objects in museums and research institutes” (Chen 2014:1405). There are also countless 

thousands of sites within China’s borders not recognized or officially protected by UNESCO or 

the Chinese government. Of the 814 cultural sites on UNESCO’s World Heritage list, 35 cultural 

sites and an additional four mixed cultural and natural sites in China have this designation.1 

Internationally, only Italy and Spain have more designated World Heritage sites, and no other 

country in Asia has more. The Chinese government conveys the status of “Key Cultural Relic” to 

sites and monuments deemed to be the most rare and culturally significant.2 To date, 2,348 sites 

have been nominated and declared Key Cultural Relics. Additional sites in China are protected 

by provinces or autonomous regions or by counties and cities (Murphy 1995:81).  

As a country rich in cultural resources, China is a source nation. Its long history and 

prehistory has produced some of the most unique and impressive material culture in the world. 

Hundreds of thousands of undiscovered sites are located within China’s borders, and, 

unfortunately, thousands of those are looted every year. China’s SACH estimates that as many as 

220,000 tombs were robbed between 1998 and 2003 (Murowchick 2013:14). 

                                                
1 UNESCO World Heritage website: http://whc.unesco.org/en/statesparties/cn (accessed July 4, 2017).  

2 Key Cultural Relic status was created in 1961 with the Circular Promulgating the First Group of Key National 
Cultural Protection Units, which granted protection to sites of revolutionary significance as well as other, more 
recent sites, such as the Imperial Palace and the Great Wall (see Murphy 1995:88). Sites nominated for Key 
Cultural Relic status are listed on the SACH website (in Chinese): 
http://www.sach.gov.cn/col/col1661/index.html. For the language on national protective status, see the 1982 
Law of the People’s Republic of China on Protection of Cultural Relics (Art. 13 and 14). For additional 
discussion on Key Cultural Relics, see Blumenfield and Silverman (2013:4).  
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Jurisprudence and the Constitution in China 

While many basic legal structures and laws were established during the first National 

People’s Congress (NPC) in 1954, when the first Chinese constitution was enacted, the Cultural 

Revolution did away with much of this legal infrastructure. The local party made rulings in 

criminal cases, civil suits could not be brought, and the court system was essentially abandoned. 

One of the primary goals of the fifth NPC in 1978 was to rebuild and strengthen the laws and 

legal practice (Chen 2014:40–41).  

The most recent Constitution of the People’s Republic of China was adopted in 1982.3 

China’s legal system does not depend on an independent judiciary. The constitution itself does 

not record or convey policy or establish rights or duties; it establishes the NPC as the supreme 

legislative branch with power to enact and amend laws. As such, the Standing Committee of the 

NPC produces laws, regulations, resolutions, and decisions pertaining to cultural heritage 

protection, including the 1982 Law of the People’s Republic of China on Protection of Cultural 

Relics (LPCR).4 The State Council then implements rules to enact laws made by the NPC. 

Provinces, municipalities, and autonomous regions may form local people’s congresses and 

enact rules, so long as they do not contravene the constitution, laws, or regulations put in place 

by the NPC (Murphy 1995:76–77).  

                                                
3 A new constitution was initially enacted in 1979, following the death of Mao Zedong in 1978 and the end of his 

regime. The 1982 constitution is the fourth and most recently adopted and includes requirements that the Party 
must cooperate with both the constitution and state law, something that was not expressed in previous iterations 
(see Chen 2014:45; see also Constitution of the People’s Republic of China, adopted December 4, 1982, at the 
5th session of the Fifth National People’s Congress, available at 
http://www.npc.gov.cn/englishnpc/Constitution/2007-11/15/content_1372963.htm; accessed March 25, 2016). 

4 The Constitution of the People’s Republic of China mentions the protection of cultural heritage only indirectly. 
Article 22 states, “The state protects places of scenic and historical interest, valuable cultural monuments and 
treasures and other important items of China’s historical and cultural heritage…”. Cultural heritage is 
mentioned only one other time, in Article 119, when referring to the power of autonomous regions to protect 
cultural relics and sites. 
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Cultural Heritage Legislation in China 

Several aspects of Chinese cultural heritage legislation are germane to issues brought up 

in stakeholder interviews (see Chapter 3): comments from CPAC members on the importance of 

state parties’ legislation in bilateral agreements (Question 1); comments regarding the strength of 

the market for antiquities in China (Questions 1and 17); discussions about U.S. Customs 

(Question 5); Question 5 and responses regarding long-term loans; and Questions 15, 16, and 17 

regarding Chinese buyers, Chinese stakeholders, and the market in Chinese antiquities. In 

addition, this chapter also contextualizes the brief conversations with relics shop owners in 

Beijing’s Panjiayuan market that were documented in Chapter 3.  

The effective law protecting cultural heritage in China is the 1982 LPCR. In general, it is 

a complex law that endeavors to protect a wide range of sites and control many different types of 

damage and destruction through the creation of an administrative department staffed by expert 

professionals, the SACH.5 It has been revised four times (2002, 2007, 2013, and 2015). An 

examination of legislation promulgated since before the LPCR reveals an evolving system for 

the protection of cultural heritage sites and objects and also for the administration of a 

commercial market in antiquities. The development of cultural heritage legislation in China is 

                                                
5 While the a term “SACH” is used throughout this chapter to refer to the state bureau that administrates cultural 

heritage, the 1984 Relics Law does not refer to a “State Administration of Cultural Heritage”; rather, it refers to 
a “state department for cultural administration.” The 1991 implementation calls it the “State Bureau for Cultural 
Relics,” and the 2002 revision refers to the “administrative department for cultural relics.” The 2003 
implementation calls it the “cultural relics administrative department,” and the 2007 RLPCR refers to an 
“administrative department in charge of cultural relics.” According to one stakeholder (Archaeologist 3), it 
wasn't until the Getty Conservation Institute began working with China to “develop national guidelines for 
cultural heritage conservation and management” that the title “State Administration for Cultural Heritage” was 
decided upon and used consistently (though its integration into the legislation lagged for several years). The 
results of this collaborative project were published by the International Council on Museums and Sites 
(ICOMOS), China, as “The China Principals” in 2000 and revised from 2010 to 2014. It was reprinted in 2015 
(see http://www.getty.edu/conservation/publications_resources/pdf_publications/china_principles_revised_ 
2015.html; accessed September 19, 2017).  
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shaped by five distinct systems: (1) relics grading, (2) the organization and supervision of the 

export and import of cultural relics, (3) the organized sale of relics through relics stores and 

auction houses, (4) bureaucratic structures relating to the administration of cultural relics, and (5) 

punishment and criminal law as it applies to violations of cultural heritage law. For the sake of 

more focused analysis, a general discussion of the LPCR and its three amendments is presented 

below and followed by an analysis of these five topics and their relationship to the LPCR as well 

as the Criminal Law, Customs Law, and Auction Law. 

 The LPCR was directly influenced by the 1961 Provisional Regulations on the 

Protection and Administration of the Cultural Heritage (Murphy 1995:88). The 1961 legislation 

was the PRC’s first attempt at comprehensive cultural heritage protection and included 

immovable relics and granted protection to relics of historical, artistic, or scientific value. It also 

declared all cultural relics property of the state and outlined certain bureaucratic structures that 

would administrate sites and collections of relics. Like the 1961 legislation, the LPCR provides 

definitions of what type of material it protects, claims ownership of movable and immovable 

cultural property on behalf of the state, and makes provisions for foreign archaeological research. 

The protection of archaeological excavations, movable relics, historical sites, and relics in 

museums are expanded, and it describes the duties of provinces, municipalities, and autonomous 

regions in greater detail. The law addresses a broad range of common threats to cultural heritage. 

Besides establishing state ownership of terrestrial cultural heritage, including unexcavated 

material, it also claims certain underwater sites/relics on behalf of the state (Art. 2 and 4) and 

extends governmental protection to a greater variety of sites, including those in private hands 

(Art. 5 and 7).6 It includes requirements for archaeological investigations prior to development 

                                                
6 State ownership of relics was first established in the 1961 legislation but was expanded in 1982. 
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and indicates that a property developer must pay for archaeological surveys, excavations, and 

subsequent preservation (Art. 13 and 20). Also enumerated are requirements for institutions 

regarding the documentation of relics and permitted methods for transfers between institutions 

(Art. 22 and 23). The LPCR even describes compensation for smelters, banks, recycling 

agencies, and paper mills that recover relics from among the material that they would be 

processing (Art. 26).  

Article 30 describes violations that would result in “administrative sanctions,” which 

include discovering but not reporting relics, buying or selling relics without approval, and selling 

relics in private collections to foreigners. What form these administrative sanctions would take is 

not detailed. To understand the penalties for violations listed in the 1982 and subsequent versions 

of the LPCR, one must refer to the 1980 and 1997 Criminal Law.  

Article 31 describes acts that would result in criminal investigation, which include such 

violations as stealing relics from the state, smuggling, damaging sites, illegal excavation, and 

selling cultural relics from private collections to foreigners (that is established here as 

smuggling). However, again, the exact nature of the punishment for criminal violations is not 

described. Both Articles 30 and 31 were amended in 1991 with the Decision on Amendments to 

Articles 30 and 31 of the Cultural Relics Law of the People’s Republic of China, in response to 

the weak penalties prescribed by the Criminal Law and also in an effort to clarify which 

departments were responsible for enforcing what rules (Murphy 1995:94). 

Ten years after the LPCR passed, in 1992, the Rules for the Implementation of the 

Protection of Cultural Relics were promulgated. The 1992 rules allow for the execution of the 

LPCR. The rules attempt to refine levels of state and local responsibility for the administration of 

sites and movable relics. In so doing, they create additional layers of responsibility for regional 
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governments, but they don’t appear to provide funding or structure to facilitate the increased 

responsibility. Article 45 elaborates on the fines listed in Article 30 of the LPCR by adding 

additional fines. The rules, however, do almost nothing to strengthen or describe methods of 

enforcement or a system for punishing criminal violations.  

Because criminal violations and punishment are not clearly dealt with within the LPCR, a 

broader discussion of this topic follows in the section titled “Criminal Penalties Pertaining to 

Violations of Cultural Heritage Laws.”  

Legislation after the 1982 LPCR 

In the interim between the promulgation of the LPCR and the 1992 implementation 

legislation, no fewer than 28 additional pieces of legislation were put in place, with the intention 

of strengthening areas of the 1982 law, particularly regarding customs, anti-smuggling, and 

cultural site management legislation (see Appendix A). The LPCR was significantly amended in 

2002, as the Revised Law of the People’s Republic of China on Protection of Cultural Relics 

(RLPCR), and regulations for its implementation were then passed in 2003 (Regulations for the 

Implementation of the Law of the People’s Republic of China on Protection of Cultural Relics). 

The most significant change made in the 2002 RLPCR was the establishment of state-licensed 

curio shops and auction houses that can sell approved relics. Other major changes included 

granting permission for private citizens to own cultural relics if they were inherited, legally 

exchanged, or purchased from a state-sponsored relic shop (see the discussion on relics shops 

and auction houses that follows).  

The LPCR was amended again in 2007; however, this amendment included revision of 

only three articles (22, 23, and 40). In all three cases, those changes endeavored to simplify the 
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approval process for inter-institutional exchange of relics.  

The 2013 revision revises Article 25, Paragraph 2, and Article 65, Paragraph 2. Article 25 

refers to the transfer or mortgage of relic. The revision removes the reference to graded relics, 

eliminating the requirement to report relics that have been transferred or mortgaged by grade. 

Article 65 discussed violations of the relics law that constitute and act against the security 

administration. The revision appears to rephrase the way in which such violations are evaluated 

and punished, but the nuance of the change is not clear.  

The most recent revision to the LPCR was made in 2015, when four articles were revised: 

Article 34, Paragraph 2; Article 41; Article 53, Paragraph 1; and Article 54, Paragraph 1. Article 

34 is concerned with the registration of excavated archaeological relics. The revision removes 

responsibility for granting permission for sampling and testing from the State Council and 

assigns it to the relevant province, autonomous region, or municipality. Article 41 is concerned 

with exchange of state-owned relics between institutions and requires the exchange of graded 

relics to be approved by the administrative department under the State Council. That requirement 

is removed in the 2015 amendment. Article 53 refers to the establishment of relics stores. The 

original version states that they may be established with permission from either the State Council 

or local administrative department. The revision removes reference to the State Council. The 

final change, in Article 54, removes the requirement for auction houses to obtain licenses from 

the State Council. They can now be obtained from the local government.  

While none of these changes is drastic, they all remove permission requirements from the 

State Council and concentrate them on local government. It may indicate a lessening of central 

control from SACH.  
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The Relics Grading System 

The first reference to a rating system for relics appeared in 1974, in the very 

comprehensively named Circular of the State Council for Approving and Transmitting the 

Proposals Submitted by the Ministry of Foreign Trade, the Ministry of Commerce and the State 

Administration for Protection of Cultural Relics on Strengthening the Commercial 

Administration and Implementing, which dealt with the export of “ordinary” relics for sale and 

prohibited the export of “rare, precious relics.” Paragraph 1 of the same document contains a 

vague reference to an existing relics rating system. However, no official document describing the 

system of rating or grading antiquities seemed to exist prior to 2001 (see below). 

The LPCR refers to relics grades three times: Article 2 assigns responsibility for the 

“criteria and measures for verification of cultural relics”; Article 22 instructs museums, libraries, 

and other institutions to classify relics in their collections and instructs the SACH to compile lists 

of grade-one relics; and Article 23 states that the SACH must approve the transfer and exchange 

of grade-one relics between museums and other institutions.  

The 2002 RLPCR offers only marginally more description of the system. The second-to-

last paragraph in Article 2 of the law sets out the methodology for the organization and the 

official designation of cultural property, which is placed in the hands of the SACH. The SACH is 

described again in Article 3; the two paragraphs constitute the entire description of the system of 

rating relics given in this document. Article 3 states, 

 
Movable cultural relics, such as important material objects, works of art, 
documents, manuscripts, books, materials, and typical material objects dating 
from various historical periods, shall be divided into valuable cultural relics and 
ordinary cultural relics; and the valuable cultural relics shall be subdivided into 
grade-one cultural relics, grade-two cultural relics and grade-three cultural relics.  
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A document titled Rating Standards for Cultural Relic Collections was adopted by the 

SACH in 2001. According to this system, relics are divided into “precious” and “ordinary” 

classes. Precious cultural relics are further categorized into the first, second, and third class. 

There are 13 characteristics that define a first-class precious relic. While there are specific types 

of objects that are identified in the 13 characteristics, such as “especially important typical 

cultural relics relating to the important historical events, important construction achievements, 

prominent leaders, famous martyrs and famous heroes and models since the foundation of the 

People’s Republic of China” (listed as the twelfth characteristic), all of these characteristics 

could define a particular subset of object types: There is little here that aids in distinguishing a 

first-class relic from a second-class relic. In fact, the language used to describe the characteristics 

of a second-class relic (there are 12) is nearly identical to those of a first-class relic. The only 

difference is that a first-class relic is “especially important” and a second-class relic is merely 

“important.” The description for a second-class relic of the type mentioned in the previous quote 

is “cultural relics that have important values and reflect the historical events, important 

construction achievements, prominent leaders, famous martyrs and famous heroes and models 

since the foundation of the People’s Republic of China” (the tenth characteristic). 

Third-class precious relics are described as only “relatively” important and have 11 

characteristics listed. Ordinary relics are defined in seven descriptive entries. An appendix to the 

rating system document includes more detailed descriptions of precious relics. For example: 

 
4. Bronze wares: Those that have fine modeling and engraved (painted) patterns and can 
represent the craft level of craft foundry of an era; those that have exact places of 
excavation and may be used as the standards for the division of history; those the 
inscriptions of which reflect important historical events, important historical persons or 
that are of a high calligraphy level; and those that have especially important values in the 
history of craft development.  
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The more elaborate definitions provided in the appendix do may help to separate precious from 

ordinary, but the entire system still appears very subjective.  

Provinces, autonomous regions, and cities with a particularly large presence of 

archaeological or other cultural sites are permitted to establish their own cultural relics bureaus, 

with their own officials interpreting the relics grading scheme. While the SACH and the State 

Council all technically oversee these bureaus, and are meant to be the arbiters for ratings, it 

seems likely that there would be a wide range of interpretations of the grading system. Local 

relics bureaus keep files on the holdings of museums and other cultural institutions; records of 

grade-one relics are submitted to and kept at the state level. Ordinary relics may be sold and 

exported, with the appropriate governmental paperwork (see the discussion on exports and 

customs below). 

The three references to the grading system from the 1982 Relics Law are repeated in the 

2002 amendment with some rewriting but little change of content (now Art. 37, 39, 40, and 41). 

Article 48 indicates that damage to grade-one relics must be reported to the administration for 

cultural relics for examination. The final reference to graded relics in the 2002 amended Relics 

Law is in Article 62, which describes a quota for the number of grade-one relics that can be 

loaned outside the country for exhibition and notes that fragile grade-one relics cannot be loaned.  

It is in the 2003 implementation that the extent of the grading system’s use becomes 

apparent. Overall, the implementation contains a wider range of the uses of the grading system 

within the SACH, but still without actually defining it. It must be assumed that SACH and the 

staff of regional and provincial bureaus apply the 2001 Rating Standards, and perhaps this is 

somewhat lost in translation in the English version of the legislation. 

It is feasible for the Rating Standards to act as robust guidelines for employees of the 
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culture sector. However, consistent evaluation and assignment of a rating could not be made 

using this document alone. If other reference materials existed, such as a handbook with images 

and characteristics of first-, second-, and third-class relics, it might be possible for staff to make 

relatively accurate and consistent determinations. Without robust guidelines, any individual 

responsible for rating relics must be a highly trained professional in a narrow academic field (i.e., 

archaeology, revolutionary history, imperial history, historic paintings, vernacular architecture, 

etc.). Even so, the distinction between an “especially” important object and an “important” object 

is inherently subjective and dependent on personal aesthetics, interests, and expertise. It seems 

doubtful that departments in remote regions have a stable of experts on hand to make such 

determinations and constant oversight on the part of the SACH would be challenging.  

Customs and the Import and Export of Relics 

Between 1950 and 1982, no fewer than eight pieces of legislation pertaining to customs 

and the export of cultural relics were passed (see Appendix A). The 1980 Criminal Law 

addresses relics in only two of its articles: 173 and 174. Article 173 is dedicated exclusively to 

punishment for illegal exportation of relics (see the discussion on criminal law below). 

The 1982 Decision of the Standing Committee of the National People’s Congress 

Regarding the Severe Punishment of Criminals Who Seriously Sabotage the Economy, which 

was passed just seven months before the 1982 Relics Law, elevated punishment for “serious” 

smuggling cases to death. It is important to note that this crime was called “sabotage of the 

economy,” not sabotage of an archaeological site or individual relic. The death penalty for 

serious smuggling crimes was reversed by the 1997 Criminal Law (see below).  

The customs restrictions detailed in the LPCR do not explicitly mention export for sale; 
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this was first legislated in 1974 and quickly followed by additional legislation in 1979 (see 

Appendix A). The previously mentioned 1974 circular states,  

 
At present, however, there still exist some problems with respect to the 
administration of the commercial market for cultural relics . . . too many 
departments, ununified pricing and confusion of market . . . we must follow 
closely the propensity of changes in supply and demand relationship and prices in 
the international market, adopt the principal of “exporting a small quantity at a 
time to secure longer supply but striving to earn greater amount of foreign 
exchange”, and organize the export in a planned way. 

 

Articles 27 and 28 of the LPCR briefly establish that relics may be exported only with the 

permission of the department of cultural administration of a province or autonomous region or by 

the SACH, except in cases of museum loans, which are approved by the State Council. Relics 

that are exported for sale must, of course, be graded as ordinary (grade 3).  

The Measures on the Administration of Export Verification for Cultural Relics, passed in 

1989, supplement Articles 27 and 28 of the 1982 Relics Law. The intent was to further define 

guidelines for what can be exported. The measures detail the use of official seals affixed on 

export items and discuss the “verification units” responsible for examining items for export. 

They do not, however, define the criteria for either verification or the grading of relics. These 

details are apparently left to the discretion of individual bureaucratic units.  

China’s first comprehensive Customs Law was passed on January 22, 1987 (see 

Appendix A) and mentions relics only once in reference to the crime of smuggling (Art. 47.1).  

The 2002 RLPCR reiterates export restrictions on grade-one relics, allowing for export in 

the case of international museum loans only. Article 62 indicates that there is a quota on the 

number of grade-one relics that can be included in such a loan, but that quota could be increased 

with the permission of the State Council.  
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In cases where relics are temporarily entering China, Article 63 of the 2002 RLPCR 

states that they must be declared, examined, and verified.7 It does not describe under what 

circumstance a cultural relic would reenter the country temporarily (or why), but it may be in 

cases of museum loans to Chinese institutions. What happens when a relic reenters China 

permanently is also not explained.  

The 2003 implementation details how many trained professional positions are needed to 

perform the required examinations and issue documents for the entry and exit of cultural relics. 

In fact, the entirety of the requirements for customs established by the implementation is 

dependent on trained staffing. Article 27 mentions marking objects that have an export permit 

with a label, and Article 48 states that the cap on the number of grade-one cultural relics that can 

be loaned for a single exhibition is 20. Article 49 states that only fragile relics are prohibited 

from being loaned outside the country; it further indicates that a list of relics prohibited from 

being taken out of the country will be published “on a regular basis.”8 In addition, it states that 

objects that have never been displayed in China cannot leave the country on loan.  

Article 52 again mentions relics entering China temporarily. A seal that can be examined 

by customs is applied to these relics. After that examination, customs also apply an entry label 

(see Figures 7.1 and 7.2).  

The 2007 Administrative Rules for the Examination and Approval of Entry and Exit of 

Cultural Relics replaced the 1989 administrative measures. Besides providing a more detailed 

                                                
7 A copy of China’s Registration Form for the Examination and Verification of Cultural Property of Temporary 

Entry can be found on UNESCO’s Database of National Cultural Heritage Laws: 
http://www.unesco.org/culture/natlaws (accessed September 17, 2017). 

8 These lists can be found on the Chinese Cultural Heritage Protection website (in Chinese): 
http://www.wenbao.net/html/whyichan/64th/64zhulinqixianherongqiqizhuanyinmohua.htm. There is a partial 
and illustrated list on Wikipedia (the accuracy of which is unverified): 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_Chinese_cultural_relics_forbidden_to_be_exhibited_abroad (accessed 
August 5, 2016). 
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description of who performs examinations and gives approvals, the 2007 rules expand the 

categories of objects that must be examined prior to exit from China (Art. 8):  

 
(1) Works of art and handicraft art articles made in or before 1949; 
 
(2) Original or holograph manuscripts, literature documents, books and reference 
materials the history of which began from or before 1949; 
 
(3) Tangible cultural relics related to social systems, social production and social life of 
various nationalities the history of which began from or before 1949; 
 
(4) Representative tangible cultural relics related to important events that happened after 
1949 or related to famous figures; 
 
(5) Representative tangible relics related to production activities, habits and customs, 
culture, art and religious beliefs of various nationalities that took place after 1949; 
 
(6) Works by deceased well-known painters and handicraft artists the exit of which has 
been restricted by the State Administration of Cultural Heritage; the corresponding list 
has been made public; 
 
(7) Ancient ape fossils, ancient human-being fossils and ancient vertebrate fossils of the 
Quarternary Period related to human activities. 

 

Relics that are exported receive a special seal denoting their status, and relics that cannot be 

exported are registered with the SACH.9 

Some explanation for temporary entry status is explained in Article 12 of the 2007 

administrative rules: “If a cultural relic is to have a short stay in China for repairing, exhibition, 

sale or assessment. . . .” The rules go on to require an examination and exit permit upon an 

object’s re-export from China. Article 13 limits the time that a relic can stay in the country on a 

temporary permit to six months. The marks used for entry and exit are apparently unique to the 

person affixing them (Art. 16; see Figures 7.1 and 7.2). There is still no specific mention of the 

                                                
9 Examples of a Cultural Property Export Permit and a Registration Form for Cultural Property Prohibited from Exit 

can be found on the UNESCO database of National Cultural Heritage Laws: 
http://www.unesco.org/culture/natlaws (accessed July 4, 2017).  
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permanent entry of a relic into China. 

The Legal Sale of Chinese Antiquities: Relics Stores and Auction Houses 

Article 24 of the LPCR states that relics in private collections can be purchased only by 

entities of the SACH and specifies that they cannot be sold to other state entities. Article 25 

forbids the sale of relics by private parties at a profit and also prohibits private sale within China 

and to foreigners. Neither the 1974 circular, which primarily addresses the commercial market in 

relics, nor the LPCR describes any legal method by which Chinese collectors can obtain relics, 

except possibly at antique shops. These, however, seem to function primarily to organize the 

export of relics. Paragraph 4 of the circular assigns responsibility for organizing the export of 

relics to the “head office of the antiques shops.” The same paragraph instructs the head of 

antiques shops to submit a list of relics for examination to the “Relics Assessment Panel.” The 

finalized, assessed list is then submitted to the SACH.  

Neither the LPCR nor any legislation predating it mentions the sale of relics at auction. It 

is not until the 1992 implementation that the sale of relics is mentioned in legislation. Article 33 

of the 1992 implementation introduces this aspect of Chinese law. While the references here are 

vague, Articles 33 and 34 establish this practice and refer to “marketing units” that can sell 

cultural relics. 

Auctions are first described in the 1996 Auction Law, but only briefly. The 1996 Auction 

Law mentions relics twice: Paragraph 8 requires auction houses to obtain an appraisal and permit 

from SACH to sell a relic, and Paragraph 13 requires auction houses that deal in relics to have a 

minimum registered capital of 10,000 Yuan ($1,200 in 1996) and professional personnel with 

knowledge of relics. The Auction Law also allows for the participation of foreign entities and 
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individuals in auctions (Paragraph 67).  

The 1997 Circular of the State Council Concerning the Strengthening and Improvement 

of the Work Related to Cultural Relics calls for the standardization of relics auctions (Paragraph 

IV). It also states, “The State has priority purchasing right over rare and precious cultural relics 

handed down from generations and owned by individuals which are put on sale by citizens.”  

Legislation to this point ensures that the only way to legally purchase a relic in China is 

through a relics shop or at auction. Privately held relics still cannot be sold between private 

parties or to foreigners. They can be sold to relics stores and, of course, donated to the state. 

Relics sold and purchased from relic stores, which are state-run, or from auction houses must be 

graded as ordinary. Foreigners can also purchase and legally export relics from stores and 

auction houses.  

The RLPCR is the first version of the Relics Law to add language about auctions. 

Following the 1992 implementation, it establishes regulations for state-licensed curio shops and 

for auction houses that can sell approved relics. The 2002 RLPCR also outlines new rules for 

private ownership of relics. The law allows private citizens to own cultural relics, but only if they 

were inherited, legally exchanged, or purchased from a state-sponsored relic shop (Chapter V). 

Article 50 states that relics in private collections “may be circulated according to law,” but, 

unlike the LPCR, which forbids the sale of privately held antiquities, the 2002 revision does not 

indicate any such restrictions. Naturally, the sale and purchase of all state-owned relics are 

prohibited. Article 52 encourages private collectors to donate their collections to the state. 

Article 53 states that the establishment of cultural relics stores is subject to approval by the 

SACH and prohibits relics stores from engaging in auctions.  

Article 54 refers to auction enterprises. It states that they must be licensed to sell cultural 
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relics (see the previous discussion relating to the 1996 Auction Law). This article also forbids 

auction houses from “purchasing or selling cultural relics” or setting up relics stores. This 

indicates that the auction house can act only as an agent of the owner; an auctioneer or proprietor 

of an auction house cannot sell his or her own property. 

Article 55 forbids the employees of cultural relics departments from establishing relics 

stores or auction enterprises. This is a departure from the regulations established in the 1979 

circular, which appointed a head of the antiques shops (see above), seemingly a government 

position.  

The 2002 RLPCR represents a shift in the way in which relics are traded in China. While 

previous legislation focused on exporting ordinary relics for sale, the 2002 document allows 

Chinese collectors greater ability to acquire these relics. Article 56, however, still requires that 

relics be examined and verified by the SACH prior to sale. This means that all relics that are 

legally sold and can be tracked by the relevant bureau. While the requirement from the LPCR 

that private collectors sell only to the state appears to have been withdrawn, Article 58 of the 

2002 revision allows state-owned institutions priority in purchasing auctionable relics. 

The 2003 implementation reiterates much of the language of the 1996 Auction Law, with 

some adjustments (and a new Auction Law was promulgated on August 28, 2004). The required 

capital for an auction house is increased to 2,000,000 Yuan, and auction houses must now have 

“premises, facilities and technical resources for the preservation of cultural relics . . .” (Art. 39). 

The 2003 implementation requires auction houses to apply for a permit to sell relics; said permit 

is approved or disapproved by the SACH (Art. 41 and 42). The Auction Law was revised in 

2004, but with very few changes. It amends Article 8 to include more specifics on required staff 

for auction houses selling relics. Other descriptions of staff (Art. 13) are less detailed than those 
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given in the 2003 implementation. 

An application is also required to establish a relics store (also submitted to and approved 

by the SACH; Art. 40). Both relics stores and auction houses are required to keep detailed 

records of all objects sold. These records include photographs, origin, and the “number of the 

valid identification document/certificate of the seller, client and buyer,” as well as more typical 

descriptive information. These records are apparently kept confidential for 75 years (Art. 43).  

As cultural heritage legislation has developed in China, it has included ever-widening 

allowances for a legal antiquities market. Such a market is not unethical in itself, but its inherent 

connection to the illegal looting of archaeological sites makes its presence in the legislation 

problematic.  

The Administration of Cultural Relics 

Beginning with the 1974 circular, descriptions of various cultural heritage management 

entities indicate an ever-increasing focus on cultural heritage and the creation of bureaucratic 

entities designed to manage it. As a result, a variety of professions have developed to fill the 

demand created by these bureaucratic posts. Requirements such as those in the 1961 regulations 

assigning the responsibility for the management of cultural heritage sites and relics to provinces, 

municipalities, and autonomous regions and an expertise implied in the 1974 circular resulted in 

new bureaucratic departments that needed to be staffed by trained people.  

The 1992 implementation establishes which bureaucratic bodies are responsible for 

different relic-related duties. For the most part, the administration of relics falls to the SACH, as 

stated in Article 3 of the 1982 Relics Law. A significant amount of responsibility, however, is 

assigned to local cultural administrators and bureaus. Enough responsibility is placed in the 
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hands of local bureaus as to immediately bring up the question of how all of these required duties 

could be funded. Article 5 states, 

 
The operating expenses for cultural relics undertakings and the capital 
construction for cultural relics shall be listed in the respective financial budgets of 
the financial departments of the people’s governments at the level of county and 
the various levels higher than it. . . . All incomes of the cultural relics institutions 
and enterprises which belong to the administrative departments of cultural relics 
at various levels shall be used for cultural relics undertakings only as 
supplementary funds for protection and control of cultural relics. 

 

Article 10 instructs areas with cultural sites to set up “protective organizations.” Article 21 states, 

“The work concerning the investigation and prospecting of cultural relics to be carried out in 

coordination with a construction project shall be organized and conducted by the administrative 

department for cultural relics of . . . the relevant province.” Article 25 addresses the issue of 

where to house excavated artifacts: in “museums, libraries or other institutions under ownership 

by the whole people to store up the cultural relics unearthed.” Cultural institutions are also 

responsible for registering and compiling files of valuable cultural relics. Grade-one relics are 

reported to the SACH (Article 26). Article 27 requires the “collection units of cultural relics” to 

be equipped with security systems and to care for relics “according to their categories and 

grades.” Provincial governments and cultural institutions are seemingly required to perform an 

extremely broad range of tasks requiring a relatively high level of training and expertise.  

Direct reference to the training of professionals for cultural bureaucratic jobs does not 

appear until the 1997 circular (see above). It begins, 

 
Ours is a country with a long history, splendid culture and ancient civilization and 
has an extremely rich historical and cultural heritage. It is our unshirkable 
responsibility and obligation to protect and make good use of the rare and 
precious cultural relics of the motherland. 
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It further states, “The masses should be motivated and organized to participate in the work of the 

protection of cultural relics”; this phrase may indicate the need for greater staffing to accomplish 

the terms of the LPCR. Later portions of the circular refer to that need much more directly. 

Paragraph VI attempts to address a shortage of trained professionals qualified to work in the 

culture sector and the need for “ideological building of the workforce, educated with . . . correct 

political orientation, [who] conscientiously study Marxism-Leninism, Mao Zedong Thought and 

especially Deng Xiaoping’s theory of building socialism with Chinese characteristics.” 

Generally, the document is a confusing combination of encouragement of the exploitation 

of cultural resources for economic gain and imprecations against violating the rules and, less 

directly, against damaging relics. However, it is also a plea for the implementation of much of 

the language of the LPCR and indicates a need for more training and staff to manage the 

enormous demands placed on state and local governments by the Relics Law. 

The LPCR and subsequent legislation place a considerable financial burden on town, city, 

regional, and provincial governments by requiring them to assume a wide range of cultural 

heritage management tasks. The 2002 RLPCR provides slightly more detail regarding both 

responsibility and budgeting. Article 10 specifies, “Budgetary appropriations made by the State 

for the protection of cultural relics shall increase along with the increase of revenues.” In other 

words, the more profit is made from a provincial cultural site, the more funding will be provided 

by the state for that site. This article also indicates that the profits from entities such as museums 

and sites can be used only to fund their upkeep.  

While the 2003 implementation of the 2002 RLPCR gives more specific examples of the 

demand for staffing created by the Relics Law, Article 42 sets out a requirement for what must 

be accomplished by that staff: “No institutions for the collection of State-owned cultural relics 
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that have not compiled files of the cultural relics in their collection . . .” may exchange relics 

between institutions for research and loans.  

Article 16 of the 2003 implementation requires people applying for certification for 

cultural relics construction or reconstruction projects to have a background in the field of cultural 

relics and museology and the technical equipment needed to execute the preservation of a 

cultural heritage site. Nearly every article in this document requires an application to the SACH 

or the State Council and/or demands that individuals with training in either museology or cultural 

relics be a participant in the construction, excavation, and/or analysis.  

Chapter V of the 2003 implementation describes additional careers and details about 

culture sector professionals. Article 39 requires auction houses to employ “five or more persons 

with a technical title at or above the intermediate level in the profession of cultural relics and 

museology.” In addition, Article 41 states that an auction house must have “five or more 

professional cultural relics auctioneers with a senior technical title. . . .” The same language is 

used in Article 44 (Chapter VI), which states that cultural relics leaving or coming into China 

must be examined and authenticated by an employee of the SACH and that the State Council 

must employ “five or more full-time responsible assessors…at or above the intermediate level in 

the profession of cultural relics and museology.”  

The 2003 implementation broadens the professional field and the demand for trained staff 

for not only auction houses but also the processing of permits for construction and the 

examination of objects for customs. Article 38 of the implementation offers private collectors the 

services the SACH for “assessment, repair and preservation” of relics.  

The 2007 administrative rules revise the 1989 administrative measures (see Appendix A) 

and provide significantly more description of staffing requirements and qualifications. The 2007 
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rules establish that the SACH oversees the examination of relics entering or leaving the country 

and require that each “examining and approving institution” be staffed by at least seven full-time 

cultural relics appraisers (Art. 4). The supervisor must have obtained his or her qualifications for 

that position from a SACH training program. The appraiser who “has the final say” on relics 

leaving the country must have a bachelor’s degree and be at least a mid-level professional in 

cultural relics and museums and must have passed an examination given by the SACH. Article 

10 requires two appraisers for final say in the export of a relic. Article 7 assigns provincial 

authorities the responsibility for formulating regulations and for administering local examining 

institutions.  

This accumulation of staffing demands, culminating with the 2007 administrative rules, 

indicates a robust training and educational system for cultural heritage professionals, but it also 

illustrates the high demands placed on local, provincial, and state government offices in the 

management of cultural heritage.  

Criminal Penalties Pertaining to Violations of Cultural Heritage Laws 

The 1992 Rules for Implementation of the LPCR assign specific fines to the violations 

described in Article 30. The fines are relatively small; none exceed 20,000 RMB ($3,620 in 

1992). These violations are administrative, noncriminal infractions, and many appear to be 

infringements on the part of relics administration employees. Neither the 1982 Relics Law nor 

the 1992 Rules for Implementation addresses criminal violations. Predating the LPCR is the 

1980 Criminal Law of the People’s Republic of China. Punishment for crimes relating to relics is 

addressed very simply in two articles: Article 173 states that anyone found illegally exporting 

relics will be sentenced to no less than three years and no more than 10 years of imprisonment, 
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with a possible fine. In “serious” circumstances, the sentence is increased to imprisonment of at 

least 10 years to life and possible confiscation of property. Article 174 punishes the “sabotage” 

of cultural relics and sites protected by the state with seven years of imprisonment or detention. 

As noted in the previous section on customs and export regulations, the 1982 Decision of 

the Standing Committee of the National People’s Congress Regarding the Severe Punishment of 

Criminals Who Seriously Sabotage the Economy states that very serious cases of smuggling 

(including the smuggling of cultural relics) can result in the death penalty. This punishment is 

reiterated in the 1988 Supplementary Provisions Concerning the Punishment of Smuggling, but 

then invalidated by the 1997 Criminal Law (see below).  

While the 1997 revision of China’s Criminal Law does not address all of the potential 

violations introduced by the LPCR, it greatly expands the categories and descriptions of 

punishments for LPCR violations. The 1997 Criminal Law deals with smuggling, theft, damage, 

and violations to Key National Cultural Protection Units, illegal dealing in relics, the looting of 

archaeological sites, and penalties for public office holders who violate the law. Perhaps most 

important, the 1997 Criminal Law overturns the death penalty in smuggling cases (but allows it 

for other relics law violations).  

Section 2, “Crimes of Smuggling,” states that persons found smuggling relics “shall be 

sentenced to fixed-term imprisonment of not less than five years, and concurrently be sentenced 

to a fine.” This is later qualified by stating that if the circumstances of the crime were “relatively 

minor,” the sentence would be no more than five years. Article 264 addresses the crime of 

stealing “a large amount of public or private property,” including relics; the sentence is no more 

than three years.  

Section 4, Article 324, “Crimes of Impairing Regulations of Cultural Relics,” applies to 
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crimes against Key National Cultural Protection Units. Causing damage to a protected site results 

in up to three years or up to 10 years and a fine, depending on the seriousness of the crime. 

Crimes against sites protected at the state or regional level receive similar sentences. Article 325 

sentences private collectors or persons working for a cultural relics bureau who sell relics to a 

foreigner to no more than five years and/or a fine. The bureau can also be fined. Article 327 

deals with museums or other institutions with relics in their holdings and describes the same 

sanctions. Article 326 addresses individuals who sell grade-one relics, the punishment for which 

is not more than five years or criminal detention and a fine. If the circumstances are serious, the 

punishment can be increased to five or 10 years in prison. Robbing or illegal excavation of an 

archaeological site can result in a sentence of three to 10 years (Article 328); in less serious 

cases, the perpetrator will be sentenced to no more than three years or “criminal detention or 

public surveillance, and concurrently be sentenced to a fine.” Four particular activities can lead a 

person to be sentenced to no less than 10 years or “life imprisonment or death, and concurrently 

be sentenced to a fine or confiscation of property:10  

 
(1) excavating and robbing a site of ancient culture or ancient tombs which are 
designated as major sites to be protected for their historical and cultural value at 
the national level or at the provincial level;  
 
(2) being the ringleader of a gang engaged in excavating and robbing sites of 
ancient culture or ancient tombs;  
 
(3) excavating and robbing sites of ancient culture or ancient tombs many times; 
or  
 
(4) excavating a site of ancient culture or ancient tomb and robbing valuable 
cultural relics therein, or causing serious damage to valuable cultural relics 
therein. 
 

                                                
10 This phrasing is reiterated in the 1991 Supplementary Provisions Regarding the Punishment of the Crime of 

Excavating and Robbing Sites of Ancient Culture or Ancient Tombs. 
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Whoever excavates and robs fossils of ancient human beings or ancient spined 
animals of scientific value shall be punished according to the provisions of the 
preceding paragraph. 

 

Article 419 describes the punishment for “any state functionary who seriously neglects his duties 

and causes damage or losses of rare and precious cultural relics” as a prison sentence of no more 

than three years.  

The last chapter of the 2002 RLPCR enumerates violations and punishments. Like the 

LPCR, it also defines which violations are criminal and which are “not serious enough to 

constitute a crime.” Chapter VII, titled “Legal Liabilities,” includes Articles 64 to 79, which 

describe particular violations, their status as crimes or “quasi” crimes, and the procedure for 

dealing with them. Article 64, for example, lists eight specific violations that are crimes. Anyone 

committing one of these violations “shall be investigated for criminal responsibility according to 

law” and then, one must presume, prosecuted. 

Article 65 mentions two “administrative” offenses: making a relic go missing or 

damaging it. This article assigns the public security department the task of imposing a 

punishment. Article 66 describes six violations that are quasi crimes not to be investigated. The 

first seems rather serious, while the others would likely be rated as misdemeanors in the United 

States. Number one is “without authorization, conducting construction projects or such 

operations as blasting, drilling and digging within the area of protection for a historical and 

cultural site.” The article assigns fines ranging between 50,000 and 500,000 Yuan 

(approximately $7,700 to $77,000 in 2016) for these types of violations. The fine, therefore, for 

dynamiting an immovable cultural relic could be as little as $7,700, depending on the bureau’s 

decision. 

Articles 67 to 79 describe a wide range of violations and punishments, all of which 
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correspond with the system of protections defined in the law. These range from the revocation of 

the “title of famous city” when said city does not maintain its relics appropriately (Article 69) to 

the punishment for cultural relics department employees who are found to be in violation of the 

law (Article 76).  

The 2003 implementation is the most recent piece of legislation addressing criminal or 

administrative violations of cultural heritage. Chapter VII is titled “Legal Liability”; the ten 

articles comprising this chapter describe specific violations of the Relics Law and assign a range 

of fines for each violation. For example, Article 55 attaches a fine of 50,000 to 500,000 Yuan for 

repairing, removing, or reconstructing a heritage site without the proper certification. Other 

articles address noncriminal violations, such as the failure on the part of an archaeological 

project to submit a report. This can result in “administrative sanctions” (Article 59).  

Summary 

Today, China’s legal regime for the protection of cultural heritage is based on the 2007 

amendment of the LPCR and the 1997 Criminal Law (see Appendix A). As noted previously, the 

2007 RLPCR changed only slightly from the 2002 version. However, the 2002 amendments 

made significant changes to the 1982 Relics Law, including allowances for the sale and purchase 

of relics by private owners and legislating the operations of relics shops and auction houses. 

While the 2002 amendments were extreme, they did little to strengthen weaknesses in the 

original law. The 1997 Criminal Law describes very severe punishments for directly looting sites 

or smuggling antiquities, while the penalties designated for violators who are in the employ of 

the government are relatively mild. In those cases, the punishments for violation of the law do 

not appear to present real deterrents.  
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Other authors have found several flaws in the LPCR and the 2002 amendment. The 

LPCR endeavored to establish comprehensive protection for China’s cultural heritage. It contains 

language detailing the management of cultural heritage sites, construction on or around those 

sites, and the governance of archaeological exploration. It states an intention to promote 

scientific research and to reward those who report violations or turn in found relics. Its flaws are 

in the lack of detailed definitions, and this vagueness is also an issue with the 1997 Criminal Law 

and the 2001 Relics Grading System. Together, these three well-intentioned but poorly defined 

statutes create an unpredictable and often confusing infrastructure for the protection of cultural 

heritage.  

J. David Murphy and Michael Dutra have both written about the problematic use of 

vague terminology. Murphy comments that the use of ambiguous terms such as “valuable,” 

“typical,” and “important” in the 1982 Relics Law and its amendments create an ideal 

environment for subjective and fluctuating interpretations of what is and is not protected 

(Murphy 1995:85–86. This language is most apparent in Article 2 of the 2002 RLPCR (italics 

added for emphasis):  

The State places under its protection the following cultural relics within the 
boundaries of the People’s Republic of China:  
 
(1) Sites of ancient culture, ancient tombs, ancient architectural structures, cave 
temples, stone carvings and murals that are of historical, artistic or scientific 
value;  
 
(2) Buildings, memorial sites and memorial objects related to major historical 
events, revolutionary movements or famous personalities and that are highly 
memorable or are of great significance for education or for the preservation of 
historical data;  
 
(3) Valuable works of art and handicraft articles dating from various historical 
periods;  
 
(4) Important revolutionary documents as well as manuscripts and ancient or old 
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books and materials, etc., that are of historical, artistic or scientific value; and 
 
(5) Typical material objects reflecting the social system, social production or the 
life of various nationalities in different historical periods.  
 
The criteria and measures for the verification of cultural relics shall be formulated 
by the administrative department for cultural relics under the State Council and 
submitted to the State Council for approval.  

 

Dutra (2004) argues that the language of the LPCR makes it difficult, if not impossible, to 

immediately assign responsibility for a site or relic upon discovery to the appropriate authority. 

The 1982 constitution, as well as the LPCR, requires autonomous regions as well as provincial 

and local governments to protect and care for monuments, archaeological sites, and relics.11 The 

2007 amendment, which postdates Dutra’s article, addresses this in two of the three revised 

articles (22 and 23) with clearer language about the use of cultural monuments, and in Article 40 

with regard to the movement of grade-one relics between institutions. However, all three 

versions of the law make autonomous, local, and provincial governments responsible for 

monuments and relics until they are nominated and confirmed for Key Cultural Monument status 

(see Art. 3 and 6–12 of the 2007 revision), in which case they are then protected by the state. 

Similarly, portable relics, once discovered by licit excavation or confiscated from an illegal one, 

are meant to be graded and documented by the appropriate government bureau. For state-held 

institutions, the SACH/State Council keeps track of grade-one relics. For very important finds 

and sites, it appears that responsibility for their care is assigned to multiple agencies, but only 

once they have actually been graded as important. Less important finds are assigned to the care 

of local agencies, who may or may not have the staff and funding to catalog and protect them.  

China’s 1997 Criminal Law is replete with ambiguous descriptions of crimes against 
                                                
11 The 1982 Constitution of the People’s Republic of China (Art. 119) states that autonomous regions and provincial 

and local governments should “independently administer their own affairs.” 
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cultural heritage. Every article that deals with such crimes (Art. 151, 264, 324–328, and 419) 

includes a sliding scale of possible punishments, which seem to be based on the grade of the 

artifact or monument targeted by the criminal(s) (see Art. 263 for punishments related to 

ordinary-grade relics and Art. 264, 324–335, and 344 for precious relics). A crime involving a 

more valuable, and therefore higher-grade, artifact or monument will result in a stricter sentence. 

Punishments include prison sentences, fines, detention, and even death in cases of organized site 

looting. The vague descriptors used in Articles 264 and 324 through 327, such as “relatively 

minor” and “a large amount of public or private property,” can be evaluated only by comparing 

them to the much more severe crimes and punishments described in Article 328. However, more 

quantifiable descriptions of damages, perhaps based on the actual value of stolen relics, the 

number of damaged or stolen objects, or the expense of repairing damage, would provide less 

vague and subjective guidelines for sentencing.  

Dutra reasons that the difference between “serious,” “very serious,” and “heinous” 

violations may be intentionally vague, leaving the decision completely in the hands of the judge 

(2004:80–81). The vagaries of the sentencing descriptions in the law allow Chinese judges “to 

tailor the punishment to the particular crime, as well as the capability to impose severe sentences 

to make an example of certain individuals” (Dutra 2004:92). In this way, a criminal can never 

anticipate the sentence for his or her crime, possibly making the risk far less appealing.  

Vague terminology also plagues the 2001 Ratings Standards. The criteria for ratings are 

vague and subjective and leave far too much room for subjectivity and manipulation, should 

someone wish a truly valuable relic to receive a grade-one rating.  

The vocabulary and regulations for the management of cultural heritage used in the 

Chinese Relics Law can be compared to cultural heritage laws in other source nations such as 
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Cyprus and Turkey. The Antiquities Law of Cyprus (1997) for example, provides excellent 

definitions for what it seeks to protect.12 The Cypriot regulations begin by providing definitions 

of “monument” and “antiquity” that include a terminus post and ante quem to clarify what is 

protected:  

 
“antiquity” means any object, whether movable or part of immovable property, 
which is a work of architecture, sculpture, graphic art, painting, or generally any 
form of art which has through human effort been produced, sculptured, inscribed, 
or painted or generally made in Cyprus earlier than the year 1850 A.D. in any 
manner whatsoever and from any material and which has been found, discovered, 
or excavated in Cyprus or recovered from the sea with the territorial waters. 

 

This paragraph is unambiguous about what exactly is protected, avoids the use of amorphous 

terms such as “important” and “valuable,” and clearly and simply provides protection to any 

object created in Cyprus or imported into Cyprus before 1850. The document then describes the 

parties who play a direct role in the protection of antiquities: the Director of Antiquities and 

Minister of Communications. In contrast, the Chinese law refers to the SACH and State Council 

without defining their roles or duties and vaguely refers to various “administrative departments 

in charge of cultural relics” in autonomous regions and provincial and local governments.  

In China, ratings standards, relics shops, and auction houses are part of a larger system of 

tracking and registering antiquities, particularly grade-one examples. Should an individual seek 

to sell an antiquity through legal channels, such as an auction house, the relic would be subject to 

examination by SACH-trained staff (see the section on the administration of cultural relics 

above); once the object has been examined, its ownership is registered with SACH. If it is sold 

and purchased at auction or in a relics shop, the new owner’s information is also registered in 

                                                
12 The Antiquities Law of Cyprus can be found on the UNESCO Database of National Cultural Heritage Laws: 

http://www.unesco.org/culture/natlaws (accessed August 15, 2016). 
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connection to that relic. Selling antiquities on the black market rather than through the legal 

system established by the Relics Law has several advantages: The seller is more likely to receive 

market value for the object, the object continues to be unregistered by the state, and the seller 

would not be pressured to sell the object to the state.  

There are other nations with ownership registration and relic ratings: Turkey, for 

example, allows a legal market for antiquities within the country. However, it requires all 

collectors to apply for a permit to collect. These collections are registered with the Ministry for 

Culture and Tourism, and more significant artifacts may be considered “necessary for admission 

into a museum” and purchased (Art. 10 of the Regulation on the Classification, Registration and 

Admission to the Museums of the Movable Cultural and Natural Assets Requiring 

Preservation).13 Objects that are not considered “significant” are not registered and are returned 

to the owner.  

While China’s customs regulations are strong, this does not protect archaeological sites. 

Examination of the LPCR and related legislation indicates that it is the onerously bureaucratic 

requirements and potential expense placed on local government that potentially weaken 

protections for cultural heritage materials. The law does more to explain and assign roles within 

the bureaucracy than it does to create robust protection for cultural heritage material. The use of 

vague language in the descriptions for site and relic management and the nebulous guidelines for 

criminal sentencing are symptoms of the convoluted bureaucracy created by the Relics Law.  

The SACH and related bureaus in autonomous regions as well as provincial and local 

governments are part of this unwieldy bureaucracy. Previously this chapter summarized how the 

                                                
13 Turkey’s Regulation on the Classification, Registration and Admission to the Museums of the Movable Cultural 

And Natural Assets Requiring Preservation (official translation) can be found on the UNESCO Database for 
National Cultural Heritage Laws: http://www.unesco.org/culture/natlaws (accessed August 15, 2016). 
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Relics Law has created a demand for trained professionals and, as a result, has shaped these 

professions and established a number of training programs. The 2002 and 2007 amendments to 

the Relics Law make local departments of cultural administration responsible for an incredibly 

broad range of tasks, including funding protection, control, conservation, and the management of 

tourism for cultural heritage relics and sites (Chapter II). They must also manage relics in their 

institution and are required to establish elaborate systems of organization and keep detailed 

records of objects and their grades (Chapter IV). While the expense of maintaining sites and 

museums can be inferred, there is little description of how those costs are defrayed, and it is 

difficult to imagine that smaller governments in provinces and autonomous regions can afford to 

pay many trained staff, regardless of the requirements of the law.  

One stakeholder (Archaeologist 3) explained that in the 1980s and 1990s the government 

cut funding budgets and gave more control to provincial governments. The state would fund one-

third of the budget, the provincial government would fund another one-third, and the rest must be 

fund-raised. Now, however, funding is dependent on status within a hierarchy of importance, 

similar to a ratings system. This means that smaller, less “important” provincial sites receive less 

state assistance than more important ones do. This means that the local community and 

government must support small sites in small towns almost completely. It is, of course, possible 

to raise funds privately, but this is unlikely to produce much income for less popular sites.  

The SACH itself is responsible for a dizzying array of tasks. It oversees all of the smaller 

government cultural bureaus; interacts with customs; supervises relics shops and auction houses; 

reviews applications, permits, and site reports for archaeological excavations; tracks relics in 

state institutions; and reviews nominations for Key Cultural Relics. It also trains and certifies 

professionals in the culture sector. The SACH website describes its purpose as follows: 
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The main functions of the State Administration of Culture Heritage: 
 
To plan the development of museums; draft and standardize the rules and 
regulations relating to museums as well as identification of cultural relics; 
organize investigation of cultural resources; participate in drafting, and 
supervising and examining laws for the preservation of antiques; 
 
To coordinate and lead the protection of cultural relics; administrative 
enforcement of laws; tackle illegal transaction of cultural relics; and cooperate 
with relevant departments to solve important cases; 
 
To protect, regulate and supervise world cultural heritage; organize applications 
and examination related to world cultural heritage status; cooperate with the 
Ministry of Housing and Urban-Rural Development to examine applications 
concerning the classification of world cultural heritage and world natural heritage; 
and cooperate with the Ministry of Housing and Urban-Rural Development to 
protect, supervise and regulate historic cities, towns and villages; 
 
To regulate and guide archaeological studies around the country; organize and 
coordinate major projects for the preservation of cultural relics and also 
archaeological activities; and undertake other tasks concerning key national 
cultural relics protection units; 
 
To promote and improve the public service system of cultural relics and 
museums; plan and promote the sharing of public resources related to cultural 
relics and museums; offer guidance concerning cultural relics and museums 
around the country; and coordinate interaction and cooperation among museums; 
 
To take charge of examination, verification, identification and qualification of 
cultural relics and museums; 
 
To organize and offer guidance concerning the promotion of cultural relics; plan 
the recruitment of talents with suitable professional skills; 
 
To plan and promote the development of science and technology, informatization, 
and standardization of cultural relics and museums;  
 
To regulate and lead foreign affairs concerning cultural relics and museums; 
develop international communications and cooperation; and take charge of 
identification and verification of cultural relics—either imported or exported; 
 
To undertake other tasks as requested by the State Council and the Ministry of 
Culture.14 

                                                
14 From the State Council of the People’s Republic of China website: 

http://english.gov.cn/state_council/2014/10/06/content_281474992893400.htm (accessed November 19, 2016). 
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To further complicate the oversight of cultural heritage, the Constitutional requirement that 

autonomous regions, provincial and local governments “independently administer their own 

cultural affairs” and the 2007 RLPCR reiteration of that requirement has resulted in local 

governments setting their own priorities, policies, and standards (Art.8). Local regulations are 

more likely to reflect local economic concerns and allow more leniencies for development and 

agricultural projects (Chen 2014, Dutra 2004:80).  

The sheer size of China and the vast number of cultural heritage sites within its borders 

make the management of those sites a monumental task.15 During interviews, stakeholders 

repeatedly expressed doubts that China was adequately protecting its cultural heritage. If that is 

the case, it is not because they are not making an effort; rather, it is a combination of the vastness 

of China, the sheer number of sites to be monitored, and the difficulty of adequately managing 

three different types of government: state, provincial, and autonomous regions. The bureaucracy 

of the legislation may or may not simplify the management of all these sites. In addition, there is 

the reality of the legal market for antiquities in China, the existence of which is one of the most 

contentious arguments against the bilateral agreement (see Chapter 2). The 1970 UNESCO 

convention encourages a registration system for cultural heritage materials, which in China exists 

and works with the auction houses and relics stores, but the convention says nothing about a 

legal, regulated market. In a nation where antiquarianism and connoisseurship has such deep 

roots, perhaps it is objectionable for an outside entity to dictate what should and should not be 

traded on the market. If, however, the market is not very regulated and is indeed a place where 

unprovenanced antiquities are regularly sold, its existence is a violation of the 1970 UNESCO 

convention and of the bilateral agreement (see Chapter 9 for more on this topic).  

                                                
15 Dutra (2004) cites a 2003 news article stating that county and local governments in China are responsible for 

caring for 60,000 sites. 
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With regard to the legislative efforts to control the trade in illicit materials through 

Customs, stakeholders, mostly art dealers, but also curators, frequently stated that almost any 

antiquity could be exported out of Hong Kong (see Chapter 3 for the responses to Question 15 by 

Panjiayuan shop owners). However, none of the interview participants had personally purchased 

something in Hong Kong that should have been illegal to export (or they would not admit to it). 

Determining the reality and extent of the export of illegal material from Hong Kong would be a 

complex project.  

No national is immune to the realities of corrupt individuals seeking to subvert the law. 

The degree to which this is successful is dependent on the laws themselves and the government. 

Poverty, too, is a strong incentive to loot, particularly in a country with such vast and unoccupied 

space. Overall, China’s Relics Law has endeavored to create a system that anticipates harm to 

cultural heritage sites and objects and provides a structure in which trained professionals can 

monitor and control their care and protection. Without excellent funding and a strong, national 

goal to preserve cultural heritage the protection of known and registered relics and monuments is 

a vast undertaking, and doesn’t even touch on the issue of those yet to be discovered.  

There is no doubt that China is endeavoring to protect its own cultural heritage, and a 

review of its legislation indicates that it is in agreement with both the 1970 UNESCO convention 

and the conditions set forth by the CPIA. If, however, its auction market is involved in selling 

unprovenanced/looted material, or if illegal antiquities are truly flowing unchecked out of Hong 

Kong, this would be a violation of both the convention and the CPIA. The information the CPAC 

reviews when evaluating an application is not shared with the public. This makes it impossible to 

know whether the CPAC has good evidence that auction houses and Hong Kong are or are not 

having a big effect on the illicit trade. Without scholarly, published studies on these topics, the 
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belief that the illegal trade—either through auction houses or Hong Kong—subverts the 

convention and bilateral agreement will continue. 
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Figure 7.1. Seal on the underside of an artifact on display in the Poly Museum, Beijing. August 2013. 
 

 
Figure 7.2. Seal and labels on the underside of a vessel displayed in the Poly Museum, Beijing. August 2013. 
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Chapter 8 

Quantitative Data Analysis 

Object Types Selected for Quantitative Analysis 

Chapter 2 outlines the objects that comprise the sample group used for quantitative 

analysis. There are four object types in the sample group, selected based on the following 

parameters: (1) Only objects that are archaeological in origin are included; (2) in order to insure 

a robust body of data, the objects have to be popular with collectors, and, therefore, frequently 

sold at auction; (3) to demonstrate the longue durée of the collecting tradition in China, the 

objects were selected for their appeal to Chinese antiquarians; (4) I endeavored to include types 

of objects with which I have some familiarity; and (5) all of the object types were manufactured 

prior to the Tang dynasty, the last period protected by the MOU between the United States and 

China. (However, reproductions of these objects made by later dynasties are included in the data 

collection to demonstrate the popularity of artifact types and the role of copies/reproductions.) 

Bronze Ritual Vessels 

The first bronze vessel type selected for this study is the ding (see Figure 8.1). This is a 

cauldron-shaped bronze vessel used to boil meat or make meat stews. Both residue analysis and 

animal bones found within these vessels provide evidence of their usage (Ling et al. 2007:2534; 

also see von Falkenhausen 2001).1 Generally, this type of cooking vessel has a rounded bowl-

shaped body. Standing on three legs (sometimes four), the vessel usually has a handle on each 

                                                
1 Ling et al. (2007) state that ding vessels from the Anyang area were used to boil meat. It may be that they were 

used for other cooking purposes in different areas (see also Hung 1995; von Falkenhausen 2001). 
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side of the rim and often has a lid (covered ding). The ranking systems published by 

connoisseurs of the Ming dynasty listed the ding as most desirable. “Their prominence may be 

due in part to statements in early imperial ritual texts, which give the tripod forms a particularly 

heavy symbolic load as talismans of the state or as miraculous tokens of Heaven’s favour to a 

just ruler” (Clunas 1991:99–100). 

Selected for this study due to its close physical and usage similarity to the ding (these two 

similar objects are treated as one in the quantitative analysis) is the fanding (see Figure 8.2). This 

vessel is also cauldron-shaped and used for cooking, but usually has a rectangular body, two 

handles, and four legs (sometimes three). The fanding shape most likely developed from the ding 

form and, like it, was used to cook meat stews (Ling et al. 2007:2534; also see von Falkenhausen 

2001).  

The gu is an elegantly shaped drinking vessel, often called a goblet, with a flaring 

trumpet shaped mouth, narrow body, and slightly flared foot (see Figure 8.3). Gu were used as 

wine cups, and the origin of the shape can be found in pottery vessels of the Dawenkou culture (a 

Neolithic period that begins c. 10,000 BCE; Pegg and Zhang 2010:49). 

The importance of bronze ritual vessels to the rule of later emperors resulted in the 

creation of many imitations of these shapes. For the ding, fanding, and gu, data were gathered for 

not only ancient objects, but also reproductions or new styles created in later dynasties (up to the 

Qing dynasty). These archaistic objects are often very popular with collectors, particularly if they 

were made during the reign of one of the collector emperors like Huizong and Qianlong, who 

created workshops for reproducing ancient object types (see Chapter 6).  

Bronze vessels were made for ritual purposes during the Shang (c. 1600–1046 BCE) and 

Zhou periods and were used by subsequent emperors to validate their rule. The symbolic power 
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of these vessels makes them appealing to historic and contemporary connoisseurs. K. C. Chang 

(1983:97) explains why: 

 
[They] were clear and powerful symbols: they were symbols of wealth because 
they were wealth and possessed the aura of wealth; they were symbols of the all-
important ritual that gave their owners access to the ancestors; and they were 
symbols of the control of metal, which meant control of exclusive access to the 
ancestors and to political authority.  

 

Elaborately decorated cast-bronze ritual vessels were first excavated at the Shang period site of 

Anyang by a team lead by Harvard trained anthropologist Li Ji (1896–1979). Anyang is located 

just north of the Yellow River in present day Henan province and is the ancient capital of a 

complex of Shang period sites that spread along that river and its tributaries (Bagley 1988, 

1999:131). Other bronze producing sites along the Yellow, Yangzi, and Wei Rivers were the 

predecessors to those from Anyang (Thorp 2006). The cultures associated with these sites are 

known as the Erligang (c. 1510–1460 BCE) and Erlitou (c. 1900–1500 BCE), respectively (Liu 

and Xu 2007). A third early bronze producing culture is the Zhou (ca. 1046–256 BCE), located 

along the Wei River in Shaanxi province. The Zhou conquered the Shang and adopted many 

aspects of their religion and ritual.2 

The production of bronze was central to these cultures, as evidenced both by its role in 

ritual practice and by the vast bronze foundries found at Anyang and other sites. Ancient bronzes 

from China were cast in molds—a practice that utilizes a significant amount of bronze―and 

control over raw metals and their production indicates sophisticated social organization. During 

the Shang and Early Western Zhou periods, bronze vessels were produced for ritual use by the 

royal court. Strict sumptuary laws dictated who could be buried with these objects, and the 

allowable quantity of bronzes in the grave strictly paralleled an individual’s social role in life 
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(Boqian 1999:251–76; see also Hung 1995:12). The tomb of Fu Hao, consort of King Wu Ding, 

is the only intact tomb to be excavated at Anyang. Her tomb contained “some 1600 kilograms of 

bronze artifacts,” among them the Haowumu fang ding (also known as the Si Wu Mu fang ding 

“Queen Mother Wu,” so named for its inscription (see Figure 8.1). This giant ding stands 133 cm 

(54.4 in.) high and weighs 875 kilograms (Thorp 2006). 

The Shang and Zhou cultures believed that ancestors existed in an afterlife and that 

providing them with food and wine on a regular (ritualized) schedule would earn their blessings 

and aid. Food and libation were prepared and served in bronze vessels in honor of the ancestors. 

The value of bronze vessels, the inscriptions on them, and the banquets prepared and served in 

them all conveyed piety and encouraged the ancestors to provide protection from the difficulties 

of life. These “props for a grand drama” (Rawson 1998:35) were placed in graves so that the 

owners could continue to use them in the afterlife. The repetition of vessel shapes guaranteed 

that the ancestors knew what was being prepared for them during the ceremony (Rawson 2005). 

These rituals created a continuum of ancestor worship linking the living, the dead, and the 

unborn.  

Bronze ritual vessels were expertly cast and elaborately decorated. Frequently inscribed, 

Shang vessels often carried a clan mark or a dedication to an ancestor. Zhou inscriptions often 

referred to specific historical events or to the “moral virtues of the patron, the patron’s ancestors 

and the Zhou king” (Knight 1994:26). Vessels were decorated with geometric, animal, dragon, 

and bird motifs. Pattern styles changed over time and were constrained by casting technology, 

appearing in standardized units controlled by the seams of the casting mold (Pegg and Zhang 

2010:22).  

Vessel shapes during the Shang were relatively standardized because their ritual uses 
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were prescribed. Robert Bagley accounts for “almost twenty fairly standardized shapes…in use 

in the Erligang phase” (1999:24). Some shapes were footed, some rested on ring-shaped bases; 

body shapes spanned every possible geometry including squares and rectangles, tubes, lobes, and 

globular shapes. The names of these vessels were standardized in the catalogs of the extensive 

imperial collections of emperor Huizong in the late Song dynasty (see Chapter 6). Vessels in the 

collections of Emperor Huizong were categorized into fifty-nine different types, and this 

typology is the one most relied on today for the naming of ancient bronze vessels (Ebrey 

2008:154–57). 

By the Spring and Autumn period (722–450 BCE) of the Late Zhou, ritual practices had 

changed due to competing royal lineages, and the production and use of bronze ritual vessels was 

no longer limited to the elite (Cook 2005). By the Qin period, the ownership of bronze vessels 

from the Shang and Early Zhou periods was thought to convey power and the moral right to rule 

(see Chapter 6). A belief known as the “Mandate of Heaven” evolved during the early Western 

Zhou period that codified a heavenly right to rule linked to the possession of certain bronze 

vessels. Belief in the Mandate of Heaven continued through at least the Song dynasty (Hung; 

1995:11; Knight 1994:26). 

Bronze Mirrors and Tang Horses 

Mirrors, though often inscribed and almost always cast in bronze, do not play a role in 

rituals described in the Confucian Classics, and are therefore of less interest to Chinese 

antiquarians and connoisseurs than bronze ritual vessels. Mirror inscriptions usually convey 

auspicious phrases and well wishes rather than words or instructions relating to ritual (see Figure 

8.4). As a result, they were generally left out of the antiquarian tradition (Ebrey 2008:184). Like 
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other bronzes, mirrors were often used as grave goods. In the Warring States period, their 

popularity as grave goods was such that they were often the only bronzes found in a tomb 

(MacKenzie 2009). 

The horse played an important role in Chinese society as early as the Shang, as evidenced 

by horse chariots buried in the same tombs where bronze ritual vessels have often been found 

(Thorp 2006:187). Like bronze mirrors, pottery horses are not traditionally collected by Chinese 

antiquarians. As non-ritual grave goods from periods later than the Bronze Age, they lack the 

mystique attached to objects from the age of myth (see Chapter 6). Horses are depicted in Shang 

period oracle bones from Anyang, and horses and chariots are popular motifs on bronze mirrors 

in China during the Han and later periods, but the pottery horses popular with contemporary 

collectors date to the Tang dynasty. 

According to legend, Emperor Wudi (156–87 BCE) sent an envoy to Ferghana in the 

hope of obtaining some of their horses. The request was denied, and Wudi invaded Ferghana. His 

victory enabled him to claim an annual tribute paid in horses (Piggott 1974:24). The popularity 

of Ferghana horses made them a favored artistic subject during the Han dynasty. In later periods, 

the Chinese empire lost control of this part of the west and thus had to rely on horses already in 

China for breeding stock. An increase in both trade and conflict with the west in the Sui (581–

618 CE) and Tang (618–907 CE) dynasties made depictions of horses more popular (Harrist and 

Bower 1997:68). The pottery horses of the Tang dynasty often include riders, saddles with 

elaborate tack, and caparisoned horses. The shapes and lines of these figures are elegant, 

skillfully made, and often beautifully painted and glazed. A particularly appealing technique is a 

colorful glaze called Sancai, or “three-color ware.” During the Tang dynasty, Sancai glazed 

potteries were manufactured at only three kilns in northern China. The three colors—amber, 
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green, and a yellowish-white―were splashed and dripped and allowed to run together (see 

Figure 8.5). Sancai glazed potteries were likely only used as grave goods, not as utilitarian 

wares.2 Tang horses fetch some of the highest prices paid for Chinese antiquities in U.S. auctions 

(see Table 8.1).  

How Auction Houses Work 

The two major auction houses in the United States were both founded in England. 

Sotheby’s is recognized as the oldest auction house in the world.3 Samuel Baker founded it in 

1744 in London. In 1964, Sotheby’s acquired the Parke-Bernet Galleries (at the time, the leading 

American auction house) and began to hold sales in New York.4 Sotheby’s was the first 

international (non-Chinese) auction house to open rooms in China, opening in Beijing in 2012 

(Chow 2012). In July of 2016, Chen Dongshen, the CEO and chairman of Taikang Insurance and 

grand-son-in-law of Mao Zedong, purchased a 13.5 percent stake in Sotheby’s, making himself 

the largest stakeholder in the company (Kinsella 2016).  

Christie’s was founded by James Christie in 1766 and had its first rooms in London.5 In 

1803, James Christie II added partners to the business and it became Christie, Manson, and 

Woods. The company went public in 1973 and is currently owned by Groupe Artémis S.A. It had 

                                                
2 See the Met Museum online. http://www.metmuseum.org/toah/works-of-art/54.169/. Accessed September 18, 

2016. 

3 See the Sotheby’s website: http://www.sothebys.com/en/news-video/blogs/all-blogs/sothebys/2017/03/sothebys-
history.html (accessed June 20, 2017).  

4 See Encyclopedia Britannica online: https://www.britannica.com/topic/Sothebys (accessed July 22, 2017). 

5 See Christie’s website: http://www.christies.com/auctions/the-history-of-christies-auction-house. Accessed July 21, 
2017.  
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its first sale in the United States in 1977.6 In 1986, it opened a showroom in Hong Kong, then 

one in Shanghai in 2013, and one in Beijing in 2016 (Brady 2016). 

Auction sales at major houses are “ascending price auctions” (Ashenfelter and Graddy 

2002:5). Prices start low, usually based on a starting bid fixed by the auction house. Estimated 

sale prices are listed in the sale catalog. After a sale, a results list is published. These usually 

show only items that have sold. Unsold items are referred to as “bought in” (Ashenfelter and 

Graddy 2002:6).  

Auction houses earn a profit by charging buyers and sellers a fee. Seller’s commissions 

and buyer’s premiums for years 2000–2016 from both Christie’s and Sotheby’s are listed in 

Appendix B. The highest price bid at an auction (the winning bid) is known as the “hammer 

price.” Sale results published by auction houses give prices that include the buyer’s premium. 

Buyer’s premiums are listed in sale catalogs. It is important to note that seller’s commissions and 

sometimes buyer’s premiums are negotiable (Ashenfelter and Graddy 2002:6; Mason 2005),7 and 

subtracting the buyer’s premium percentage from the published sale price may not produce the 

actual hammer price.  

Data Collection Method and Analysis 

Sale catalogs list many types of information for each lot: sale number and date, general 

description, photographs, provenance (if any), exhibition and publication history, estimated price 

                                                
6 The New World Encyclopedia: http://www.newworldencyclopedia.org/entry/Christie%27s (accessed July 21, 

2017).  

7 In September of 2000, both Sotheby’s and Christie’s settled a claim of price fixing as a result of a three-year 
federal anti-trust investigation that found the two auction houses “set identical commission charges for buyers 
in 1992 and for sellers in 1995” and “exchanged confidential lists of superrich collectors who were not to be 
charged commissions at all” (Vogel and Blumenthal 2000). The settlement totaled $512 million (Mason 2005; 
Vogel and Blumenthal 2000). 
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range, scientific testing results, and references to related objects. The sample group is comprised 

of the following categories of information for the five object types used in this study: auction 

house, sale date, sale number, lot number, object name, object date, provenance, sale price 

estimate (range), sale price (including buyer’s premium), exhibition history, publication history, 

and scientific tests performed. The sale price information collected and used in the analysis 

below reflects the sale price, which includes the buyer’s premium. For purposes of this study, in 

which median estimates of sale price were used to discuss change over time, the sale price is as 

accurate an estimate as the hammer price. 

The data were collected from auctions held at Christie’s and Sotheby’s auction houses 

between 2000 and 2016. As stated in Chapter 2, this span of time includes the nine years 

preceding the signing of the China MOU and the seven years following (notwithstanding the 

renewal of that MOU in 2013). In total, data from 86 auctions of Chinese works of art were 

collected (Appendix C lists auction titles, sale numbers, and sale dates). The data were entered 

into Excel spreadsheets and sorted and coded in such a way as to indicate artifact types and a 

grading scale for provenance (see below).  

These data were used to test the following hypotheses: 

1. If international cultural heritage legislation is having an impact on antiquities sales and 
buyers in the United States, then objects with provenance sold at auction should become 
more popular than those without (provenance can include sale history as well as 
exhibition and publication history). 
 

2. If Chinese buyers are driving up the sale prices of Chinese antiquities sold in the United 
States, then objects preferred by Chinese collectors, represented in the sample group by 
bronze ritual vessels and archaistic objects, should reflect a higher average sale price than 
Tang horses or bronze mirrors.  
 

3. More informed buyers should be concerned with issues of authenticity as well as 
provenance. This preference should be indicated by higher prices paid for authenticated 
objects.  
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In total, data for 806 objects were collected. Of these, 593 were sold and 213 were bought 

in. Each object in the data set was graded using a scale created to rate provenance from excellent 

to poor (see Table 8.1). The objective of grading these objects was not to establish that there are 

degrees of acceptable provenance. For all intents and purposes, excellent is the only grade 

representing an appropriately provenanced object. However, in order to track the changes in 

provenance style and content, it was necessary to define and code this information. The names of 

these grades (excellent, good, fair, poor) are somewhat arbitrary. An excellent provenance 

conforms to the 1970 UNESCO convention and has verifiable history prior to 1970. This can 

take the form of other auction sales, publications, exhibitions, or inclusion in a well-known 

collection. The “good” grade is defined by characteristics that do not conform to the 1970 date of 

the UNESCO convention. However, post-1970 dates such as 1983, the date the United States 

ratified the convention and passed the CPIA, have long been used to determine appropriate 

terminus post quem for acquisition. In addition, many private collectors, particularly Chinese 

collectors, weigh provenance when determining the likely authenticity of an object. The good 

grade, therefore, encompasses a range of variables, including sale by an auction house or well-

known dealer where the object was published in a sale catalog, whereas the excellent grade 

follows the strictest regulations for acquisition. The fair and poor grades might have been 

combined into one poor grade but that some had provenance details that might, with considerable 

effort, be verifiable. This might include reference to a purchase from a known dealer but vague 

details about the year purchased or reference to a collector who was not well known and never 

loaned or published their collections. These received the fair grade. An object with a poor grade 

has no verifiable provenance.  

Table 8.2 shows basic statistics for all data. One of the more challenging aspects of these 
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data was the wide range in sale prices. The frequency distribution for sale price data skews 

strongly to the right, correlating with the larger quantity of low sale prices.  

The mean as a measure of central tendency, therefore, was essentially useless as 

evidenced by the standard deviation (SD) and by referencing low and high sale prices, which are 

shown in Table 8.2.  

To test the hypothesis of a correlation between legislation and provenance, this study 

compares the frequency of each provenance grade for all data collected on ancient objects 

(archaistic objects were not given provenance grades because they are not archaeological and 

their importation and sale is not restricted by the China MOU; see Figure 8.6). While Figure 8.6 

shows all objects from the sample group, Figure 8.7 shows the number of objects from the 

sample group that were sold at auction. There are significantly more objects with no provenance 

than with excellent provenance. Keeping in mind that the excellent and archaistic categories are 

the only two that suit the ethical collecting parameters of the UNESCO convention, the 

percentage of objects that most museums and more ethical collectors can acquire is 

comparatively small. Even more telling is the distribution of objects that did not sell at auction. 

Figure 8.8 illustrates these numbers; more than half of the 213 objects that were not purchased 

were unprovenanced.  

The first hypothesis posed for this study is specific to the impact of legislation, so it was 

necessary to investigate change in provenance over time to compare sales before and after the 

signing of the China MOU in 2009. Figure 8.9 shows the percentage of provenance grades for 

the sample group, biannually (with the exception of the first cluster, which encompasses three 

years, 2000 to 2002). In calculating these numbers, it was immediately apparent that the total 

number of objects in the sample group sold between 2011 and 2014 was twice as high as the 
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numbers sold in previous years or during 2015–16 (see Table 8.3). Expressed as percentages of 

total sales, these numbers show a definite decline in the purchase of unprovenanced objects 

between 2005 and 2014 and a lesser trend toward purchasing provenanced objects that begins in 

2009–10 and peaks in 2013–14. The total numbers sold biannually are shown in Table 8.3, and it 

is noteworthy that the spike in objects with a good provenance grade in 2011–12 is almost 

completely due to two sales. The first, at Sotheby’s on September 14, 2011, included 17 items 

from the Sano Museum, and the second, at Christie’s on March 22, 2012, included 36 objects 

from the Robert Hatfield Ellsworth collection of bronze mirrors. Similarly, the high number of 

items with an excellent rating in 2012–14 is due to a single Christie’s sale on March 21, 2013, 

that included 21 works from the Raymond A. Bidwell collection (see Appendix C).  

As part of a complete analysis of this trend, the biannual median sale price (adjusted for 

inflation to 2016 values) was also charted to determine whether there is a link between 

provenance and spending. Figure 8.10 shows no such correlation; however, the fluctuation in the 

total number of items sold per year, as well as the extreme standard deviation in sale prices, 

would make any correlation difficult to pinpoint. The high spike in prices paid for archaistic 

objects in 2011–12 reflects high prices (over $290,500) paid for three of the six items sold during 

that period (see Appendix C). While the sample size is small, the pattern shown in Figure 8.9 

appears to indicate an increasing popularity of objects with provenance. The total number of 

objects offered for sale and sold annually by auction houses increases sharply in 2011 (see Table 

8.3). One likely explanation for this increase in offerings of Chinese antiquities and in their 

purchase is a strong showing on the part of Chinese buyers at U.S. sales combined with a strong 

Chinese economy.  

In 2005, the record for the highest price paid for an Asian work of art was set by the sale 
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at Christie’s London of a Yuan dynasty blue and white jar (guan; Kinsella 2005). The object was 

purchased by London art dealer Giuseppe Eskenazi on behalf of a non-Asian client, and the price 

paid was $26.7 million. This sale set the tone for Chinese art auctions for the next several years, 

but in most subsequent sales of this magnitude the buyer was Chinese. In 2010, records were set 

again when a porcelain vase from the Qianlong period of the Qing dynasty sold for 32.4 million 

at Sotheby’s Hong Kong to a Hong Kong collector and a Song dynasty scroll sold for $64 

million at Poly International in China, also to a Chinese collector (Pomfret 2010; Wong 2010). A 

Shanghai collector set the current record for the highest price paid for an Asian work of art in 

2015 with the purchase of the Meiyintang “Chicken Cup” for $36 million from Sotheby’s Hong 

Kong. Liu Yiqian, who purchased the Chicken Cup, is one of the more visible Chinese collectors 

bidding on the international art market. In the last few years, he has purchased not only the 

Chicken Cup, but also Modigliani’s Nu Couché for $170.4 million, a collection of Ming dynasty 

Buddhist sutras for $14 million, a 15th century Tibetan thangka for $45 million, and a Song 

dynasty guan vase for $14.7 million, among other works (Cascone 2015). The global market for 

Chinese art, both contemporary and ancient, is huge. Prices paid for Chinese art in the twenty-

first century often rival those paid for European works of art by the likes of Picasso and Dali. 

Auctions of Chinese art occur in London, Paris, and New York, as well as in Hong Kong and 

now Beijing (Bowley and Barboza 2013 Brady 2016).  

The strength of the art market is inexorably linked to the economy. In 2014, despite the 

record setting sales mentioned above, the sale of Chinese art and antiques fell by 7 percent and 

sales were down 31 percent from the peak in 2011 (Kazakina 2015). China’s economic decline 

meant that some bidders failed to pay, perhaps in as much as 63 percent of sales (Kazakina 

2015). China’s economy was very strong in the first decade of the twenty-first century. Between 
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2000 and 2011, China’s annual Real GDP (adjusted to remove the effects of inflation) grew at an 

amazing rate, going from 8.4 percent in 2000 to 14.2 percent in 2007.8 It declined precipitously 

in 2008 during the global financial crises, then climbed again in early 2010, and has been in 

steady decline since late 2010 (Eckhart 2016; Wilson 2016). While China’s GDP growth has 

declined to between 6 and 8 percent since then, it remains the world’s leading economy (Escobar 

2015). The economic fluctuations most likely to affect the art market are those of the stock 

market (Celarier 2016). In 2001, China’s stock market hit an all-time high of 2,245. In reaction, 

government regulators ordered firms to sell some shares, triggering a four-year slump (Jianxin 

and Wong 2010). In an effort to cool the market, the Ministry of Finance raised the stock trading 

tax in 2005, triggering an index fall of 21 percent (Jianxin and Wong 2010). The market endured 

its biggest one-day fall in August of 2007 and plunged again during the global financial crisis, 

but recovered due to government intervention in the face of the global recession (Berkeley 2015; 

Jianxin and Wong 2010). It remained relatively stable until 2015, when it declined between June 

and August (Hsu 2016). At the same time, many state owned enterprises have not shown a profit 

for several years, bankruptcies have increased, domestic investment has decreased, and wealthy 

Chinese citizens without confidence in the economy are moving their money out of the country, 

effecting a decline in the yuan against the dollar (Eckhart 2016; Wilson 2016). The thriving 

Chinese economy in the early part of the twenty-first century, prior to the 2008 global financial 

crises, resulted in more disposable income for the wealthy as well as a growing middle class 

(Eckhart 2016; Wilson 2016). It was during this time that Chinese buyers begin to play a strong 

role in the U.S. art market. That role began to decline by 2014, dampening the market for 

                                                
8 The Guardian’s Datablog: https://www.theguardian.com/news/datablog/2012/mar/23/china-gdp-since-1980#data. 

Accessed July 22, 2017. Also see Focus Economics: http://www.focus-economics.com/countries/china. 
Accessed July 23, 2017.  
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Chinese art. This is anecdotal information acquired during conversations and later during 

interviews, but art world journalists as well as mainstream sources reported the same (Bowley 

and Barboza 2013; Brady 2016; Kazakina 2015; Wang 2012).  

That Chinese buyers are participating in U.S. auctions is abundantly documented in the 

news, but the claims made in stakeholder interviews that these buyers have driven prices up to a 

level that makes purchasing prohibitive for U.S. museums is anecdotal. The influence of Chinese 

buyers on sale prices is unobservable except by participating in each sale or obtaining data from 

the auction houses. Without these resources, the second hypothesis was tested by comparing the 

median sale price of objects preferred by Chinese collectors—represented in the sample group by 

bronze ritual vessels and archaistic objects—to items they are less likely to collect: bronze 

mirrors and Tang horses. Figure 8.11 shows that median sale prices (adjusted for inflation to 

2016 values) for bronze ritual vessels and archaistic objects are considerably higher from 2011 to 

2014 while sales of mirrors and horses stay reasonably consistent for all sixteen years of the 

study period. This is certainly not definitive proof that prices were elevated by Chinese bidders, 

but combined with the knowledge of their strong role in the international and U.S. art market 

during that period, the data support stakeholder claims.  

My final query of this data is only tangentially relevant to the main discussion topics of 

this study. It was worth pursuing, however, because the early statistical analysis indicated there 

was a correlation between scientific testing and sale price and because any information the data 

can supply should be extracted. Figure 8.12 shows a probable correlation between sale price and 

thermoluminescence testing of Tang horses. While more untested horses were sold (76), higher 

prices were paid for the 54 authenticated horses. All other objects in the sample group are made 

of bronze, and no scientific testing had been performed.  
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Summary 

While this study began with the intent to use the data in a hedonic regression, the 

questions were easily addressed by other methods. Regressions are used to calculate a consumer 

price index and to inform investors about price fluctuations over time. Further, Goetzmann 

(1993) points out the inherent bias in auction house data, and therefore regression analyses, due 

to their preference to offer only works they feel confident will sell. The results of a regression 

would inform only a small portion of the questions asked in this study, and therefore one was not 

included.  

The data collected on the 806 objects indicate a preference (reflected in price paid) for 

provenanced objects (calculated from the 593 objects in the sample that sold at auction) that 

begins in 2009 and continues through 2014 (see Figure 8.9). The art market in general declines 

precipitously in 2015 (Celarier 2016; Crow 2017) along with China’s stock market. Table 8.3 

shows another notable characteristic: the increase in the number of provenanced objects offered 

for sale after 2009. There are more objects offered for sale between 2009 and 2014 overall; 

however the numbers shown in Figure 8.9 are based on percentages rather than count. The 

effects of China’s economic decline and of the art market in general are clearly shown between 

2015 and 2016 (see Figures 8.9–8.11). There are several explanations for the apparent increase in 

the popularity of provenanced objects: 1. Auction houses are manufacturing provenance; 2. 

Sellers and auction houses are more aware of the importance of provenance and may be more 

willing to provide it or are offering provenanced objects in order to fetch the highest possible 

price; 3. The increased popularity of provenance shown in Figures 8.12 and 8.13 reflects the 

strong role of Chinese buyers who prefer provenanced objects not because of potential legal 

issues, but out of authenticity concerns.  
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One of the auction house employees interviewed for this study stated very clearly that 

provenance adds value and buyers realize that unprovenanced objects are difficult to donate and 

resell (Chapter 3). Pommerehne and Feld (1997) have found that museums are also more likely 

to bid on provenanced objects, also for reasons of authenticity, and Keil and Tedesco (2011) 

quantified a relationship between provenance and sale price for antiquities during the Marion 

True trial (also see Levine 2009; Nørskov 2002a). In interviews, some stakeholders hinted that 

they believed provenance was often faked; this, in part, guided the assigned provenance grades. 

The phenomenon of drifting provenance, noted by Gill and Chippendale (1993), is one of 

manufactured purchase and ownership history. Unverifiable or difficult-to-verify provenance 

received a lower grade. Therefore, it is unlikely that manufactured provenance is a factor in the 

results shown in Figures 8.6–8.10. The data compiled for this study show that an increased 

interest in provenanced Chinese antiquities coincides with the signing of the MOU in 2009. A 

stronger case could be made for an overall preference for provenanced antiquities by comparing 

data on material from various regions (i.e. Peru, Italy, China, and Egypt) to eliminate the 

influence of Chinese buying preferences or recent events.  

Stakeholders’ observations that Chinese buyers were driving up market prices at U.S. 

sales are supported by data presented in this chapter. Figure 8.11 shows a significant jump in the 

median price paid for objects preferred by Chinese collectors that peaks in 2011–12. Sales of 

bronze mirrors and Tang horses, in contrast, remain constant throughout the entire period of the 

study, until 2015, when the market slumps.  

The data shown in Figure 8.12 linking thermoluminescence testing with higher sale 

prices cannot be linked to any specific event or trend. Like the popularity of provenance, this 

relationship might be better quantified by comparing other tested objects from China or 
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elsewhere.  

The size of the sample group used for this study was relatively small but demonstrated 

the usefulness of auction house data in quantifying a wide range of assumptions about the 

antiquities market. With comparative and supplementary data, this data set can be used to 

address a wider range of inquiries about the trade in archaeological materials and the impact of 

legislation on the market. 
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Figure 8.2. Archaic bronze ritual food vessel 
(houmuwu ding, or fanding). Image copyright the 
National Museum of China. 

Figure 8.1. Archaic bronze ritual tripod food vessel 
(ding), late Shang dynasty, thirteenth to twelfth century 
BCE. Sotheby’s Auction House sale NO7917, 
September 17, 2003. Lot 6. 

Figure 8.4. Inscribed mirror with quatrefoil and linked 
arcs. Inscription reads: “May your sons and grandsons 
continue for a long time.” Cotsen Collection object 
number O-0399a. Image © Lloyd Cotsen 2012. 

Figure 8.3. Archaic bronze ritual wine vessel (gu), 
Shang dynasty, thirteenth to twelfth century BCE. 
Christie’s Auction House, sale 2238, September 17, 
2008. Lot 551. 
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Figure 8.5. A Sancai glazed pottery horse from the 
Tang dynasty. Sotheby’s Auction House, sale NO7881, 
March 27, 2003. Lot 36. 

Figure 8.7. Frequency of provenance information 
given for sample group (593 objects) sold by Christie’s 
and Sotheby’s, 2000–2016. 
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Figure 8.8. Frequency of provenance information 
given for sample group (213 objects) not sold by 
Christie’s and Sotheby’s, 2000–2016. 

Figure 8.6. Frequency of provenance information 
given for all objects in the sample group (806) sold at 
Christie’s and Sotheby’s, 2000–2016.  
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Figure 8.9. Biannual number of sales by provenance grade. 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 8.10. Biannual median sales price by provenance grade (adjusted for inflation to 2016 values using the 
Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers [CPI-U] U.S. city average series for all items, not seasonally 
adjusted). 
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Figure 8.11. Biannual median sale prices by object type (adjusted for inflation to 2016 values using the Consumer 
Price Index for All Urban Consumers [CPI-U] U.S. city average series for all items, not seasonally adjusted). 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 8.12. Median sale price of authenticated and nonauthenticated Tang horses (adjusted for inflation to 2016 
values using the Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers [CPI-U] U.S. city average series for all items, not 
seasonally adjusted). 
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PROVENANCE PROVIDED BY AUCTION HOUSE GRADE COUNT 

Excellent: Published, exhibited, or sold at auction prior to 1970.  1 139 
Good: From a known institution or collection with a purchase date after 1970 or published, 
exhibited, or sold at auction after 1970. 2 158 

Fair: Owner listed but not a recognized institution or collector and purchased after 1970 or pre-
1970 acquisition date but no owner or other verifiable details given. 3 128 

Poor: No provenance or "from a distinguished gentleman" or other hearsay. 4 304 
Archaistic: Created after the Tang dynasty and therefore not subject to protection under the 
CPIA. 5 77 

Total   806 
 
Table 8.1. Provenance grades. 
 

 
Table 8.2. Statistics for all data groups. The first three rows include archaistic ding and gu. 
 

 2000–02 2003–04 2005–06 2007–08 2009–10 2011–12 2013–14 2015–16 

Excellent 4 0 2 4 23 39 39 5 

Good 19 5 2 9 17 69 26 18 

Fair 9 3 1 11 3 7 21 7 

Poor 22 23 34 20 17 39 23 14 

Archaistic 2 4 8 7 6 6 12 13 

Totals 56 35 47 51 66 160 121 57 

 
Table 8.3. Total number of objects from the sample group sold biannually (593 objects total).  

VARIABLES N N_SOLD LOW_SOLD HIGH_SOLD MEAN_EST
_PRICE MEAN_SOLD SD_SOLD MEDIAN_SOLD 

Ding 154 120 $1,875 $845,000 $51,853 $120,469 $163,668 $56,250 

Gu 145 119 $1,875 $780,000 $29,055 $73,139 $112,306 $33,750 

Mirror 302 224 $2,500 $482,500 $12,741 $27,111 $46,814 $12,500 

Horse 205 130 $1,250 $4,197,000 $51,219 $112,059 $393,894 $41,563 

Archaistic 77 58 $1,875 $506,500 $16,933 $42,602 $84,055 $18,375 

2000–02 96 56 $2,500 $534,000 $70,100 $40,385 $76,391 $16,425 

2003–04 53 35 $3,600 $1,576,000 $75,353 $132,349 $278,441 $38,240 

2005–06 81 47 $5,040 $262,400 $34,917 $38,975 $192,499 $24,000 

2007–08 85 51 $3,600 $229,000 $31,118 $46,749 $53,425 $25,000 

2009–10 71 66 $4,200 $338,500 $18,144 $42,566 $49,705 $25,000 

2011–12 913 160 $4,000 $662,500 $29,956 $78,778 $125,587 $30,000 

2013–14 162 121 $3,000 $4,197,000 $60,586 $122,109 $399,804 $37,500 

2015–16 65 56 $1,250 $310,000 $25,393 $40,263 $64,608 $11,875 

Excellent 134 116 $1,875 $780,000 26,605 $65,819 $118,188 $21,875 

Good 210 165 $3,000 $4,197,000 $32,305 $93,601 $341,560 $25,000 

Fair 82 62 $2,700 $317,000 $28,742 $53,120 $68,955 $28,680 

Poor 303 192 $1,250 $1,576,000 $44,175 $78,134 $153,936 $36,000 
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Chapter 9 

Conclusion: The Future of Antiquities Collecting 

This study examines current events that affect individuals and institutions that care for, 

study, or collect antiquities and explores strategies for more ethical collecting and stewardship in 

the future, using the 1970 UNESCO convention as a baseline to define ideal goals (see Chapter 

2). The convention strives to protect cultural heritage material by preventing its illegal export 

from the nation of origin. To achieve this, it asks that state parties establish domestic protections 

and work together to prevent illicit trade and to educate citizens about the importance of cultural 

heritage. Among the considerations of the convention is the idea that cultural property “can be 

appreciated only in relation to the fullest possible information regarding its origin, history and 

traditional setting.” It further recognizes the importance of protecting cultural heritage against 

theft, looting, and illegal export; encourages state parties to move toward more international 

cooperation; and requires parties to develop institutions that protect, preserve, and document 

heritage and excavations, train professionals in the ethics of interpreting and handling cultural 

materials, and establish programs to educate the public about the importance of cultural heritage. 

In practical terms, however, the convention places pressure on state parties to prevent the illegal 

export and import of stolen or illicitly excavated cultural material. 

The three preliminary inquiries that were developed as the basis of this study align with the 

standards established by the 1970 UNESCO convention (see Chapter 2): 

 
1. What is the impact of the increased use of cultural heritage legislation on the trade in 

archaeological objects, and can it be quantified?  
 

2. What does the future of collecting look like for American museums and private 
collectors? How are museums and collectors changing their policies and approaches as a 
reaction to new legal actions and changing ethics? 
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3. What role does China play in the protection and consumption of Chinese cultural 
heritage?  

 

These queries were explored using stakeholder interview data in order to position concerns in 

fact-based research and to explore the historical circumstances that created esteem and a market 

for archaeological material. In this concluding chapter, these three questions form the framework 

for observations of the current effects of cultural heritage legislation and future opportunities to 

both protect and share the world’s cultural heritage. The first part of Question 2 will form a final 

discussion of other possible ways to reduce the demand for looted archaeological material.  

Quantifying the Impact of the Increased Use of Cultural Heritage Legislation on the Trade in 

Archaeological Objects 

The auction house data collected for this analysis cannot definitely demonstrate a 

reduction in the trade of illicit Chinese antiquities in the United States. However, the data do 

show that behaviors and attitudes that have abetted the market in illicit archaeological materials 

are changing. The data presented in Chapter 8, and in similar studies, demonstrate evolving 

attitudes toward provenance and an increasing awareness of the potential legal implications of 

collecting unprovenanced objects (Chippindale and Gill 2000; Chippindale et al. 2001; Levine 

2009; Nørskov 2002b; Plattner 1996; Pommerehne and Feld 1997). Auction house data indicate 

an increasing awareness on the part of collectors of the value of provenance, and buyers may 

also be increasingly aware of the challenges of eventually donating or reselling antiquities. The 

auction houses themselves are also aware of the value of provenance, and according to the 

auction house employees interviewed for this study, they may adjust pricing accordingly (see 

Chapter 3). The 1970 convention stresses the importance of educating the public about ethical 
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collecting and the importance of cultural context. It also asks that state parties give publicity to 

cases involving stolen cultural property. In the United States, changing views about licit and 

illicit objects are in response to increased legal repercussions and a greater awareness of 

changing ethical views. Both reactions have been influenced by efforts to educate the public. It is 

clear that one of the most effective ways to protect cultural heritage for future generations is to 

change how it is collected, interpreted, and perceived. 

How Are Museums and Collectors Changing Their Policies and Approaches as a Reaction to 

New Legal Actions and Changing Ethics? 

The increased application of legislation that protects cultural heritage has changed the 

way in which museums collect, and, as a result, they must now perform far more due diligence 

prior to acquiring an ancient object; they also are faced with potential or actual damage to 

relationships with donors and resulting orphaned objects (see Chapter 5). In addition, there is an 

increased risk of legal action and repatriation demands, which requires more intensive 

relationships with the governments of source nations.  

A number of new due diligence programs have been created in the last decade. In fact, 

there are now so many such resources, each serving a slightly different purpose, that they are in 

danger of being less effective. Table 9.1 shows seven such programs that can be used to research 

ancient objects and are available to museums and collectors.9 Of the resources on this list, the 

INTERPOL database and the Art Loss Register serve a nearly identical purpose; they both allow 

                                                
9 With the exception of the Red Lists Database and the AAMD Object Registry, all of these resources can be used to 

research any art or antiquity acquisition. In addition to the resources listed in Table 9.1, there are also many 
provenance research tools specific to exploring acquisitions made during or directly after World War II. These 
include a program developed by the Smithsonian’s Freer Sackler Museum to research the provenance of 
Chinese antiquities acquired during that time (http://www.asia.si.edu/collections/provenance.asp; accessed 
September 9, 2017).  
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users to submit reports of or search for stolen art. The AAMD’s Object Registry does the 

opposite; it was created so that museums could post unprovenanced objects in their collections. 

In theory, this allows source nations to claim these objects. Unfortunately, this may lend 

credibility to unprovenanced objects placed in the registry that are not claimed. IFAR’s Art Law 

and Cultural Property Website and the Getty Provenance Index are excellent research resources, 

but the search engines available with the latter are very sophisticated, making it a less useful tool 

for laymen collectors. Overall, these programs are limited by the specific tasks they accomplish 

and their lack of a relevant connection to one another and capacity for exchange between other 

resources. A single resource hosted by one institution, such as the International Council of 

Museums (ICOM), that includes a checklist of required and recommended tasks and research 

would reduce confusion about appropriate due diligence. Currently, no single resource provides 

all of the tools and resources needed. 10 New due diligence standards mean that museums and 

collectors are more dedicated to learning the provenance of a possible acquisition and want to do 

thorough research, and this must be done not only for potential purchases but for existing 

collections, as well as donations and bequests.  

The necessity of good provenance has come as a surprise to many private collectors who 

wish to donate to a museum, and the importance of the relationship between museum and 

benefactor cannot be overstated. Donors may wish to be affiliated with well-known institutions 

or to establish a personal or family memorial, and, of course, donations provide tax deductions 

                                                
10 Tsirogiannis is the only international scholar with access to the Schinoussa Archive, a trove of images and records 

recovered from the villa of art dealer Robin Symes on the island of Schinoussa by the Greek authorities. 
Auction houses and art dealers have repeatedly complained that neither the Art Loss Register nor the 
INTERPOL database has the complete Medici Dossier or the Schinoussa Archive available. Several claims 
have been backed by images from these resources, and a response that complete due diligence is not possible if 
the images are not accessible. Gill and Tsirogiannis have countered that buyers should be checking with source 
nation ministries of culture (2015:237; see also Maneker 2010).  Christie’s, Sotheby’s, and Bonham’s auction 
houses are all listed as clients of the Art Loss Register. Sotheby’s states this in some of its catalogs 
(http://www.artloss.com/searching/auction-houses, accessed October 7, 2017).  
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(Duncan and Wallach 2004; Stone 2002:50). Donors may also be on a museum’s board of 

trustees, creating an even more complex relationship. Since 2014, the AAMD has produced an 

annual report titled Museums by the Numbers, which includes general details on expenditures 

and revenue sources.11 The 2016 report shows that the largest expenditure (32 percent) is for 

“arts-focused activities”: temporary exhibitions, curatorial efforts, collections care, education, 

and library purposes (data were sourced from 214 museums in the United States, Mexico, and 

Canada; (see Figure 9.1).12 In terms of revenue, the largest portion comes from endowments (22 

percent), and the remainder is spread among individual and family contributions (11 percent), the 

museum store (8 percent), governmental sources (combined to 16 percent), and other smaller 

contributions. When only contributions are examined, we see that 33 percent come from 

individuals and families, 21 percent from foundations and trusts, and 19 percent from individual 

and family memberships (based on data from 196 museums in the United States; see Figure 9.2). 

The remainder is divided among corporate contributions, corporate memberships, and benefit 

events. Museums purchased 22,444 objects in 2016; an additional 91,607 items were received 

through gifts and bequests. That means that 89 percent of acquisitions were donated (based on 

data from 192 museums in the United States, Mexico, and Canada). 

American collectors have discovered that they have few alternatives when they can no 

longer donate their collections. Without the benefit of a tax deduction, they may choose to resell 

items. Another option is to donate those items back to the source nation. Lloyd Cotsen, a private 

collector for whom I work as a curator, when faced with the inability to donate a group of 

                                                
11 The 2016 report is available on the AAMD website: 

https://aamd.org/sites/default/files/document/Art%20Museums%20By%20the%20Numbers%202016.pdf 
(accessed March 26, 2017).  

12 The expenditure categories vary from 2 to 4 percent from the 2014 and 2015 Museums by the Numbers reports. 



219 

ancient Chinese bronze mirrors acquired in the late twentieth and early twenty-first century, 

chose to return the objects to the country of origin. We selected the Shanghai Museum as the 

recipient institution, due to its state-of-the-art facility, excellent bronze collection, and highly 

skilled curators. We asked that the Shanghai Museum and the Chinese government reciprocate 

the Cotsen gift by agreeing to loan works that had previously been restricted to exhibition within 

China to the Los Angeles County Museum of Art (LACMA). The gift was also dependent on 

assurances from the Shanghai Museum that the mirrors remain accessible to international 

scholars. The mirrors were transferred to the Shanghai Museum in 2008, and since then, they 

have been part of the museum’s regular collection displays and research projects. This solution, 

however, will not appeal to all collectors who would be donors. Those who have developed long-

term relationships with specific institutions may be extremely disappointed when their donations 

cannot be accepted.  

I asked several curators, directors, and scholars about the problem of undonatable 

antiquities (orphans) and the complex relationship between donor and museum. The questions 

posed to these stakeholders addressed how objects could be “un-orphaned”: What could 

museums have done—or what have they actually done—to accept donations? What was the 

likely future for these objects? How serious might the rift be between collector and museum 

when donations could not be accepted? Curators discussed the issue quite frankly; in a few cases, 

museums have engaged in negotiations with source nations to establish an appropriate exhibition 

and research program for an object or collection, preferably one that allows the U.S. museum to 

retain ownership, or at the very least stewardship in the form of a long-term loan. A major 

museum in California has recently entered into negotiations with government of Colombia about 
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the stewardship of an important group of pre-Columbian ceramics,13 and one of the stakeholders 

interviewed (Curator 5) shared information with China’s State Administration of Cultural 

Heritage (SACH) before accepting a collection of recently collected Chinese antiquities (see 

Chapter 3, Question 8). These negotiations did not result in a formal agreement with China’s 

SACH, but neither did the country pursue the return of the items. In both of these cases, the 

museums expanded their due diligence in order to explore licit means of acquiring 

unprovenanced collections. One potential weakness with this approach is the possibility that 

government leadership in the source nation could change, and the terms of the agreement might 

be altered (see the comments of Curator 2 in response to Question 8 in Chapter 3). Dealer 1 

offered the solution of private collectors establishing foundations in perpetuity that will support 

the maintenance of a collection as well as research (Chapter 3, in response to Question 8). 

Foundations such as these would not be museums or members of the AAMD and, as such, would 

not be subject to their acquisition standards. One drawback to this solution is the possibility of 

increasing isolation. If ethical standards continue along the current trajectory, AAMD member 

museums might be forced to sever connections with unprovenanced collections, and students 

could be forbidden to work with them. One solution to the question of what museums can 

continue to acquire may lie in activities and programs that American museums are already 

engaged in, such as long-term loans and cooperative research agreements with foreign 

institutions.  

In 2007, after lengthy negotiations and the indictment of antiquities curator Marion True, 

the Getty Museum completed negotiations with the Italian Ministry of Culture for the 

                                                
13 This information was conveyed during an interview with a stakeholder.  
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repatriation of 40 objects.14 The agreement, as written by Getty legal counsel, was innovative: In 

return for the Getty’s compliant return of cultural material, the Italian Ministry of Culture agreed 

to future loans of rarely or never before loaned masterpieces, as well as “collaboration in 

research, scholarship, conservation, the joint development of exhibitions and a pledge to work 

cooperatively in stopping the illicit trade of antiquities” (Brand 2006). The agreement also 

proposed a novel solution to the then unresolved status of Cult Statue of a Goddess: joint 

stewardship for a period of four years, during which time the Getty and Italy would engage in 

collaborative research to determine the issue of ownership. The Italian Ministry of Culture 

rejected this approach, and the statue was included in the final group of 40 returned objects. The 

remainder of the collaborative projects were agreed to.  

The precedent for negotiating important loans in return for the repatriation of cultural 

material was introduced as early as 2005 by the Italian Ministry of Culture in its negotiations 

with the Met for the return of the Euphronios Krater (Eakin 2005). Until the 2001 bilateral 

agreement between Italy and the United States, the allowable length of a loan to a non-Italian 

institution was six months. The bilateral agreement extended that to one year, and the U.S. State 

Department continues to press for a 10-year limit.15 According to Hugh Eakin, “in 2002, a group 

of German museums were permitted to borrow works from Italy for up to five years—provided 

that they also undertook to do scientific work on the borrowed object” (2005). Works loaned 

from Italy to the Getty under the terms of the 2007 agreement, such as Lion Attacking a Horse 

                                                
14 In 2006, the Getty agreed to return 26 objects; 14 more objects were added in the final agreement. Press releases 

from the Getty describing the agreement can be found on its website: 
http://www.getty.edu/news/press/center/italy_getty_joint_statement_080107.html; 
http://www.getty.edu/news/press/center/statement06_getty_italy_meeting111706.html (accessed March 25, 
2017).  

15 The State Department document titled Loans of Archaeological Material Under the 2001 U.S.-Italy Memorandum 
of Understanding can be accessed via the State Department’s website: 
https://eca.state.gov/files/bureau/it2001guidelines.pdf (accessed March 25, 2017).  
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and the Chimaera of Arezzo were loaned for a period of six months (the loan of the former object 

was extended to 10 months; Zenowich 2013). Two bronze sculptures, Statue of an Efebe (Youth) 

as a Lampbearer and Statue of Apollo as an Archer, were on loan to the Getty from the National 

Archaeological Museum in Naples for two years starting in 2009, during which time the items 

underwent extensive conservation and study (Brett 2009). Though this discussion has primarily 

focused on the agreement between the Getty and the Italian Ministry of Culture, the Met, the 

Boston MFA, the Princeton Museum of Art, and the Indianapolis Museum of Art, all have 

similar agreements with Italy or Greece and have received similar loans.  

What Is China’s Role in the Protection and Consumption of Chinese Cultural Heritage? 

China’s market is a real example of the issues that arise from the legal sale of antiquities. 

While China’s legal market in antiquities seems like a sensible way to undermine the black 

market, the Chinese government has the first option to purchase objects presented for sale and is 

not required to pay market price (see Chapter 7). For those selling items from a personal 

collection, this is hardly an incentive to sell on the licit market. The restrictions against selling in 

any other venue other than an auction house (or through the government) inevitably establish a 

black market by denying collectors the right to both sell objects for a profit and compete to buy 

high-quality objects.  

The relationship between China’s government and auction houses extends beyond 

oversight of what is sold. The largest auction house in China, and the third largest auction house 

in the world, Beijing International Poly Auction Company, is a $40 billion enterprise—and it is 

state-owned (Bowley and Barboza 2013). Poly is one of two auction houses in China that sells 

antiquities; China Guardian in the other. Poly’s “culture branch,” Poly Culture Group Company, 
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manages things such as movie theaters, museums, and television production companies, but it is 

also involved in acquiring Chinese cultural heritage objects abroad and returning them to China 

(Pollack 2013). Poly’s skyscraper building in the Dongcheng district of Beijing houses an 

impressive museum of Chinese antiquities. There is no information given to visitors on the 

ownership of these objects, and it would be contrary to the Relics Law (Art. 54 in the 2002 and 

2007 amendments) and the 2004 Auction Law (Art. 23) for an auction house to both own and 

sell relics or to sell items that it owns. It is likely that, as a state-owned entity, Poly can put 

objects owned by the state on display in its corporate building. These may, in fact, be objects 

Poly has taken a hand in repatriating. While this example highlights the ethically questionable 

relationship between the PRC and Poly, stakeholders have raised other issues arising from 

China’s enormous art market, primarily the apparent inequity created by a bilateral agreement 

that seeks to curtail the supply of Chinese antiquities on the U.S. market when a similar market 

thrives in China (and other countries). A domestic market in antiquities does not, however, 

contravene the 1970 UNESCO convention, which undertakes to end the illicit import and export 

of cultural materials, or the CPIA and bilateral agreement between the United States and China, 

which do not specifically direct China to prevent archaeological looting as a means of combating 

illicit export. The bilateral agreement, in fact, directs China to “seek to improve regulation for its 

internal market for antiquities” (Paragraph 11), which it does with the LPCR (see Chapter 7). 

Further, the auction houses do allow foreigners to purchase antiquities at those sales, but the 

quality of items that can legally be exported is quite low, as attested to by the observations of 

stakeholders (see Chapter 3, responses to Question 17; also see responses to Question 8) and my 

own experience bidding at those auctions.  

There is no specific prohibition in the 1970 UNESCO convention against domestic 
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markets for cultural heritage, and neither does its existence violate China’s bilateral agreement 

with the United States; however, just as the market for antiquities abroad encourages the looting 

of archaeological sites, so does a domestic market. It can be said, therefore, that cultural heritage 

legislation has an impact on the trade in illicit antiquities, but that impact is likely diminished by 

the existence of a domestic market for the same material. A study comparing data from 

antiquities sales catalogs at China Guardian and Poly auction houses to data collected from U.S. 

auctions would provide a much more robust picture of China’s role in the consumption of its 

own cultural heritage. Any such study would need to include data on provenance, so that the 

quantity of “fresh” finds presented at auction could be understood.  

The Future of Collecting for American Museums and Private Collectors: Exploring Potential 

Solutions 

How can connoisseurs satisfy the desire to acquire antiquities in a way that does not 

violate the legal or ethical protections for cultural heritage? Could a market that sold only 

provenanced objects sustain itself? How can museums pursue a research and educational mission 

without frequent new acquisitions? In this conclusion, three potential approaches for reducing 

the demand for illicit archaeological materials are discussed: government-controlled markets, 

reproductions, and long-term loans.  

One solution proposed over the years has been an antiquities market controlled by source 

nation governments; however, China’s domestic market is only one example of why this is not a 

simple or even practical solution.  

Karl Meyer may have been the first to suggest a market for duplicates (1973:186). This 

idea is based on the premise that archaeological excavations produce lots of duplicate artifacts, 
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and those could be sold in government-controlled markets. Meyers states, “Archaeologists assert 

that in any given dig some ninety per cent of all objects unearthed can be classified as 

duplicates”; he provides no source for that information (1973:186).  

In his groundbreaking 1982 article, Paul Bator argues that there is no point in prohibiting 

the export of all cultural material. He believes that there is at least one category of material that 

could be sold: “Its value as archaeological evidence was either compromised long ago or was 

adequately recorded when the excavation took place” (1982:326). He encourages the export of 

well-documented archaeological objects to satisfy market demand. His argument is that supply 

nations simply have too much material to regulate, and making some of that material available to 

the international market would both disincentivize looting and foster better international 

relationships.  

John Henry Merryman proposed a similar solution as part of his general invective against 

what he calls “cultural nationalism” (1986:847). Merryman argues that supply nations are 

“hoarding” warehouses full of uncataloged objects for which there is a market (1986:847).  

Both Bator and Merryman conflate cultural heritage and art (Bator refers to “art-rich 

nations,” and Merryman regards antiquities as commodities), but the real issue with the concept 

of a government-regulated legal market is the supply. I’ve never spoken with archaeologists 

(either in the context of this study or at other times) whose sites produce 90 percent duplicates, 

nor have I heard of warehouses full of uncataloged objects. In fact, in order to satisfy the 

parameters established for a legal market by these authors, the objects would first need to be 

documented and cataloged.  

Realistically, when there are duplicates, they are of low quality and are often utilitarian 

objects, such as Roman clay lamps, uninscribed ushabtis, or plain pottery. These are not the 
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objects that drive the antiquities market; on the other hand, they are not the objects that source 

nations are demanding to be returned. In fact, the market is awash in middle- to lower-quality 

objects, as evidenced by both the auction house data gathered for this study and the study 

compiled by the CPRI (see Chapter 5; Meyer acknowledges that duplicates would satisfy only 

the collecting appetites of moderate buyers [1973:186]). A glance through any auction catalog 

will demonstrate that it is high-quality “masterpieces” that bring collectors to sales—the very 

objects that source nations want to keep for their own museums, or, as is the case in China, that 

are sold only in a domestic market.  

Government auctions are not likely to replace the illicit market, but there may be other 

types of objects that could, at least in part. Fakes and reproductions are not often suggested as a 

substitute for real objects, but several scholars have discussed their role in the antiquities 

collecting network. Paul Craddock of the British Museum claims that the number of authentic 

antiquities currently on the art market is very, very small, and in 2000, the British police seized 

approximately £22 million worth of faked antiquities (Craddock 2005). How many fakes are in 

museums and on the market is impossible to calculate (Brodie 2015; Fay 2011; see also Stanish 

2009). The primary motivation for forgers is financial, and with the high prices fetched for 

antiquities at auction, forgeries are inevitable. Laws that prevent the trade in illicit antiquities, 

stronger border and customs controls, and increased patrols of archaeological sites are having an 

impact on the people who loot and smuggle antiquities. All of these activities make the creation 

of fakes more appealing. A lack of supply to meet demand can also drive the production of fakes 

(see Gill and Chippindale 1993), and the illicit nature of the market in archaeological materials 

makes it easy to substitute the authentic for a forgery (Elia 1997:95). 

Charles Stanish (2009) has suggested that the online buying and selling of antiquities, 
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rather than creating a nightmarish expansion of illicit sales, has in fact hurt the trade. After 

tracking antiquities on eBay for several years, he discovered that “the low-end antiquities market 

has been flooded with fakes that people buy for a fraction of what a genuine object would cost, 

[and] the value of the real artifacts has gone down as well, making old-fashioned looting less 

lucrative” (Stanish 2009). His research indicates that there is more money to be made in creating 

fakes than in looting, as well as less risk (Stanish 2009, see also Fay 2011).16 Authentic artifacts 

are devalued by fakes, and the more fakes on the market, the higher the risk is in purchasing any 

antiquity. Stanish’s article presents two possibilities: First, exposing fake antiquities on the 

market might undermine buyer confidence and reduce the consumption of archaeological 

material. Second, the creation of very high-quality reproductions may be a viable, collectible 

alternative to original objects. 

There is an important difference between a fake (or forgery, in the case of art by a 

recognized artist) and a reproduction (also called a copy or a replica). The former is created with 

the intent of fooling the purchaser. The latter is an acknowledged copy—created in honor of the 

original—and pays homage to artistry and craftsmanship. In China, the history of copying and 

forging antiquities runs nearly parallel with the development of connoisseurship. China is also 

the source of what is probably the largest production of fakes in the world. Craig Clunas 

summarizes the history of the forgery and reproduction of calligraphy and paintings in China: 

 
Calligraphy and painting were bought and sold first, and so forged first, from as 
early as the fourth century AD. The Song period saw the development of a 
commodity market in archaic bronzes, and so the beginnings of the manufacture 
of fraudulent versions of the real thing. By the late Ming period, any painting and 

                                                
16 Stanish’s 2009 article triggered or was part of an effort on the part of high-end art dealers to discredit antiquities 

sold on eBay (Brodie 2015). Consumer concerns about fakes and art dealers’ fear of competition resulted in a 
multitude of complaints to eBay, “fake busters” websites, and published warnings from art dealers. Emily Fay 
reported that in 2009, 11 eBay sellers (out of 99) were suspended for selling fakes (2011:459).  
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almost anything broadly susceptible to categorization as an “antiquity” could 
potentially have a value as a commodity and so could fall within the ambit of the 
forger’s activity. (1991:110) 

 

Forgeries coming out of China in the twenty-first century are some of the most sophisticated on 

the market, and scholars have estimated that “60 percent of the world’s inexpensive [forged] oil 

paintings” are created there (Scott 2016:257; see also Barboza et al. 2013). Faked antiquities 

pour out of factories in South China. One of the most commonly copied objects is the “Chicken 

Cup,” the most expensive Chinese antiquity ever sold (see Chapter 8; see also Bull and Gruber 

2015:61). The antiquities market constantly demands new material, and as Stanish noted, 

producing forgeries can be just as profitable as looting but with less risk (Stanish 2009; see also 

Bull and Gruber 2015).  

The long tradition in China of making faithful copies (as well as fakes) presents an 

important example: To copy a masterpiece, in the Chinese tradition, is an honor and a recognized 

skill, so much so that this practice is often used to train young artists (Barboza et al. 2013; Bull 

and Gruber 2015). Great collectors such as Huizong certainly had more than one painting copied, 

and Huizong may even have had a special stamp to indicate a copy (Ebrey 2008:120). He also 

had copies of bells and other ritual bronzes made for his own use (Ebrey 2008:151, 161–163). 

Huizong considered copies of famous paintings made by certain collectors and painters to be 

collectible themselves. Artists might update an ancient painting in a more modern style or imitate 

important or famous portions of a painting (Ebrey 2008:272–275). A highly respected Ming 

connoisseur acquired a calligraphy piece from Huizong’s collection, added colophons, and 

allowed it to be copied by like-minded experts. The same piece was acquired by Emperor 

Qianlong in the Qing dynasty, who published it in one of his catalogs, Sanxi tang fatie (Model 

Calligraphies from the Hall of Three Rarities; Ebrey 2008:220). The archaistic gu and ding 
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vessels manufactured in the workshops of Qing dynasty emperors (see Chapter 8) are clearly still 

considered both valuable and appealing, particularly to Chinese collectors. Chinese museum 

professionals wonder at the logic of loaning, or even displaying, an original antiquity when an 

exact replica is available.  

Western connoisseurs have a very different reaction to copies and fakes. We believe that 

our aesthetic perceptions are, in part, based on the authenticity of an object (Marstine 2008:3; 

Scott 2016:70–72). The notion of authenticity is an important aspect of the museum’s role as 

expert; its authority is dependent on its ability to distinguish real from fake (Scott 2016:70–72). 

Perhaps most important, museum visitors come to see authentic objects, and to display a 

reproduction, without acknowledging it as such, is a violation of the trust the public puts in the 

museum. Curators regularly distinguish originals from copies, and the difference is integral to 

Western notions of intellectual property and copyright. Authenticity is always considered in the 

commodity value of an antiquity or work of art; copies are less valuable than originals, no matter 

what the quality is. We are obsessed with authenticity in the West, from identity (in the form of 

documents, driver’s licenses, birth certificates, etc.) to designer clothes to movies; it permeates 

our society (see Scott 2016:35–38).  

A change in the Western perception of reproductions could help reduce the demand for 

ancient objects. This could be achieved in the same way that interpretation of indigenous cultural 

heritage or impressionist art or graffiti has changed: through expert opinion, marketing, and 

positive publicity. As Stanish (2009) has noted, local artists are sometimes extraordinarily 

talented. In some cases, their work is sold in towns and villages near archaeological sites, marked 

as a reproduction, and marketed as indigenous art. The website for the San José de Moro site in 

Peru describes its replica production project and refers to the primary artist as a “master-
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craftsman.”17 The designs are inspired by traditional Mochica iconography, and the pottery and 

painting is of extremely high quality.  

Casas Grandes pottery is another example of contemporary interpretations of ancient 

themes that have become popular with collectors. The Casas Grandes Valley in Chihuahua, 

Mexico, is home to a group of prehistoric sites where a distinctive type of pottery is found. The 

beautiful patterns have inspired contemporary ceramicists in Mata Ortiz and other nearby towns 

(Hills 2012; Parks 1993). Mata Ortiz pottery and other Casas Grandes–inspired work is well 

known and heavily collected by pottery enthusiasts. Jim Hills has tracked the evolution of the 

relationship between Mata Ortiz and Casas Grandes from subsistence digging (occasional 

looting), to the production and sale of fakes, and finally to reproductions and contemporary 

works inspired by ancient designs (Hills 2012; for a history of Casas Grandes looting, see Silva 

and Kelley 2015). Though no causal connection between a reduction in looting and the 

popularity of this pottery has been quantified, the success of the contemporary objects indicates 

that reproductions, in some instances, can be considered equal in quality to ancient originals.  

Art commentators may dispute the aesthetic or cultural value of reproductions; arguments 

against them include the fracturing of aesthetic experiences and the corruption of the ancient and 

historical narratives, as well as an invalidation of the importance of intellectual property (see 

Charney 2016; Elia 1997). But the value of reproductions in the fight against the market in 

looted antiquities is a strategy aimed at reducing the demand for ancient objects by making 

something else of artistic value available, and unlike the most of the issues discussed so far, it 

focuses on individual, rather than institutional, collectors. Museums and the AAMD have taken 

positive steps in the last decade to repair or develop relationships with source nations. With the 
                                                
17 The San José de Moro website can be found at http://www.sustainablepreservation.org/sanjosedemoro (accessed 

September 8, 2017). 
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combined challenges of orphaned objects, increased due diligence, and potential repatriations 

demands, the future of museum acquisitions is complex issue. The solution may require a 

redefinition of the museum from a collecting institution to a center for research that hosts 

exhibitions and programs centered on international cultural heritage.  

Exhibitions based on loaned objects are extremely important for museums, and 

exhibitions of rare or never before loaned objects bring more visitors as well as new members. 

The 2016 Museums by the Numbers report shows that museums borrowed 117,287 objects and 

loaned 23,985 (based on data from 209 museums in the United States, Mexico, and Canada). The 

Art Newspaper publishes attendance numbers for exhibitions at international museums, and 

while there are some exceptions, the highest attendance is for temporary (traveling) exhibitions.18 

In 2010, the second most attended exhibition in the world was Post Impressionism: 115 

Masterpieces from the Musée d’Orsay at the National Art Center in Tokyo, which was 

comprised of works loaned by the Musée d’Orsay. Daily attendance for the exhibition was 

10,757.19 This can be compared to the most attended exhibition in 2010, which was at the Tokyo 

National Museum and was an in-house display of work by Hasegawa Tohaku on the anniversary 

of his four hundredth year. This exhibition drew 292,526 people (averaging 12,116 daily). 20 

                                                
18 A traveling exhibition is one that is developed by one institution or group of curators working together, then 

loaned to museums around the world. An exhibition based on loaned works is one that relies on art borrowed 
from other institutions to supplement work in the institution where the exhibit is displayed.  

19 These figures are available on several websites. I accessed them here: http://www.artea.com.br/wp-
content/uploads/2015/11/ART-NEWSPAPER-isla.pdf (accessed March 30, 2017). 

20 It is interesting, but not necessarily relevant to the current discussion, to note that in 2013, the two most attended 
exhibitions in the world were in Taipei and were based on Chinese art loaned from Chinese institutions (see 
http://www.museus.gov.br/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/TheArtNewspaper2013_ranking.pdf). In 2014, the top 
three were in the National Palace Museum in Taipei; all focused on Chinese dynastic material (see 
http://theartnewspaper.com/news/museums/visitor-figures-2014-the-world-goes-dotty-over-yayoi-kusama). By 
2015, the top eight most attended exhibitions in the world were at the National Palace Museum in Taipei; all 
focused on Chinese art. In 2016, the National Palace Museum did not rank in the top 10, nor did any exhibition 
of Chinese art (see http://theartnewspaper.com/reports/visitor-figures-2016/christo-helps-1-2-million-people-to-
walk-on-water; all links accessed March 30, 2017).  
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Only two other exhibitions from permanent collections ranked in the top 30 in 2010: Picasso in 

the Metropolitan Museum of Art and Designing the Lincoln Memorial at the National Gallery of 

Art. Twenty-one of the 30 most attended exhibitions were formed around loaned works or were 

traveling exhibitions. In intervening years, traveling exhibitions and those relying heavily on 

borrowed work are also the most popular. Most recently, in 2016, six of the top 10 most attended 

exhibitions were traveling or based on loaned works.21 

The data on attendance given above demonstrate the impact of exhibitions based on 

borrowed works, either to supplement those from permanent collections or presented as an 

alternative to the permanent collection. The popularity of loans and traveling exhibitions 

illustrate how important it is for museums to build and maintain good relationships with foreign 

ministries of culture, but also raises questions about the role of permanent collections. Museums 

by the Numbers indicates most museum acquisitions are through gifts and bequests (see also 

Stone 2002). However, very often, donated items are of low quality or are duplicates, as was 

discussed previously in relation to government-run antiquities sales. In addition to requiring 

space and care, some objects are not in high demand, either for in-house exhibitions or as loans 

(which generate revenue). Encyclopedic museums are, by definition, collecting institutions. As 

such, they store a large percentage of their collection, usually about 95 percent (Fabrikant 2009). 

The Met has 2 million objects and displays only tens of thousands; the Boston MFA has 450,000 

objects, but only 18,000 are on display (Fabrikant 2009).22 There are very good reasons why not 

                                                
21 The Art Newspaper’s 2016 numbers can be viewed here: http://theartnewspaper.com/reports/visitor-figures-

2016/christo-helps-1-2-million-people-to-walk-on-water (accessed March 30, 2017).  

22 Museums can and do deaccession objects; however, there are many ethical and legal restrictions placed on 
museums that can prevent them from doing so. Both the AAM and the AAMD have guidelines for 
deaccessioning, but the topic is not relevant to this discussion. For the AAM material on deaccessioning, go to 
http://www.aam-us.org/docs/default-source/continuum/deaccessioning-activity.pdf?sfvrsn=4 (accessed April 2, 
2017). For the AAMD policy, go to https://aamd.org/document/aamd-policy-on-deaccessioning (accessed April 
2, 2017). 
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all objects can be displayed, besides the obvious lack of gallery space. Many objects are 

detrimentally affected by constant exposure to light, and hanging in a gallery will accelerate any 

normal decomposition. Environments in storage are easier to maintain and control (see Stone 

2002:68–69). Storing and caring for collections is an expensive undertaking. Art Museums by the 

Numbers shows that 19 percent of expenditures go to infrastructure and 32 percent go to “arts-

focused activities” (see Figure 9.1). While we don’t know what portion of the 32 percent is 

dedicated to collections care, it is safe to estimate that an art museum dedicates 20 to 25 percent 

of its budget to maintaining the permanent collection.  

A redefinition of the mission of museums from serving as collecting institutions to 

centers for research based on long-term loans and stewardship may be as impossible to achieve 

as government-controlled antiquities sales. Stakeholders such as James Cuno are staunch 

supporters of the encyclopedic museum and opponents of so-called “nationalist-retentionist” 

legislation and policies that call for the repatriation of looted antiquities. The purpose of this 

dissertation is not to debate the legitimacy of current political borders, the dangers of 

nationalism, and the most appropriate ownership of cultural heritage. Rather, it is to explore 

changes in the way in which cultural heritage is being collected in the United States and to 

consider a future where that material can be shared and studied internationally, without the 

plunder of archaeological sites and the related loss of contextual information. Negotiations with 

source nations, repatriations, and due diligence do not stop the plunder of cultural heritage. 

These efforts are, however, part of a larger program to change the way in which museums 

professionals, collectors, and the general public perceive antiquities. What must be avoided when 

devising new ways of sharing ancient material is creating the expectation that there is a way to 

legitimize an illicit object.  
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The most obvious—and, for archaeologists and scholars, destructive—impact of looting 

is the loss of archaeological context and sites, but current legislation, including the 1970 

UNESCO convention, the CPIA, and China’s LPCR, relies almost exclusively on export 

restrictions and customs to regulate the trade in illicit material. These restrictions are meant to 

slow the demand for stolen and illegally excavated antiquities, but can do so only in 

accompaniment with other actions. In the United States, a change in attitudes toward 

unprovenanced materials appears to have been precipitated by repatriation claims from state 

parties and increasing use of the NSPA in the courts. As individual collectors and museums 

become more aware of both the ethical and the legal consequences of acquiring looted 

archaeological material and the difficulty in donating it, perhaps we will see a diminishing 

demand. We cannot, however, rely solely on state parties to claim stolen cultural property. These 

claims are effective only when the claimant can demonstrate that criminal activities were 

involved in the export of the object, and there are very few cases for which this can be proved 

(see Renfrew 2000).  

Cooperative programs between supply and market nations are effective, particularly 

when they include joint research programs and long-term loans. These programs can help change 

the nature and definition of museum stewardship from collecting to long-term care and research. 

This may, ultimately, demand a reevaluation of the purpose and mission of the museum as an 

institution. This study documents the importance of acquisitions for attendance and interest via 

articles and media, as well as the prestige that important loans can lend to an institution. 

Considering the evidence that loaned works are generally more popular with visitors than those 

from permanent collections, perhaps acquisitions should not be the central mission of so many 

museums. It seems that a model that relies more heavily on international cooperation and long-
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term loans and less on procurement might be part of the solution to curtailing the encyclopedic 

museum’s reliance on new acquisitions and dismantling the market for illicit antiquities. 

Due diligence resources such as the ICOM Red Lists, the INTERPOL Stolen Art 

database, and the AAMD Object Registry allow museums and collectors to research the history 

of potential acquisitions or share information on items already in a collection on an international 

forum. Unprovenanced antiquities shared on these sites, however, have already been looted, and 

no contextual information will ever be gained through due diligence research. Other actions, 

such as voluntary repatriations to source nations and agreed-upon stewardship in a museum 

outside the nation of origin, foster greater communication and cooperative relationships between 

state parties, but they do not directly prevent the clandestine exploitation of archaeological sites. 

Some of these solutions may be little more than a more ethical laundering of illicit antiquities 

than past efforts (see the discussion of the Fleischmann Collection in Chapter 5).  

The antiquities trade and our perceptions of value and beauty are ruinously intertwined. 

Without dismantling the foundations of aesthetics, connoisseurship, and the misappropriation of 

cultural heritage as art, not to mention the museum institution as a whole, curbing the demand for 

archaeological materials is extremely challenging. While every week brings a new, well-written 

report or study linking the market to the looting and destruction of archaeological sites, 

terrorism, and organized crime, few solutions on either a small or a grand scale are being offered. 

The most involved parties seem to be those on the front lines of both the scholarly and collecting 

communities: curators and some museum directors. For these individuals, new acquisition 

policies, legal repercussions, and public opinion are an ever-present reality. Interviews with these 

stakeholders show that they are focusing on innovative methods of connecting with source 

nations, compiling provenance information, and negotiating new stewardship relationships.  
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In the end, the best way to prevent the looting of archaeological sites is to increase 

security, foster local pride by educating the local community, and involve the community in the 

excavation and preservation of the site. Other measures, including domestic and international 

legislation and those suggested in this study, are actions taken after the fact.  
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Figure 9.1. 2016 breakdown of annual spending in 214 museums in the United States, Mexico, and Canada. From 
the AAMD’s Museums by the Numbers. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 9.2. Annual contributions to U.S. museums in 2016. From the AAMD’s Museums by the Numbers.  
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INSTITUTION TITLE PURPOSE WEBSITE CROSS-
REFERENCING 

International 
Council of Museums 
(ICOM) 

Red Lists 
Database 

Classification of the endangered 
categories of archaeological objects or 
works of art. Based on data submitted 
by source nations  

http://icom.museu
m/resources/red-
lists-database 

UNESCO, Object 
ID, U.S. 
Department of State 

J. Paul Getty 
Trust/International 
Council of 
Museums/UNESCO 

Object ID International documentation standard 
for the identification of cultural objects 

http://www.getty.e
du/publications/vir
tuallibrary/089236
5722.html 

UNESCO, ICOM, 
INTERPOL, Getty 

J. Paul Getty Trust Getty Provenance 
Index®  

Provides access to a number of 
international auction house and art 
dealer catalogs and lists works of art in 
public collections all over the world  

http://www.getty.e
du/research/tools/p
rovenance/search.
html 

  

INTERPOL Stolen Art 
Database 

A database of stolen works of art that 
combines descriptions and pictures of 
artworks that have been reported stolen 

https://www.interp
ol.int/Crime-
areas/Works-of-
art/Database 

Red Lists, Object 
ID 

Association of Art 
Museum Directors 
(AAMD) 

Object Registry 
Shares information on unprovenanced 
acquisitions so that source nations can 
identify and make claims 

https://aamd.org/o
bject-registry   

International 
Foundation for Art 
Research (IFAR) 

Art Law and 
Cultural Property 
Website 

Database of international cultural 
heritage legislation, with other 
resources for collectors  

https://www.ifar.o
rg/art_law.php 

Getty Provenance 
Index, Object 
Registry 

Art Loss Register The Art Loss 
Register Database of stolen art http://www.artloss

.com/en   

 
Table 9.1. Due diligence resources for museums and collectors. 
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Appendix A 

Annotated Chronological Index of Statutory and Other Materials  

Relating to Chinese Cultural Property Legislation 

✜Annotations are from Murphy 1995 

Republic of China 

September 13, 1928 
Regulations Governing the Preservation of Scenic Resorts, Ancient 
Remains and Relics, promulgated by the Ministry of the Interior on 
September 13, 1928 

http://www.unesco.org/c
ulture/natlaws/index.php 

June 7, 1931 
✜Law on the Preservation of Ancient Objects (prohibiting export, 
archaeological excavation by foreigners, and domestic sale of objects to 
foreigners) 

Not available online 

July 3, 1931 Detailed Rules for the Implementation of the Law on the Preservation of 
Ancient Objects Not available online 

March 15, 1935 Rules Relating to the Participation of Foreign Academic Organizations or 
Private Individuals in the Excavation of Relics 

http://www.unesco.org/c
ulture/natlaws/index.php 

March 16, 1935 Rules Governing the Excavation of Relics http://www.unesco.org/c
ulture/natlaws/index.php 

November 10, 1935 
Relics Preservation Law, enacted by the Legislative Yuan and 
promulgated by the National Government on June 2, 1930, and revised on 
November 10, 1935 

http://www.unesco.org/c
ulture/natlaws/index.php 

People’s Republic of China 

May 24, 1950 

✜Provisional Measures Prohibiting the Exportation of Precious and 
Valuable Art Objects, Pictures and Books; Provisional Measures 
Governing the Investigation and Excavation of the Sites of Ancient 
Cultural Ruins and Ancient Graves and Burial Grounds (unauthorized 
field research by foreigners prohibited; export of significant art and 
archaeological items prohibited, except for exchange or exhibition 
purposes; provision for inspection and sealing by customs officials) 

Not available online 

January 1, 1953 Instructions Concerning the Protection of Historical and Revolutionary 
Relics in the Process of Basic Infrastructural Constructions Not available online 

January 1, 1956 Notification Concerning Protection of Cultural Relics in the Process of 
Building Up Agricultural Production Not available online 

November 17, 1960 

✜Provisional Regulations on the Protection and Administration of the 
Cultural Heritage, approved by the 105th plenary session of the State 
Council (general regulations dealing with both moveable and immovable 
property; definitions; central and localized enforcement; state ownership 
of unexcavated objects; ranking by cultural administration; designations; 
trade regulation [presumably superseded by the comprehensive 
November 19, 1982 Cultural Relics Law]) 

Not available online 
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March 4, 1961 

✜Circular Promulgating the First Group of Key National Cultural 
Protection Units, approved by the State Council (announces 180 
approved cultural relics, sites, and monuments, and directs People’s 
Committees of the respective provinces, autonomous regions, and 
municipalities as to protection and administrative work; see also February 
23, 1982, and January 13, 1988) 

French translation only: 
http://www.unesco.org/c
ulture/natlaws/index.php 

November 14, 1970 
UNESCO Convention on the Means of Prohibiting and Preventing the 
Illicit Import, Export and Transfer of Ownership of Cultural Heritage, 
adopted by the United Nations 

http://www.unesco.org/n
ew/en/culture/themes/illi
cit-trafficking-of-
cultural-property/1970-
convention/ 

August 5, 1972 

✜Rules Governing the Supervision and Control of Import and Export 
Cargoes by the Customs of the People’s Republic of China, promulgated 
by the Ministry of Foreign Trade (Articles 2 and 3 deal with appraisal of 
cultural relics) 

Not available online 

November 16, 1972 Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural 
Heritage, adopted by the United Nations 

http://whc.unesco.org/arc
hive/convention-en.pdf 

December 16, 1974 

✜Circular Concerning the Opinion on Strengthening Cultural Relics 
Commercial Administration and Implementing the Policy on the 
Protection of Cultural Relics, promulgated by the State Council 
approving the Opinion of the Ministry of Foreign Trade, the Ministry of 
Commerce, and the State Administration for Protection of Cultural Relics 
(the preamble highlights abuses and breakdowns in administration; policy 
guidelines provided as to domestic and foreign trade and departmental 
coordination) 

http://www.asianlii.org/c
n/legis/cen/laws/cotscfaa
ttpsbtmofttmocatsafpocr
ostcaai2540 

1977 

✜Customs Guide for Passengers (deals with permissible--and prohibited-
-exports of cultural relics; see ss.I.5 and IV.3. [L. Stapleton: these 
sections refer to cultural objects purchased from cultural relics shops and 
friendship stores]) 

Guide and commentary 
available in the 
“Compendium of 
Chinese Laws and 
Regulations” 1985, Vol. 
6.  

March 23, 1978 

✜Provisional Customs Regulations for Supervision and Control Over the 
Baggage and Articles Accompanying Incoming and Outgoing Overseas 
Chinese and Other Passengers, promulgated by the Ministry of Foreign 
Trade (s.5 deals with permissible exports of cultural relics and related 
procedures [L. Stapleton: specifically, Paragraph 5 refers to “cultural 
items from friendship stores or cultural stores”]) 

Regulations and 
commentary available in 
the “Compendium of 
Chinese Laws and 
Regulations” 1985, Vol. 
6.  

June 29, 1979 

✜Regulations on the Work of Provincial, Municipal and Autonomous 
Region Museums, approved and promulgated by the Ministry of Foreign 
Trade (s.5 deals with permissible exports of cultural relics and related 
procedures) 

Not available online 

July 31, 1979 

✜Circular Approving the Report Seeking Instructions on the Trial 
Measures on the Administration of Exports of Cultural Relics With 
Special Permission, issued by the State Council approving the Report of 
the State Cultural Relics Administrative Bureau (attempt to establish 
guidelines as to selection of objects for export; administrative measures; 
see also February 27, 1989) 

http://www.asianlii.org/c
n/legis/cen/laws/tmfcote
ocrwsp835 

January 1, 1980 

✜Criminal Law of the People’s Republic of China, adopted by the 
Second Session of the Fifth National People’s Congress 1.7.79 and 
effective as of January 1, 1980 (generally criminalizing violations of laws 
and regulations on the protection of cultural relics, stealing, and 
exporting; see Art. 173 and 174; see also March 8, 1982; November 11, 
1987; January 21, 1988; and February 27, 1989) 

http://www.opbw.org/nat
_imp/leg_reg/China/CRI
MINAL_LAW.pdf 

March 30, 1980 

✜Announcement Regarding the Cracking Down on Smuggling, 
Speculation, and Profiteering in Imported and Exported Articles, issued 
by the General Administration for Industry and Commerce and the 
General Administration of Customs of the People’s Republic of China 
(Art. 2 deals with reselling cultural relics for profit) 

http://www.asianlii.org/c
n/legis/cen/laws/aotgafia
catgaocotprocrtcdossapii
ae2095/ 
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May 15, 1980 

✜Circular Approving the Report Seeking Instructions on Strengthening 
Administrative Work Over the Protection of Ancient Buildings and 
Ancient Sites Containing Cultural Relics, issued by the State Council 
approving the Report of the State Cultural Relics Administrative Bureau 
and the State Capital Construction Committee (attempts to strike a 
balance between the protection of cultural relics and capital construction 
work) 

Not available online 

June 4, 1980 

✜Regulations Concerning the Retrieval of Precious Cultural Relics and 
Books Scattered and Lost During the Cultural Revolution, approved and 
promulgated by the Central Committee of the Communist Party of China 
and the State Council 

Not available online 

January 15, 1981 
✜Circular Approving the Report Seeking Instructions on the 
Strengthening of Cultural Relics Work, issued by the State Council 
approving the Report of the State Cultural Relics Administrative Bureau 

Not available online 

October 12, 1981 

✜Interim Provisions on Strengthening the Administration of Publication 
in Cooperation With Foreign Countries, approved and promulgated by 
the State Council (deals in part with the right to reproduce likenesses of 
relics) 

http://www.asianlii.org/c
n/legis/cen/laws/toc-
1981.html 

November 10, 1981 

✜Beijing Municipal Administrative Measures on the Protection of 
Cultural Relics, adopted at the Sixteenth Meeting of the State Council of 
the Seventh Beijing Municipal National People’s Congress on November 
7, 1981, and promulgated by Order No. 143 of 1981 of the Beijing 
Municipal People’s Government on October 11, 1981 (municipal 
legislation for the protection of cultural relics; deals with export, 
protection, administrative responsibilities, local “protective committees” 
to protect sites, personal donations, state ownership, criminal aspects, 
etc.; see also May 21, 1982; July 7, 1987; and December 1, 1987) 

Not available online 

February 8, 1982 

✜Circular Approving the Report Seeking Instructions on the Protection 
of China’s Famous Historical and Cultural Cities, issued by the State 
Council approving the Report of the State Capital Construction 
Commission (directions to the People’s Governments at various levels 
regarding the preservation and protection of 24 selected famous historical 
and cultural cities; see also December 8, 1986) 

Not available online 

February 23, 1982 
✜Circular Promulgating the Second Group of Key National Cultural 
Protection Units, approved and promulgated by the State Council (adds 
82 sites, relics, and monuments to the March 4, 1961 list) 

Not available online 

March 8, 1982 

✜Decision Concerning the Severe Punishment of Criminals Who 
Seriously Undermine the Economy, adopted by the 22nd Session of the 
Standing Committee of the Fifth National People’s Congress (very 
revealing preamble dealing with extent of abuses; the crime of stealing 
and exporting precious cultural relics in Art. 173 of the Criminal Law can 
now attract the death penalty in serious cases [L. Stapleton: this decision 
was invalidated by the revised Criminal Law on March 14, 1997]) 

http://www.asianlii.org/c
n/legis/cen/laws/pcrtspoc
wsste934/ 

May 21, 1982 

✜Beijing Municipal Interim Provisions on the Administration of the 
Cultural Relics Market, announced by Order 68 of 1982 of the Beijing 
Municipal People’s Government (largely repetitive of earlier Beijing 
regulations dealing with private collections, state ownership of unearthed 
relics, sales administration, and criminal aspects) 

Not available online 

November 19, 1982 

✜Law of the People’s Republic of China on the Protection of Cultural 
Relics, adopted at the 25th Meeting of the Standing Committee of the 
Fifth National People’s Congress and promulgated by Order No. 11 on 
the Standing Committee of the National People’s Congress (the 
comprehensive national cultural property law with chapters on 
definitions, ownership, site protection, archaeological excavations, 
cultural relics in the collection of cultural institutions and in private 
collections, export of relics, and penalty provisions) 

http://www.asianlii.org/c
n/legis/cen/laws/pocr304
/ 

December 4, 1982 
✜Constitution of the People’s Republic of China, adopted at the 5th 
Session of the Fifth National People’s Congress (Art. 22 and 119 deal 
with the protection of cultural heritage)  

http://www.asianlii.org/c
n/legis/cen/laws/cotproc1
982424/ 
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June 15, 1983 
✜Regulations of the People’s Republic of China on the control of Gold 
and Silver, promulgated by the State Council (Art. 2 and 13 relate to 
cultural property) 

http://www.asianlii.org/c
n/legis/cen/laws/rotcogas
425/ 

January 1, 1984 

✜Detailed Rules for Implementation of Regulations of the People’s 
Republic of China on the Control of Gold and Silver, issued by the 
People’s Bank of China (Art. 2 provides that departments of cultural 
relics shall not export or sell on the domestic market gold and silver 
purchased by them; where such export or sale is necessary, application 
must be made to the People’s Bank of China) 

http://www.asianlii.org/c
n/legis/cen/laws/drftiotro
tcogasotproc1071/ 

July 31, 1984 

✜Customs Notice to Members of Tourist Groups to Hong Kong and 
Macau, promulgated by the General Administration of Customs (Art. 6 
provides that cultural relics to be brought out shall first be verified by the 
Cultural Relics Administration; an “insignificant quantity of or less 
valuable relics” shall be released by Customs) 

Not available online 

October 1, 1984 

✜Law of the People’s Republic of China on Regional National 
Autonomy, adopted at the Second Session of the Sixth National People’s 
Congress, promulgated on May 31, 1984, and effective as of October 1, 
1984 (Art. 38 provides that the organs of self-government of national 
autonomous areas shall protect historical sites and cultural relics) 

http://www.asianlii.org/c
n/legis/cen/laws/rna267/ 

December 11, 1984 

✜Interim Provisions on the Use of Cultural Relics and Monuments in the 
Shooting of Feature Films for Motion Pictures and Television, 
promulgated by the Ministry of Culture (restrictions placed on filming by 
the state, Hong Kong, and foreign film companies; see also April 19, 
1985)  

Not available online 

January 1985 Convention Concerning of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage 
signed by the Chinese government 

http://whc.unesco.org/arc
hive/convention-en.pdf 

February 15, 1985 

✜Regulations of the People’s Republic of China Governing Control Over 
Outward Cultural Relics Carried or Shipped by Passengers and Posted 
By Individuals, promulgated by the General Administration of Customs: 
regulations enacted in accordance with Articles 27 and 28 of the 11.19.82 
Cultural Relics Law; requirements for declarations, export certificates, 
etc.  

Not available online 

April 19, 1985 

✜Interim Provisions on the use of Cultural Relics and Monuments in the 
Filming of Motion Pictures and Television, promulgated by the Ministry 
of Culture (more detailed provisions, including restrictions, application 
procedures, and penalties) 

Not available online 

January 21, 1986 

✜Interim Provisions of the Shandong Economic and Technological 
Development Zone on Land Management, promulgated by the Shandong 
Provincial People’s Government (provincial regulations; Art. 3 deals with 
protection of cultural relics and historic sites) 

Not available online 

March 19, 1986 

✜Mineral Resources Law of the People’s Republic of China, adopted by 
the 15th Session of the Standing Committee of the Sixth National 
people’s Congress (Art. 17 deals with mining in areas where there are 
significant immovable historical and cultural relics) 

Not available online 

September 27, 1986 

✜Hunan Provincial Regulations on the Protection of Cultural Relics, 
approved at the 21st Session of the Standing Committee of the Sixth 
People’s Congress of Hunan Province (provincial legislation largely 
reflecting the provisions of the November 19, 1982 Cultural Relics Law) 

Not available online 

December 1, 1986 

Measures for the Declaration of Articles Imported and Exported by 
Diplomatic Missions and Their Members in China, promulgated by the 
General Administration of Customs (Art. 3 and 4 deal expressly with 
cultural relics) 

http://www.asianlii.org/c
n/legis/cen/laws/cmftdoa
iaebdmatmic1074/ 

December 1, 1986 

Provisions on the Import and Export of Articles by Diplomatic Missions 
and Their Members in China, approved October 13, 1986, by the State 
Council and promulgated December 1, 1986, by the General 
Administration of Customs (Art. 5) 

http://www.asianlii.org/c
n/legis/cen/laws/potgcaot
aotiaeoabfdmatpic1578/ 
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December 8, 1986 

✜Circular Approving the Report Seeking Instructions on the 
Promulgation of the Second Group of Famous Units Located in Famous 
National Historical and Cultural Cities, issued by the State Council 
approving the Report of the State Capital Construction Commission (a 
further 38 cities are approved, following the success of the February 8, 
1982 Circular) 

Not available online 

January 1, 1987 

✜Regulations of the People’s Republic of China on Administrative 
Penalties for Public Security, adopted at the 17th Meeting of the Standing 
Committee of the Sixth National People’s Congress, promulgated on 
September 5, 1986, and effective as of January 1, 1987 (lists various “acts 
impairing the administration of social order,” including deliberately 
defacing and damaging cultural relics in “circumstances not serious 
enough for criminal punishment”) 

http://www.asianlii.org/c
n/legis/cen/laws/roapfps6
04/ 

January 22, 1987 
✜Customs Law of the People’s Republic of China, adopted by the 19th 
Session of the Standing committee of the Sixth National People’s 
Congress (Art. 47 ff. relating to smuggling generally) 

http://www.asianlii.org/c
n/legis/cen/laws/cl136/ 

March 7, 1987 

✜Regulations on Land-Use Management for Foreign Investment 
Enterprises in Jiangsu Province, adopted at the 24th Session of the 
Standing Committee of the Sixth Jiangsu Provincial People’s Congress on 
February 21, 1987, and promulgated by the Standing Committee of 
Jiangsu Provincial People’s Congress on March 7, 1987 (Art. 6 provides 
that all cultural and historical relics on land or underground are the 
property of the PRC; any relic discovered shall be properly protected and 
reported to the local departments in charge of cultural and historical 
relics) 

Not available online 

March 9, 1987 
✜Circular Concerning the Levying of Relevant Taxes on Cultural Relics 
Shops, issued by the State Tax Bureau (measures aimed at unifying the 
imposition of taxes by different bureaus) 

Not available online 

April 26, 1987 

✜Circular on Cracking Down on Activities Involving Smuggling and 
Illegal Excavation for Cultural Relics, issued by the State Council 
(preamble describes various abuses; guidelines for enforcement of 
Criminal Law and Cultural Relics Law; directive as to discoveries of 
underground or underwater relics; invitation to criminals to surrender 
relics in return for leniency) 

Not available online 

July 1, 1987 

✜Detailed Rules for the Implementation of Administrative Penalties of 
the Customs Law of the People’s Republic of China, approved by the 
State Council on June 30, 1987, and promulgated by the General 
Administration of Customs July 1, 1987 (supplements Customs Law, 
primarily with respect to penalties) 

http://www.asianlii.org/c
n/legis/cen/laws/roapfps6
04/ 

July 7, 1987 

✜Beijing Municipal Administrative Regulations on the Protection of 
Cultural Relics, adopted at the 37th Meeting of the Standing Committee 
of the Eighth Beijing Municipal National People’s Congress (municipal 
regulations implementing the November 19, 1982 Cultural Relics Law) 

Not available online 

July 27, 1987 

✜Circular on Cracking Down on Activities Involving Smuggling and 
Illegal Excavation for Cultural Relics, promulgated by the Guangzhou 
People’s Government (calls for the propagation of the State Council 
circular of May 26, 1987, and for cooperation among governments of 
various levels) 

Not available online 

September 5, 1987 

✜Archives Law of the People’s Republic of China, adopted at the 22nd 
Session of the Standing Committee of the Sixth National People’s 
Congress (Art. 12 relates to cultural relics; Art. 16, 18, and 24 deal with 
sale or export of archival material) 

“Statutes and 
Regulations of the 
People’s Republic of 
China”. No. 870905. 
Vol. IV. UEA Press Ltd.  

September 17, 1987 
✜Provisional Regulations on Administrative Penalties for Speculation 
and Profiteering, promulgated by the State Council (“reselling cultural 
relics” covered in Art. 3[4])  

“Statutes and 
Regulations of the 
People’s Republic of 
China”. No. 870917. 
Vol. IV. UEA Press Ltd.  
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September 26, 1987 ✜Circular on Strictly Implementing the Archives Law, issued by the State 
Archives Bureau 

Not available online 

November 24, 1987 

✜Notice on Further Strengthening of Cultural Relics Work, promulgated 
by the State Council (direction to improve administrative aspects of 
protection efforts, rural construction works, construction of museums, 
etc.) 

Not available online 

November 27, 1987 

✜Explanation of Several Questions Concerning the Applicable Law in 
Handling Cases of Stealing, Illegally Recovering, Dealing in, and 
Smuggling Cultural Relics, issued by the Supreme People’s Court and 
Supreme People’s Procuratorate (clarification of the applicable law 
relating to relics offences, and penalties) 

Not available online 

December 1, 1987 
✜Beijing Municipal Administrative Regulations on the Protection Areas 
for the Cultural Relics Protection Units and Construction Control Zones, 
promulgated by the Beijing People’s Government 

Not available online 

January 1, 1988 

✜Fujian Provincial Administrative Regulations on the Protection of 
Cultural Relics, passed by the Standing Committee of the Fujian People’s 
Congress (provincial supplement to the November 19, 1982 Cultural 
Relics Law) 

Not available online 

January 13, 1988 

✜Circular Promulgating the Third Group of Key National Cultural 
Protection Units, approved and promulgated by the State Council 
(announcement of an additional 258 sites, relics, and monuments, 
following March 4, 1961, and February 23, 1982) 

Not available online 

January 21, 1988 

✜Supplementary Provisions Concerning the Punishment of Smuggling, 
adopted at the 24th Session of the Standing Committee of the Sixth 
National People’s Congress (Art. 2 deals with the smuggling of relics and 
affirms the propriety of the death penalty in severe cases) 

http://www.asianlii.org/c
n/legis/cen/laws/spotscot
npcctpotcos1321/ 

February 27, 1989 

✜Measures of the Administration of Export Verification for Cultural 
Relics, announced by the Cultural Department (supplements the export 
provisions [Art. 27 and 28] of the November 19, 1982 Cultural Relics 
Law by providing verification and grading guidelines; purports to apply 
to relics held by “compatriots in Hong Kong, Macau, Taiwan,” etc.)  

Not available online 

September 25, 1989 
1970 UNESCO Convention on the Means of Prohibiting and Preventing 
the Illicit Import, Export and Transfer of Ownership of Cultural Property, 
acceded to by decision of the State Council 

http://www.unesco.org/n
ew/en/culture/themes/illi
cit-trafficking-of-
cultural-property/1970-
convention/ 

October 20, 1989 

✜Regulations of the People’s Republic of China on the Administration of 
Protection of Underwater Cultural Relics (provides for state ownership, 
duties of finders, administrative procedures, regulation of archaeological 
work, etc.) 

http://www.asianlii.org/c
n/legis/cen/laws/rctaotwf
tpoucr1005/ 

February 22, 1991 

✜Administrative Measures of the People’s Republic of China on Foreign 
Archaeological Work, approved and promulgated by the State Cultural 
Relics Bureau (provides definitions of “archaeological investigations,” 
“explorations,” “excavation,” and “recording”) 

http://www.asianlii.org/c
n/legis/cen/laws/mftaotfa
a688/ 

March 28, 1991 
✜Ningbo Municipal Administrative Provisions on the Protection of 
Cultural Relics, promulgated by the Municipal People’s Government 
(municipal supplement to the November 19, 1982 Cultural Relics Law) 

Not available online 

June 29, 1991 

✜Decision on Amendments to Articles 30 and 31 of the Cultural Relics 
Law of the People’s Republic of China, adopted at the 20th Meeting of 
the Standing Committee of the Seventh National People’s Congress 
(generally expanding the list of offenses) 

http://www.asianlii.org/c
n/legis/cen/laws/dotscotn
pcrtroa30aa31ottpocr134
0/ 

June 29, 1991 

✜Supplementary Provisions on Punishment for the Crime of Illegally 
Excavated Ancient Cultural Relics of Tombs, adopted at the 20th Meeting 
of the Standing Committee of the Seventh National People’s Congress 
(sentencing guidelines) 

http://www.asianlii.org/c
n/legis/cen/laws/spotscot
npcrtpotcoearsoacoat174
9/ 
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May 7, 1992 

✜Detailed Rules for the Implementation of the Law of the People’s 
Republic of China on the Protection of Cultural Relics, promulgated by 
the State Cultural Relics Bureau and approved by the State Council 
(supplements the November 19, 1982 Cultural Relics Law, including 
definitions, the work of cultural protection work units, excavations, public 
and private preservation, exports, and offenses) 

http://www.asianlii.org/c
n/legis/cen/laws/rftiottpo
cr671/ 

June 1, 1992 

✜Agreement between the People’s Republic of China and Japan on the 
Establishment of the Japan-China Environmental Protection Centre and 
the Dunhuang Caves Cultural Relics Protection, Research and Exhibition 
Centre (assistance fund for the restoration of a building in the exhibition 
center and for the provision of research equipment) 

Not available online 

June 10, 1992 

✜Agreement between the People’s Republic of China and Italy on the 
Establishment of the Xi’an Cultural Relics Protection and Restoration 
Centre (a three-year agreement providing for a fund, cooperation with the 
Shaanxi Province Cultural Relics Bureau to build a cultural relics 
protections center, and the training of experts) 

Not available online 

July 12, 1992 

✜Administrative Measures on Foreign Businesses Taking Part in the 
Salvage of Sunken Ships or Artifacts in China’s Coastal Waters, 
promulgated by the State Council (provisions applying to foreign 
businesses and Sino-foreign cooperative joint ventures engaging in 
salvage operations) 

http://www.asianlii.org/c
n/legis/cen/laws/pfcopbf
bitsossasaiccw1294/ 

November 20, 1992 

✜Provisions on Travellers Entering and Leaving China and the Selection 
of Red or Green Channel to Pass Through Customs: Provisions on the 
Declaration of Articles to Customs by Travellers Entering and Leaving 
China; Announcement on the Simplification of Customs Procedures for 
Travellers Entering and Leaving China (cultural relics must be declared 
and made available for inspection) 

Not available online 

March 1, 1993 

✜Prohibited Import and Export Goods List and Restricted Import and 
Export Goods List, promulgated by the General Administration of 
Customs (prohibited exports include “valuable cultural relics and other 
cultural relics that are prohibited from being exported”; restricted exports 
include “ordinary cultural relics and other export products restricted by 
Customs”; these lists replace those issued on November 1, 1987)  

Not available online 

July 5, 1996 

Auction Law, promulgated by the 20th session of the Standing Committee 
of the Eighth National People’s Congress (outlines regulations for 
auctioneers, consigners, bidders, vendees, and auction houses; requires 
appraisals and permits for the sale of relics; requires auction houses 
selling relics to have minimum capital of 10,000 yuan and personnel with 
a professional knowledge of relics; appears to allow private [non-state] 
ownership of auction houses; allows foreigners and foreign entities to 
take part in auction bidding) 

http://www.asianlii.org/c
n/legis/cen/laws/al109/ 

March 14, 1997 
The Criminal Law of the People’s Republic of China (revises the National 
People’s Congress Order of the President of the People’s Republic of 
China No. 83) 

http://www.asianlii.org/c
n/legis/cen/laws/cl104/ 

March 30, 1997 

Circular of the State Council Concerning the Strengthening and 
Improvement of the Work Related to Cultural Relics (intends to 
implement the principle of “effective protection, 
rational utilization, and enhanced control”; seeks to protect relics within 
the “socialist market system”; calls for new socioeconomic plans from 
any bureaucratic entity responsible for cultural heritage; calls for more 
adherence to existing laws on the part of the department of administration 
of cultural relics of the state; refers to the “contradiction” between 
preservation and economic construction; promotes socialist propaganda in 
the use and interpretation of cultural heritage; calls for improvement of 
relics market control, including auctions) 

http://www.asianlii.org/c
n/legis/cen/laws/cotsccts
aiotwrtcr1043/ 
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2000 

Principals for the Conservation of Heritage Sites in China, aka “The 
China Principals”; issued by China ICOMOS, approved by the State 
Administration of Cultural Heritage, printed and funded by the Getty 
Research Institute; edited by Nevelle Agnew and Martha Demas 
(attempts to establish a coherent set of guidelines for heritage 
conservation practice and management in compliance with the 1984 
Relics Law; English translation published in 2002; revised and published 
again in 2015) 

http://www.getty.edu/con
servation/publications_re
sources/pdf_publications
/pdf/china_prin_heritage
_sites.pdf 

April 9, 2001 
Rating Standards for Cultural Relic Collections, order of the Ministry of 
Culture of the People’s Republic of China (provides guidelines by which 
specialists working in the culture sector can rate cultural relics) 

Partial (poor) translation 
online: 
http://www.lawinfochina
.com/display.aspx?id=18
29&lib=law 

August 15, 2001 

Circular on Further Rectification and Standardization of the Cultural 
Market Order (discusses the need to rectify problems in various markets 
due to “secular, silly and superstitious, full of violence, pornography, 
gamble and even reactionary elements, which are undermining social 
morality, affecting national unity and social stability, especially impairing 
physical and mental health of young people”; calls for a streamlining of 
the relics market and prevention of theft and smuggling [Paragraph 4]) 

http://en.chinaculture.org
/library/2003-
09/24/content_42189.ht
m 

October 28, 2002 

Law of the People’s Republic of China on Protection of Cultural Relics, 
adopted at the 25th Meeting of the Standing Committee of the Fifth 
National People’s Congress on November 19, 1982 (first revision of the 
1982 Relics Act; this version adds 46 additional paragraphs to the act; 
expands regulations surrounding construction on and around cultural 
monuments and sites; adds a chapter dedicated exclusively to private 
collections; adds guidelines for sale at auction and relics stores; increases 
language relevant to legal liabilities) 

http://www.unesco.org/c
ulture/natlaws/index.php 

May 18, 2003 

Regulations for the Implementation of the Law of the People’s Republic 
of China on the Protection of Cultural Relics, adopted and the 8th 
executive meeting of the State Council on May 13, 2003, promulgated by 
degree No. 377 of the State Council on May 18, 2003, and effective July 
1, 2003 

http://www.unesco.org/c
ulture/natlaws/index.php 

July 14, 2003 Interim Provisions on the Administration of Cultural Relic Auction 

Partial (poor) translation 
online: 
http://www.lawinfochina
.com/display.aspx?id=30
12&lib=law 

August 28, 2004 

Auction Law, promulgated by the 11th session of the Standing Committee 
of the 10th National People’s Congress of the People’s Republic of China 
(revising the 1996 Auction Law; treatment of relics by auction houses 
remains the same; this version of the law adds language regarding staffing 
at auction houses by specialists in cultural relics) 

http://www.asianlii.org/c
n/legis/cen/laws/alotproc
366/ 

October 11, 2006 

Regulation on the Protection of the Great Wall, adopted at the 150th 
executive meeting of the State Council on September 20, 2006, and 
promulgated by decree No. 476 of the State Council on October 11, 2006, 
and effective December 1, 2006 

http://www.unesco.org/c
ulture/natlaws/index.php 

2007 

Administrative Rules for the Examination and Approval of Entry and Exit 
of Cultural Relics. Nullifies the Administrative Rules for Assessment of 
Exit of Cultural Relics, promulgated in 1989 (establishes how cultural 
relics are examined on entry to and exit from China; establishes 
institutions doing that work as independent but under the supervision of 
the State Administration of Cultural Heritage; requires staff performing 
examinations to be trained professionals; establishes categories of 
art/relics that must be examined; categories are more broad than those of 
the 1989 Administrative Rules) 

http://www.unesco.org/c
ulture/natlaws/index.php 

March 16, 2007 
Property Rights Law of the People’s Republic of China, promulgated 
March 16, 2007 (essentially enforces existing laws, particularly the Relics 
Law, in cases of “found” objects) 

http://faolex.fao.org/docs
/pdf/chn72735.pdf 
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December 29, 2007 

Law of the People’s Republic of China on Protection of Cultural Relics, 
third amendment, promulgated on December 29, 2007 (revises three 
articles of the 2003 Law [Art. 22 and 24 and the second paragraph of Art. 
40]; each of these three changes attempts to simplify the process of 
making changes to cultural heritage sites or objects) 

http://www.unesco.org/c
ulture/natlaws/index.php 

May 1, 2011 

Eighth Amendment to the Criminal Law of the People’s Republic of 
China (revises the punishment for the smuggling [illegal export] of 
cultural relics; the Criminal Law was also revised in 1999, twice in 2000, 
and again in 2002, 2005, 2006, and 2009; only the 2011 revision 
addresses punishment for crimes involving cultural relics) 

https://www.cecc.gov/res
ources/legal-
provisions/eighth-
amendment-to-the-
criminal-law-of-the-
peoples-republic-of-
china 

June 29, 2013 

Cultural Relics Protection Law of the People’s Republic of China, 2013 
Amendment (two paragraphs are amended: Article 25 [2] removes 
reference to grades of immovable cultural heritage; Article 65 [2] 
rephrases how punishments for violations are administered) 

http://www.lawinfochina
.com/Display.aspx?Look
Type=3&Lib=law&Cgid
=206076&Id=14869&Se
archKeyword=&SearchC
Keyword=&paycode= 

April 24, 2015 

Cultural Relics Protection Law of the People’s Republic of China, 2015 
Amendment (four paragraphs are amended; Article 34 [2] removes the 
necessity for State Council approval for retention of sample materials for 
testing from archaeological excavations; Article 41 is revised so that it is 
no longer necessary for the State Council to give permission when grade-
one objects are exchanged between institutions [within China]; Article 53 
[1] is revised so that State Council administration no longer approves the 
establishment of cultural relics stores; Article 54 [1] now requires auction 
houses to obtain licenses from the Central Government rather than the 
State Council) 

http://law.npc.gov.cn/FL
FG/flfgByID.action?flfgI
D=34813618&showDeta
ilType=QW&zlsxid=11 
(in Chinese) 
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Appendix B 

Buyer’s Premiums from 2000 to 2016 

CHRISTIE’S AUCTION HOUSE SOTHEBY’S AUCTION HOUSE 

February 2000 to March 2000 January 1993 to March 2000 
Up to $75,000 17.5% Up to $50,000 15% 
$75,001 and up 10% $50,001 and up 10% 
March 2000 to April 2002 March 2000 to April 2002 
Up to $80,000 17.5% Up to $15,000 20% 
$80,001 and up 10% $15,001 to $100,000 15% 
    $100,001 and up 10% 
April 2002 to March 2003 April 2002 to January 2003 
Up to $100,000 19.50% Up to $100,000 19.5% 
$100,001 and up 10% $100,001 and up 10% 
March 2003 to January 2005 January 2003 to January 2005 
Up to $100,000 19.5% Up to $100,000 20% 
$100,001 and up 12% $100,001 and up 12% 
January 2005 to February 2007 January 2005 to January 12, 2007 
Up to $100,000 20% Up to $500,000 20% 
$100,001 and up 12% $500,001 and up 12% 
February 2007 to September 2007 January 2007 to June 2008 
Up to $500,000 12% Up to $500,000 12% 
$500,001 and up 20% $500,001 and up 20% 
September 2007 to June 2008 June 2008 to March 2013 
Up to $20,000 25% Up to $50,000 25% 
$20,001 to $500,000 20% $50,001 to $1,000,000 20% 
$500,001 and up 12% $950,001 and up 12% 
June 2008 to March 10, 2013 March 2013 to January 31, 2015 
Up to $50,000 25% Up to $100,000 25% 
50,001 to 1,000,000 20% $100,001 to 2,000,000 20% 
$1,000,001 and up 12% 2,000,001 and up 12% 
March 11, 2013 to September 29, 2013 February 1, 2015 to November 12, 2016 
Up to $75,000 25% Up to $200,000 25% 
$75,001 to 1,500,000 20% $200,001 to $3,000,000 20% 
1,500,001 and up 12% $3,000,001 and up   
September 30, 2013 to September 18, 2016 November 13, 2016 to November 1, 2017 
Up to $100,000 25% Up to $250,000 25% 
$100,001 to $2,000,000 20% $250,001 to $3,000,000 20% 
$2,000,001 and up 12% $3,000,001 and up 12% 
September 19, 2016 to September 11, 2017     
Up to $150,000 25%     
$150,001 to $3,000,000 20%     
$3,000,001 and up 12%     
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Appendix C 

All Auction House Data 

AUCTION 
HOUSE SALE DATE SALE # LOT 

# TYPE DATE GRADE DIMENSIONS MEDIAN 
ESTIMATE 

SALE 
PRICE EXHIBITS PUBLISHED TESTING/ 

TRANSLATIONS 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/22/2000 NO7445 63 Gu Shang Fair  10 1/2 in. high $37,500.00 $46,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/22/2000 NO7445 96 Horse Tang Poor  23 1/2 in. high $17,500.00 $17,250.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/22/2000 NO7445 87 Horse Tang Good  17 5/8 in. high $27,500.00 $48,875.00 Yes No Thermoluminescence 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/22/2000 NO7445 92 Horse Tang Poor  26 1/2 in. high $57,500.00 $63,000.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/22/2000 NO7445 90 Horse Tang Poor  20 1/8 in. high $12,500.00 bought in  No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/22/2000 NO7445 93 Horse Tang Poor  18 1/8 in. high $10,000.00 bought in  No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/22/2000 NO7445 69 Mirror Tang Poor 9 3/8 in. dia.  $9,000.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/25/2000 9388 176 Ding Shang Fair 8 in. high $4,000.00 $6,325.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/25/2000 9388 178 Ding 

Late 
Shang/Early 
Zhou 

Fair 7 in. dia.  $8,500.00 $13,800.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/25/2000 9388 261 Ding Northern Qi Poor 18 & 17 1/4 in. 

high $17,500.00 bought in  No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 3/25/2000 9388 118 Gu Qianlong  

period 
Archaisti
c 8 5/8 in. high $40,000.00 $43,700.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/25/2000 9388 264 Horse Sui Dynasty Good none given $9,000.00 $6,325.00 Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/25/2000 9388 270 Horse Tang Good 11 & 11 1/4 in. 

high $5,500.00 $8,050.00 Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/25/2000 9388 263 Horse Tang Good 13 1/4 & 13 

3/4 in. high $12,500.00 $9,200.00 Yes Yes No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/25/2000 9388 258 Horse Tang Good 19 3/4 in. high $16,500.00 $13,800.00 Yes Yes Thermoluminescence 
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AUCTION 
HOUSE SALE DATE SALE # LOT 

# TYPE DATE GRADE DIMENSIONS MEDIAN 
ESTIMATE 

SALE 
PRICE EXHIBITS PUBLISHED TESTING/ 

TRANSLATIONS 

Christie’s 
New York 3/25/2000 9388 266 Horse Tang Good 29 in. high $215,000.00 bought in No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 3/25/2000 9388 295 Horse Tang Poor 30 in. long $450,000.00 bought in No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 3/25/2000 9388 275 Horse Tang Poor 24 1/2 in. long $275,000.00 bought in  No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 3/25/2000 9388 279 Horse Tang Poor 21 1/4 in. long $25,000.00 bought in  No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/25/2000 9388 179 Horse Shang Poor none given $40,000.00 bought in  No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/20/2000 NO7508 89 Horse Tang Poor  17 1/4 in. high $60,000.00 bought in  No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 9/21/2000 9476 160 Ding Shang Fair 10 in. high $40,000.00 $82,250.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/21/2000 9476 161 Ding Shang Poor 8 in. high $40,000.00 bought in  No No Inscription 

Christie’s 
New York 9/21/2000 9476 156 Gu Shang Fair 10 3/4 in. high $7,000.00 $7,638.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/21/2000 9476 219 Gu Shang Poor 10 1/4 in. high $5,000.00 bought in  No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/21/2000 9476 258 Horse Tang Fair 14 1/8 in. high $5,500.00 $5,875.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/21/2000 9476 270 Horse Tang Good 20 in. high $12,500.00 $11,163.00 Yes Yes Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 9/21/2000 9476 272 Horse Tang Poor 28 3/4 in. high $40,000.00 $41,125.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/21/2000 9476 271 Horse Tang Poor 12 3/4 & 12 

1/2 in. high $135,000.00 $138,000.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 9/21/2000 9476 254 Horse Tang Poor 14 & 13 3/8 in.  

high $16,500.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/21/2000 9476 269 Horse Tang Good 20 in. high $12,500.00 bought in  Yes No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 9/21/2000 9476 183 Mirror Tang Poor 7 1/8 in. dia. $11,500.00 bought in  No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 10/19/2000 NO7781 8 Ding Western 

Zhou Good 8 in. high $5,000.00 $3,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 10/19/2000 NO7781 31 Ding 

Eastern 
Zhou/Late 
Spring and 

Good 7 1/4 in. high, 
8 7/8 in. wide $5,000.00 $3,000.00 No No No 
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AUCTION 
HOUSE SALE DATE SALE # LOT 

# TYPE DATE GRADE DIMENSIONS MEDIAN 
ESTIMATE 

SALE 
PRICE EXHIBITS PUBLISHED TESTING/ 

TRANSLATIONS 

Autumn 

Sotheby’s 
New York 10/19/2000 NO7781 27 Ding 

Early 
Eastern 
Zhou 

Good 9 1/4 in high, 
10 3/4 in. wide $3,500.00 $5,100.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 10/19/2000 NO7781 11 Ding Shang Good 8 1/8 in. high $10,000.00 $12,000.00 No No Inscription 

Sotheby’s 
New York 10/19/2000 NO7781 32 Ding 

Eastern 
Zhou/Early 
Warring 
States 

Good 6 in. high, 8 
1/8 in. wide $5,000.00 $15,600.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 10/19/2000 NO7781 10 Ding 

Late 
Shang/Early 
Zhou 

Good 8 3/4 in. high $10,000.00 $144,000.00 No No Condition report 
available 

Sotheby’s 
New York 10/19/2000 NO7781 5 Gu Shang Good 12 1/2 in. high $10,000.00 $22,600.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 10/19/2000 NO7520 31 Horse Tang Fair 23 in. high $5,000.00 $2,700.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/20/2001 9602 68 Ding 18th century Archaisti

c 9 3/8 in. high $5,000.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/20/2001 9602 191 Horse Tang Good 21 3/8 in. high $12,500.00 $32,900.00 Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/20/2001 9602 107 Horse Tang Good 15 1/4 in. high $2,500.00 bought in Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/20/2001 9602 195 Horse Tang Good 10 1/4 to 11 

1/2 in. high $11,500.00 bought in Yes No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/22/2001 NO7622 11 Ding 

Eastern 
Zhou/Late 
Spring and 
Autumn 

Poor 16 3/8 in. wide $4,000.00 $6,600.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/22/2001 NO7622 2 Ding Shang Excellent 7 3/4 in. high $25,000.00 $22,600.00 No No Inscription 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/22/2001 NO7622 4 Ding Western 

Zhou Poor 8 1/8 in. high $22,500.00 $28,350.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/22/2001 NO7622 7 Gu Shang Fair 11 in. high $8,500.00 $8,400.00 No No Inscription 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/22/2001 NO7622 8 Gu Shang Poor 10 in. high $4,000.00 $9,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/22/2001 NO7622 35 Gu Qing Archaisti

c 20 7/8 in. high $5,500.00 $12,000.00 No No No 
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AUCTION 
HOUSE SALE DATE SALE # LOT 

# TYPE DATE GRADE DIMENSIONS MEDIAN 
ESTIMATE 

SALE 
PRICE EXHIBITS PUBLISHED TESTING/ 

TRANSLATIONS 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/22/2001 NO7622 9 Gu Shang Good 12 in. high $45,000.00 bought in No No Inscription 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/22/2001 NO7622 71 Horse Tang Poor 17 in. high $57,500.00 $64,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/22/2001 NO7622 73 Horse Tang Good 13 5/8 in. high, 

15 5/8 in. wide $55,000.00 $90,450.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/22/2001 NO7622 75 Horse Tang Fair 16 1/2 in. long $27,500.00 bought in Yes No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/22/2001 NO7622 72 Horse Tang Good 23 3/8 in. high $37,500.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/22/2001 NO7622 74 Horse Tang Poor 2 7/8 in. high $20,000.00 bought in No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 9/20/2001 9822 187 Mirror Tang Excellent 2 in. dia. $2,500.00 $2,500.00 Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/20/2001 9822 188 Mirror Tang Excellent 9.5 in. dia. $7,000.00 $7,000.00 Yes Yes No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/20/2001 9822 185 Mirror Eastern Han Excellent 7 5/8 & 4 5/8 

in. dia. $1,750.00 results not 
given No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 10/17/2001 NO7696 8 Ding Shang Poor 8 3/4 in. dia. $7,000.00 $8,400.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 10/17/2001 NO7696 2 Ding Shang Good 5 1/8 in. dia. $13,000.00 bought in No No Inscription 

Sotheby’s 
New York 10/17/2001 NO7696 3 Gu Shang Poor 11 3/8 in. high $5,000.00 $58,250.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 10/17/2001 NO7696 92 Horse Tang Poor 21 7/8 in. high $6,000.00 $6,000.00 No No Condition report 

available. 

Sotheby’s 
New York 10/17/2001 NO7696 111 Horse Tang Good 14 3/8 in. high, 

12 1/2 in. long $17,500.00 $18,000.00 No No Condition report 
available 

Sotheby’s 
New York 10/17/2001 NO7696 97 Horse Tang Poor 25 1/2 in. high, 

24 3/8 in. long $45,000.00 $46,750.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 10/17/2001 NO7696 95 Horse Tang Good 17 in. high, 13 

7/8 in. long $37,500.00 $60,550.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 10/17/2001 NO7696 110 Horse Tang Fair 

17 1.2 in. high, 
13 
3/4 in. long 

$17,500.00 bought in No No Thermoluminescence 

Sotheby’s 
New York 10/17/2001 NO7696 113 Horse Tang Good 15 1/4 in. high, 

14 in. long $17,500.00 bought in Yes Yes Thermoluminescence 
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AUCTION 
HOUSE SALE DATE SALE # LOT 

# TYPE DATE GRADE DIMENSIONS MEDIAN 
ESTIMATE 

SALE 
PRICE EXHIBITS PUBLISHED TESTING/ 

TRANSLATIONS 

Sotheby’s 
New York 10/17/2001 NO7696 91 Horse Tang Poor 20 in. high $7,500.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 10/17/2001 NO7696 99 Horse Tang Poor 

each approx. 
25 1/4 in. high, 
23 1/4 in. long 

$90,000.00 bought in No No Thermoluminescence 

Sotheby’s 
New York 10/17/2001 NO7696 109 Horse Tang Poor 30 5/8 in. high $175,000.00 bought in No No Condition report 

available 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/20/2002 NO7771 20 Ding 

Late 
Shang/Early 
Zhou 

Poor 8 in. high $7,000.00 $7,200.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/20/2002 NO7771 240 Gu Qianlong 

period 
Archaisti
c 10 5/8 in. high $11,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/20/2002 NO7771 310 Gu 18th century Archaisti

c 8 1/2 in. high $5,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/20/2002 NO7771 19 Gu Shang Poor 11 in. high $35,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/20/2002 NO7771 50 Horse Tang Poor 15 in. long $25,000.00 $49,500.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/20/2002 NO7771 51 Horse Tang Poor 21 1/2 in. high, 

21 in. long $50,000.00 $55,950.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/20/2002 NO7771 52 Horse Tang Poor 17 7/8 in. high $45,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/20/2002 NO7771 53 Horse Tang Poor 19 in. high, 22 

in. wide $55,000.00 bought in No No Thermoluminescence 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/20/2002 NO7771 43 Mirror Tang Poor 7 1/4 in. dia. $10,000.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2002 1029 110 Horse Tang Poor 20 1/2 in. high $5,000.00 $4,935.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2002 1029 113 Horse Tang Poor 24 in. high $17,500.00 $18,800.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2002 1029 105 Horse Tang Poor 23 3/8 in. high $25,000.00 $21,150.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2002 1029 107 Horse Tang Poor 30.5 in. high $35,000.00 $52,875.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2002 1029 103 Horse Tang Excellent 25.5 in. high, 

31 1/2 in. long 
no estimate 
given $534,000.00 Yes Yes No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/20/2002 NO7822 4 Ding Shang Excellent 10 1/2 in. high $45,000.00 bought in No Yes No 
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AUCTION 
HOUSE SALE DATE SALE # LOT 

# TYPE DATE GRADE DIMENSIONS MEDIAN 
ESTIMATE 

SALE 
PRICE EXHIBITS PUBLISHED TESTING/ 

TRANSLATIONS 

Christie’s 
New York 9/20/2002 1113 253 Horse Tang Good 14 3/4 in. long $17,500.00 $14,340.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 9/20/2002 1113 257 Horse Tang Fair 21 3/4 in. high $25,000.00 $45,410.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/20/2002 1113 255 Horse Tang Good 18 3/4 in. high $165,000.00 $141,500.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/20/2002 NO7822 29 Horse Tang Poor 31 1/2 in. high $135,000.00 $174,500.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 9/20/2002 1113 259 Horse Tang Good 27 & 26 1/2 in. 

high $175,000.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/20/2002 1113 262 Horse Tang Good 27 1/2 in. high $60,000.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/20/2002 1113 273 Horse Tang Good 15 3/4 in. high $27,500.00 bought in Yes No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/20/2002 NO7822 38 Horse Sui dynasty Poor 12 in. high $13,500.00 bought in No No Thermoluminescence 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/20/2002 NO7822 39 Horse Tang Poor 16 1/2 in. high $35,000.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/20/2002 1113 235 Mirror Tang Poor 2 1/4 & 2 1/2 

in. dia. $8,000.00 $5,975.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/26/2003 1211 198 Horse Tang Fair 21 1/8 in. high $15,000.00 $13,145.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/26/2003 1211 186 Horse Tang Poor 15 in. long $9,000.00 $15,535.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 3/26/2003 1211 200 Horse Tang Poor 22 1/2 in. long $50,000.00 $47,800.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 3/26/2003 1211 195 Horse Tang Poor 33 1/4 in. long $350,000.00 $477,900.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 3/26/2003 1211 174 Mirror Tang Poor 7 1/8 in. dia. $7,000.00 $6,573.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/27/2003 NO7881 70 Gu Kangxi 

period 
Archaisti
c 

16 & 15 1/4 in. 
high $7,000.00 $22,800.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/27/2003 NO7881 52 Gu Wanli 

period 
Archaisti
c 24 1/4 in. high $100,000.00 $72,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/27/2003 NO7881 83 Gu Qianlong 

period 
Archaisti
c 5 5/8 in. high $6,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/27/2003 NO7881 33 Horse Tang Good 16 in. long $12,500.00 $20,400.00 No No Thermoluminescence 
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AUCTION 
HOUSE SALE DATE SALE # LOT 

# TYPE DATE GRADE DIMENSIONS MEDIAN 
ESTIMATE 

SALE 
PRICE EXHIBITS PUBLISHED TESTING/ 

TRANSLATIONS 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/27/2003 NO7881 32 Horse Tang Poor 24 in. high $80,000.00 $24,000.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/27/2003 NO7881 30 Horse Northern Qi 

dynasty Poor 20 1/2 in. high $70,000.00 $120,000.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/27/2003 NO7881 36 Horse Tang Poor 

27 in. high, 30 
in. long (black 
horse); 26 3/4 
in. 
high, 30 in. 
long (roan 
horse) 

$40,195.75 $1,576,000.
00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/17/2003 NO7917 6 Ding Shang Poor 9 3/4 in. high, 

8 1/2 in. wide $175,000.00 $176,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/17/2003 NO7917 2 Ding Western 

Zhou Poor 6 1/2 in. high $30,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/17/2003 NO7917 3 Ding 

Eastern 
Zhou/Warri
ng States 

Poor 6 in. high $5,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/17/2003 NO7917 50 Horse Tang Poor 14 1/2 in. high $40,000.00 $54,000.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/17/2003 NO7917 36 Horse Northern Qi Poor 20 in. high $125,000.00 $164,800.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/17/2003 NO7917 35 Horse Eastern Wei Poor 14 7/8 in. high $70,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/17/2003 NO7917 40 Horse Tang Poor 30 1/8 in. high $175,000.00 bought in No No Thermoluminescence 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/17/2003 NO7917 45 Horse Northern Qi Poor 15 1/2 in. high $25,000.00 bought in No No Thermoluminescence 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/17/2003 NO7917 48 Horse Tang Poor 

30 in. long, 23 
1/2 in. high 
(groom) 

$125,000.00 bought in No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 9/18/2003 1264 201 Horse Eastern Wei Fair 15 1/4 in. high $30,000.00 $28,680.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 9/18/2003 1264 215 Horse Tang Fair 20 5/8 in. high $27,500.00 $28,680.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/18/2003 1264 225 Horse Tang Poor 32 in. long, 30 

in. high $100,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/23/2004 NO7974 534 Gu Qianlong 

period 
Archaisti
c 7 1/4 in. high $4,000.00 $3,600.00 No No No 
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HOUSE SALE DATE SALE # LOT 

# TYPE DATE GRADE DIMENSIONS MEDIAN 
ESTIMATE 

SALE 
PRICE EXHIBITS PUBLISHED TESTING/ 

TRANSLATIONS 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/23/2004 NO7974 530 Gu Qianlong 

period 
Archaisti
c 16 5/8 in. high $15,000.00 $18,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/23/2004 NO7974 602 Horse Tang Excellent 22 1/4 in. high $27,500.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/23/2004 NO7974 598 Horse Tang Good 20 1/2 in. high $70,000.00 bought in No No Thermoluminescence 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/23/2004 NO7974 583 Ding Shang Poor 11 1/2 in. high $45,000.00 $19,800.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/23/2004 NO7974 599 Horse Tang Poor 22 & 24 in. 

high $25,000.00 $24,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/23/2004 NO7974 596 Horse Tang Poor 29 in. high, 32 

in. long $215,000.00 $187,200.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/23/2004 NO7974 595 Horse Tang Poor 28 in. high, 25 

1/2 in. long $225,000.00 $226,400.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/23/2004 NO7974 592 Mirror Tang Poor 5 1/4 in. long $25,000.00 $45,600.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/24/2004 1354 141 Horse Tang Excellent 22 5/8 in. high $60,000.00 bought in Yes No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 3/24/2004 1354 138 Horse Tang Good 21 in. long $8,000.00 $13,245.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/24/2004 1354 129 Horse Tang Good 21 3/4 in. high $35,000.00 $31,070.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/24/2004 1354 144 Horse Tang Good 27 1/2 in. high $30,000.00 $38,240.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/24/2004 1354 126 Horse Tang Good 8 3/4 in. long $7,000.00 bought in No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 3/24/2004 1354 131 Horse Tang Good 

14 1/8 in. high 
(groom); 15 
1/2 in. high 
(horse) 

$21,500.00 bought in Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/24/2004 1354 137 Horse Tang Poor 22 3/4 in. high $25,000.00 $23,900.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 3/24/2004 1354 139 Horse Tang Poor 35 in. long $170,000.00 $153,100.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 3/24/2004 1354 145 Horse Tang Poor 21 1/2 in. long $170,000.00 $220,300.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 9/21/2004 1408 151 Ding Western 

Zhou Poor 6 3/8 in. high, 
6 1/2 in. wide $350,000.00 $511,500.00 No No No 
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Christie’s 
New York 9/21/2004 1408 143 Gu Shang Poor 12 in. high $12,000.00 $119,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/21/2004 1408 195 Horse Tang Poor 16 3/4 in. long $15,000.00 $50,190.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/21/2004 1408 197 Horse Tang Poor 28 1/2 in. high $80,000.00 $83,650.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/22/2004 NO8009 114 Ding Spring and 

Autumn Good 16 3/8 in. wide $5,000.00 $5,100.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/22/2004 NO8009 126 Ding Eastern 

Zhou Good 13 1/2 in. high $7,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/22/2004 NO8009 145 Horse Tang Poor 26 1/4 in. high $275,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/22/2004 NO8009 154 Horse Tang Poor 30 5/8 in. high $135,000.00 bought in No No Condition report 

available. 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/22/2004 NO8009 122 Mirror Tang Poor 7 1/4 in. dia. $10,000.00 $9,600.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/22/2004 NO8009 118 Mirror Tang Poor 2 3/8 in. dia. $4,500.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/22/2004 NO8009 121 Mirror Tang Poor 5 3/4 in. dia. $10,000.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/16/2005 3720 328

7 Ding Ming Archaisti
c 15 1/8 in. high $15,500.00 $12,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/16/2005 3720 318

0 Gu Shang Fair 7 7/8 in. high $17,500.00 $20,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/16/2005 3720 317

9 Gu Shang Excellent 11 7/8 in. high $12,500.00 $60,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/16/2005 3720 317

8 Gu Shang Excellent 11 5/8 in. high $25,000.00 $62,500.00 No No Inscription 

Christie’s 
New York 3/30/2005 1491 245 Horse Eastern Wei Poor 14.5 in. high $24,000.00 $24,000.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 3/30/2005 1491 257 Horse Tang Poor 13 1/8 & 12 

5/18 in. high $25,000.00 $42,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/30/2005 1491 252 Horse Tang Poor 20 1/4 in. high $65,000.00 $60,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/30/2005 1491 249 Horse Tang Poor 32 in. high $70,000.00 $72,000.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 3/30/2005 1491 247 Horse Northern Qi Poor 20 1/4 in. high $60,000.00 $96,000.00 No No Thermoluminescence 
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Christie’s 
New York 3/30/2005 1491 261 Horse Tang Fair 15 7/8 in. high $35,000.00 bought in Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/30/2005 1491 258 Horse Tang Poor 25 1/2 in. high $125,000.00 bought in No No Thermoluminescence 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/31/2005 NO8077 157 Ding Western 

Zhou Poor 9 1/2 in. high $7,000.00 $8,400.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/31/2005 NO8077 151 Ding Shang Poor 8 in. high $35,000.00 $30,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/31/2005 NO8077 147 Gu Shang Poor 9 in. high $8,000.00 $7,800.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/31/2005 NO8077 150 Gu Shang Poor 8 1/2 in. high $8,000.00 $8,400.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/31/2005 NO8077 148 Gu Shang Poor 9 3/4 in. high $12,500.00 $9,600.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/31/2005 NO8077 65 Gu 19th century Archaisti

c 7 1/2 in. high $4,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/31/2005 NO8077 158 Gu Shang Poor 11 1/2 in. high $20,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/31/2005 NO8077 251 Horse Tang Poor 18 1/2 in. long $35,000.00 $36,000.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/31/2005 NO8077 265 Horse Tang Poor 27 1/2 in. high $70,000.00 $60,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/31/2005 NO8077 257 Horse Tang Poor 9 1/8 in. high $22,500.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/31/2005 NO8077 172 Mirror Tang Poor 6 1/2 in. dia. $8,500.00 $8,400.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/31/2005 NO8077 167 Mirror Tang Poor 4 in. dia. $7,000.00 $13,200.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/31/2005 NO8077 169 Mirror Tang Poor 7 in. dia. $10,000.00 $13,200.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/31/2005 NO8077 168 Mirror Tang Good 6 1/4 in. dia. $17,500.00 $31,200.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/31/2005 NO8077 165 Mirror Tang Good 5 3/4 in. dia. $13,500.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/20/2005 1551 174 Horse Tang Poor 21 3/4 in. high $20,000.00 $78,000.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 9/20/2005 1551 178 Horse Tang Poor 29 in. high $100,000 $84,000.00 No No Thermoluminescence 
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Christie’s 
New York 9/20/2005 1551 183 Horse Tang Poor 32 in. long $70,000.00 $117,600.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/20/2005 1551 190 Horse Tang Excellent 22 5/8 in. high $50,000.00 bought in No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 9/20/2005 1551 173 Horse Tang Poor 17.5 in. long $35,000.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/20/2005 1551 159 Mirror Tang Poor 8 3/16 in. dia. $30,000.00 $24,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/20/2005 1551 158 Mirror Tang Poor 9.5 in. dia. $40,000.00 $36,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/20/2005 1551 161 Mirror Tang Poor 9.5 in. dia. $40,000.00 $36,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/21/2005 NO8112 155 Ding Warring 

States Poor 12 1/2 in. high, 
15 7/8 in. wide $12,500.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/21/2005 NO8112 215 Gu 18th century Archaisti

c 13 1/8 in. high $9,000.00 $9,600.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/21/2005 NO8112 148 Gu Shang Poor 10 7/8 in. high $17,500.00 $14,400.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/21/2005 NO8112 123 Gu Qianlong 

period 
Archaisti
c 14 3/4 in. high $17,500.00 $30,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/21/2005 NO8112 149 Gu Shang Poor 11 3/8 in. high $6,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/21/2005 NO8112 254 Horse Tang Poor 14 in. high $25,000.00 $18,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/21/2005 NO8112 252 Horse Tang Poor 14 in. high $90,000.00 $90,000.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/21/2005 NO8112 251 Horse Tang Poor 22 1/4 in. high $240,000.00 $262,400.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/21/2005 NO8112 17 Horse Tang Fair 17 in. high $40,000.00 bought in No No Thermoluminescence 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/21/2005 NO8112 256 Horse Tang Poor 25 & 24 in. 

high $125,000.00 bought in No No Thermoluminescence 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/21/2005 NO8112 259 Horse Tang Poor 

20 in. high 
(groom); 
19 1/2 in. high 
(horse) 

$70,000.00 bought in No No Thermoluminescence 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/21/2005 NO8112 260 Horse Tang Poor 38 in. high $125,000.00 bought in No No No 
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Sotheby’s 
New York 9/21/2005 NO8112 261 Horse Tang Poor 26 1/4 in. high $225,000.00 bought in No No Thermoluminescence 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/21/2005 NO8112 273 Horse Tang Poor 11 7/8 in. high, 

14 in. long $75,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/21/2005 NO8112 175 Mirror Tang Poor 9 5/8 in. dia. $25,000.00 $21,600.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/21/2005 NO8112 173 Mirror Eastern Han Excellent 7 5/8 in. dia. $70,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/21/2005 NO8112 174 Mirror Tang Poor 11 in. dia. $70,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/21/2005 NO8112 176 Mirror Tang Poor 5 1/2 in. dia. $12,500.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/21/2005 NO8112 177 Mirror Tang Poor 5 in. dia. $7,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/21/2005 NO8112 178 Mirror Tang Poor 3 3/4 in. dia. $4,500.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/29/2006 1639 380 Horse Tang Poor 17 in. high $16,500.00 $18,000.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 3/29/2006 1639 376 Horse Tang Poor 30 3/8 in. high $100,000.00 $72,000.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 3/29/2006 1639 375 Horse Northern Qi Poor 12 1/4 in. high $16,500.00 bought in No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 3/29/2006 1639 378 Horse Tang Poor 30 & 22 1/2 in. 

high $250,000.00 bought in No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 3/29/2006 1639 381 Horse Tang Poor 22 in. high $100,000.00 bought in No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 3/29/2006 1639 382 Horse Tang Poor 17 1/4 in. long $22,500.00 bought in No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 3/29/2006 1639 389 Horse Tang Poor 18 1/2 in. long $135,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/30/2006 NO8171 263 Ding Western 

Zhou Poor 9 3/4 in. high $6,000.00 $12,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/30/2006 NO8171 256 Ding Shang Poor 5 1/8 in. high $21,500.00 $18,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/30/2006 NO8171 260 Ding Shang Poor 10 1/2 in. high $50,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/30/2006 NO8171 265 Ding Western 

Zhou Poor 14 1/2 in. high $315,000.00 bought in No No Inscription 
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Sotheby’s 
New York 3/30/2006 NO8171 293 Horse Tang Poor 35 1/4 in. high $70,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/30/2006 NO8171 269 Mirror Eastern Han Poor 7 1/4 in. dia. $7,000.00 $7,200.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/30/2006 NO8171 266 Mirror Tang Poor 7 1/2 in. dia. $25,000.00 $24,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/30/2006 NO8171 267 Mirror Sui dynasty Good 9 1/4 in. dia. $25,000.00 bought in Yes No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/30/2006 NO8171 268 Mirror Tang Poor 7 in. dia. $12,500.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/30/2006 NO8171 270 Mirror Tang Poor 7 3/8 in. dia. $21,500.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/19/2006 1701 374 Gu Qianlong 

period 
Archaisti
c 10 in. high $1,600.00 $5,040.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/19/2006 1701 147 Gu Shang Poor 13 in. high $12,500.00 $18,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/19/2006 1701 291 Gu Kangxi 

period 
Archaisti
c 16 1/2 in. high $50,000.00 $60,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/19/2006 1701 187 Horse Tang Poor 17 1/4 in. long $17,500.00 $14,400.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 9/19/2006 1701 192 Horse Tang Poor 28 5/8 in. high $35,000.00 bought in No No Thermoluminescence 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/21/2006 NO8223 212 Gu 18th/19th 

century 
Archaisti
c 9 1/4 in. high $4,000.00 $20,400.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/21/2006 NO8223 313 Gu Kanqxi 

period 
Archaisti
c 17 1/4 in. high $25,000.00 $28,800.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/21/2006 NO8223 211 Gu 18th/19th 

century 
Archaisti
c 7 1/2 in. high $17,500.00 $28,800.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/21/2006 NO8223 77 Horse Tang Good none given $80,000.00 $8,400.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/21/2006 NO8223 75 Horse Tang Poor 34 in. high no estimate 

given bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/19/2007 1877 203 Ding Western 

Zhou Poor 8 in. high $15,000.00 $12,500.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/19/2007 NO8347 80 Ding Western 

Zhou Fair 11 3/4 in. high $70,000.00 $102,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/19/2007 1877 212 Ding Western 

Han Fair 8 1/4 in. wide $6,000.00 bought in No No No 
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Christie’s 
New York 3/19/2007 1877 207 Gu Shang Fair 10 1/2 in. high $7,000.00 $5,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/19/2007 NO8347 35 Gu 18th/19th 

century 
Archaisti
c 9 1/2 in. high $5,000.00 $13,200.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/19/2007 1877 26 Gu Qianlong 

period 
Archaisti
c 17 1/8 in. high $70,000.00 bought in Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/19/2007 1877 226 Horse Tang Excellent 13 in. long $6,000.00 $5,625.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 3/19/2007 1877 235 Horse Tang Excellent 16 3/8 in. high $12,500.00 $46,600.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 3/19/2007 1877 233 Horse Tang Poor 30 3/8 in. high $125,000.00 bought in No No Thermoluminescence 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/19/2007 NO8347 91 Mirror Western 

Han Fair 7 3/8 in. dia. $6,000.00 $3,600.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/19/2007 NO8347 92 Mirror Tang Fair 4 3/4 in. dia. $6,000.00 $3,600.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/19/2007 NO8347 88 Mirror Eastern Han Fair 5 in. & 6 1/8 

in. dia. $7,000.00 $4,320.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/19/2007 1877 219 Mirror Tang Poor 4 7/16 in. dia. $10,000.00 $8,750.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/19/2007 NO8347 90 Mirror Tang Fair 5 5/8 in. dia. $10,000.00 $9,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/19/2007 NO8347 89 Mirror Western 

Han Fair 8 1/2 in. dia. 
(largest) $7,000.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/19/2007 1877 218 Mirror Tang Poor 10 7/8 in. dia. $25,000.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/19/2007 1877 219 Mirror Tang Poor 4 7/16 in. dia. $10,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/20/2007 NO8299 529 Ding Western 

Zhou Poor 6 1/2 in. high $17,500.00 $26,400.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/20/2007 NO8299 810 Gu Qianlong 

period 
Archaisti
c 18 7/8 in. high $40,000.00 $36,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/20/2007 NO8299 530 Gu Shang Poor 10 3/4 in. high $40,000.00 $102,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/20/2007 NO8299 531 Gu Shang Good 6 7/8 in. high  $25,000.00 $144,000.00 Yes No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/20/2007 NO8299 548 Gu 18th century Archaisti

c 11 1/4 in. high $17,500.00 bought in No No No 
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Sotheby’s 
New York 3/20/2007 NO8299 509 Horse Tang Excellent 25 1/4 in. high, 

25 1/2 in. wide $75,000.00 $45,600.00 Yes No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/20/2007 NO8299 604 Horse Tang Poor 19 1/4 in. high, 

18 1/2 in. long $25,000.00 $46,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/20/2007 NO8299 519 Horse Tang Excellent 15 1/4 in. high $40,000.00 $228,000.00 No Yes No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/20/2007 NO8299 526 Horse Tang Excellent 21 in. high $4,000.00 bought in No Yes No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/20/2007 NO8299 608 Horse Tang Poor 28 1/2 in. high, 

32 5/8 in. long $250,000.00 bought in No No Thermoluminescence 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/20/2007 NO8299 536 Mirror Eastern Han Poor 7 in. dia. $5,000.00 $5,040.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/20/2007 NO8299 539 Mirror Tang Good 5 in. dia. $5,000.00 $7,800.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/20/2007 NO8299 540 Mirror Tang Poor 3 1/2 in. wide $9,000.00 $12,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/20/2007 NO8299 515 Mirror Eastern Han Excellent 7 in. dia. $10,000.00 bought in Yes No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/20/2007 NO8299 537 Mirror Han dynasty Good 7 1/4 in. dia. $7,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/20/2007 NO8299 538 Mirror Tang Poor 7 1/8 in. dia. $10,000.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2007 1814 239 Ding Shang Fair 8 5/8 in. high $17,000.00 $50,400.00 No No Inscription 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2007 1814 240 Gu Shang Poor 12 7/8 in. high $7,000.00 $13,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2007 1814 170 Gu 17th century Archaisti

c 12 7/8 in. high $40,000.00 bought in Yes Yes No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2007 1814 194 Gu 20th year of 

Guangxu 
Archaisti
c 18 7/8 in. high $35,000.00 bought in No No Inscription 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2007 1814 253 Horse Tang Poor 25 in. long $70,000.00 $60,000.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2007 1814 268 Horse Tang Poor 22 in. high $85,000.00 $90,000.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2007 1814 252 Horse Tang Poor 18 in. long $12,500.00 bought in No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2007 1814 259 Horse Tang Poor 30 in. long $500,000.00 bought in No No Thermoluminescence 
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Sotheby’s 
New York 9/18/2007 NO8342 162 Ding Shang Poor 8 in. high $30,000.00 $39,400.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/18/2007 NO8342 164 Ding Shang Poor 6 3/4 in. high $70,000.00 $73,000.00 Yes No Inscription 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/18/2007 NO8342 168 Ding Shang Poor 11/18 in. dia. $125,000.00 $121,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/18/2007 NO8342 161 Ding Shang Fair 8 1/4 in. high $50,000.00 bought in Yes No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/18/2007 NO8342 177 Ding 

Warring 
States/West
ern Han 

Fair 6 1/2 in. high $22,500.00 bought in Yes No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/18/2007 NO8342 169 Ding Spring and 

Autumn Poor 12 1/2 in. high $30,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/18/2007 NO8342 175 Ding Spring and 

Autumn Poor 15 3/4 in. high $40,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/18/2007 NO8342 126 Gu Shang Poor 10 1/4 in. high $6,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/18/2007 NO8342 241 Gu Southern 

Song Poor 7 1/2 in. high $70,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/18/2007 NO8342 211 Horse Han dynasty Good 22 1/2 in. high $12,500.00 bought in No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 3/17/2008 2027 196 Gu Qianlong 

period 
Archaisti
c 12 5/8 in. high $10,000.00 $6,250.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/17/2008 2027 351 Gu Shang Poor 10 5/8 in high $40,000.00 $32,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/17/2008 2027 231 Horse Tang Poor 14 1/8 in. high $3,000.00 $6,250.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/17/2008 2027 232 Mirror Warring 

States Fair 5 11/16 & 5 
7/16 in. dia. $6,000.00 $6,875.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/17/2008 2027 368 Mirror Tang Poor 4 7/8 in. dia. $7,000.00 $6,875.00 No No Now in the Cotsen 

Collection 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/18/2008 NO8420 40 Ding 18th century Archaisti

c 7 3/4 in. high $50,000.00 $49,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/18/2008 NO8420 149 Gu 19th century Archaisti

c 6 1/8 in. high $6,000.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/19/2008 1976 488 Ding Shang Good 8 1/2 in. high $50,000.00 $73,000.00 No Yes Inscription 

Christie’s 
New York 3/19/2008 1976 490 Ding Shang Fair 10 1/4 in. high $125,000.00 $229,000.00 No No Inscription 
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Christie’s 
New York 3/19/2008 1976 483 Ding Shang Fair 5 in. wide $100,000.00 bought in No No Inscription 

Christie’s 
New York 3/19/2008 1976 506 Ding Tang Poor 

19 1/2 in. high 
(groom); 22 in. 
high (horse) 

$25,000.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/19/2008 1976 453 Gu 19th century Archaisti

c 11 3/8 in. high $6,000.00 $11,250.00 Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/19/2008 1976 360 Gu 18th century Archaisti

c 13 3/8 in. high $55,000.00 $91,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/19/2008 1976 486 Gu Shang Good 10 1/2 in. high $60,000.00 $133,000.00 No No Inscription 

Christie’s 
New York 3/19/2008 1976 510 Horse Tang Good 14 in. long $12,500.00 $18,750.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/19/2008 1976 523 Horse Tang Poor 15 in. long $7,000.00 $49,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/19/2008 1976 508 Horse Tang Poor 18 in. dia. $70,000.00 bought in No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 3/19/2008 1976 501 Horse Tang Poor 6 3/8 in. dia. $10,000.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/19/2008 1976 500 Mirror Eastern Han Poor 8 1/8 in. dia. $5,000.00 $5,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/19/2008 1976 502 Mirror Tang Poor 5 7/8 in. square $8,000.00 $6,250.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/19/2008 1976 499 Mirror Eastern 

Zhou Poor 10 1/8 in. high $7,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/16/2008 N08464 82 Gu Qing 

dynasty 
Archaisti
c 11 3/4 in. high $12,500.00 $20,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/16/2008 N08464 210 Horse Tang Good 21 in. high, 23 

in. long $12,500.00 $11,875.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/16/2008 N08464 227 Horse Tang Good 21 in. high, 20 

1/2 in. long $25,000.00 $23,750.00 Yes No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/16/2008 N08464 220 Horse Tang Good 16 in. high, 14 

in. long $60,000.00 $98,500.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/16/2008 N08464 98 Horse Tang Good 14 in. high, 14 

in. long $7,000.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/17/2008 2027 354 Ding Shang Good 8 5/16 in. high $10,000.00 $9,600.00 No Yes No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/17/2008 2027 357 Ding Shang Excellent 9 5/8 in. high $100,000.00 bought in Yes Yes Inscription 
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Christie’s 
New York 9/17/2008 2027 225 Ding Shang Good 7 3/4 in. high $125,000.00 bought in No No Inscription 

Christie’s 
New York 9/17/2008 2238 550 Gu Shang Poor 10 3/4 in. high $30,000.00 $25,000.00 No No Inscription 

Christie’s 
New York 9/17/2008 2027 348 Gu Shang Fair 10 13/16 in. 

high $27,500.00 $52,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/17/2008 2027 412 Horse Tang Fair 24 1/8 in. high $125,000.00 $104,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/17/2008 2027 406 Horse Tang Poor 17 1/4 & 17 

3/4 in. high $70,000.00 bought in No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 9/17/2008 2027 411 Horse Tang Poor 28 & 27 1/2 in. 

high $130,000.00 bought in No No Thermoluminescence 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/17/2009 NO8524 76 Ding 17th - 18th 

century 
Archaisti
c 7 1/8 in. high $7,000.00 $8,125.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/17/2009 NO8524 142 Gu Jiaqing 

period 
Archaisti
c 11 in. high $7,000.00 $6,250.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/17/2009 NO8524 20 Horse Tang Good 

30 in. long 
(horse); 
23 1/2 in. high 
(groom) 

$90,000.00 $92,500.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 3/18/2009 2268 324 Horse Tang Excellent 29 7/8 in. high $15,000.00 $15,000.00 Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/18/2009 2268 243 Mirror Tang Excellent 7 1/2 in. square $5,000.00 $5,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/18/2009 2268 239 Mirror Tang Poor 5 1/4 & 4 

11/16 in. dia. $5,000.00 $5,625.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/18/2009 2268 237 Mirror Eastern Han Excellent 7 1/4 & 7 1/8 

in. dia. $5,000.00 $7,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/18/2009 2268 238 Mirror Tang Excellent 5 7/8 & 5 

13/16 in. dia. $7,000.00 $13,750.00 Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/18/2009 2268 242 Mirror Tang Excellent 6 3/8 in. wide $7,000.00 $15,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/18/2009 2268 236 Mirror Warring 

States Excellent 9 7/16 & 7 1/4 
in. dia. $4,000.00 $17,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/18/2009 2268 241 Mirror Tang Excellent 4 9/16 in. 

square $4,000.00 $17,500.00 Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/18/2009 2268 240 Mirror Tang Good 8 5/8 in. dia. $8,000.00 $62,500.00 No Yes No 
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Christie’s 
New York 3/19/2009 2269 688 Horse Tang Poor 26 in. long $25,000.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/19/2009 2269 525 Mirror Eastern Han Poor 8 1/4 in. dia. $4,000.00 $16,250.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/19/2009 2269 527 Mirror Eastern Han Poor 7 7/8 in dia. $4,000.00 $17,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/14/2009 2389 2 Ding Shang Excellent 6 in. high $10,000.00 $17,500.00 Yes Yes Inscription 

Christie’s 
New York 9/14/2009 2389 19 Ding 

Eastern 
Zhou/Early 
Spring and 
Autumn 

Excellent 11 15/16 in. 
high $12,500.00 $27,500.00 No Yes No 

Christie’s, 
New York 9/14/2009 2389 4 Ding Shang Excellent 9 in. high $25,000.00 $74,500.00 No Yes No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/14/2009 2389 5 Gu Shang Excellent 11 in. high $40,000.00 $92,500.00 No Yes No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/14/2009 2389 28 Mirror Eastern Han Excellent 5, 4 5/8, & 4 

3/4 in. dia. $5,000.00 $12,500.00 No Yes No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/14/2009 2389 33 Mirror Tang Excellent 4, 3 5/8, & 3 

3/8 in. dia. $7,000.00 $12,500.00 Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/14/2009 2389 27 Mirror Xin/Eastern 

Han Excellent 7 3/16 & 7 1/4 
in. dia. $5,000.00 $15,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/14/2009 2389 34 Mirror Tang Excellent 

8 3/8 & 2 7/16 
in. across 
(box) 

$25,000.00 $15,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/14/2009 2389 29 Mirror Tang Excellent 9 1/4 in. & 6 

3/4 in. dia. $7,000.00 bought in Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/15/2009 2196 252 Ding Song/Yuan Poor 17 1/4 in. high $21,500.00 $23,750.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/15/2009 2196 297 Ding Shang Poor 6 1/4 in. high $12,500.00 $68,500.00 No No Inscription 

Christie’s 
New York 9/15/2009 2196 296 Ding Shang Poor 8 1/8 in. high $50,000.00 $92,500.00 No No Inscription 

Christie’s 
New York 9/15/2009 2196 294 Gu Shang Poor 11 1/4 in. high $12,500.00 $22,500.00 No No Inscription 

Christie’s 
New York 9/15/2009 2196 309 Horse Tang Good 17 1/2 in. high $20,000.00 $32,500.00 Yes No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 9/15/2009 2196 310 Horse Tang Poor 23 in. high $60,000.00 $62,500.00 No No Thermoluminescence 
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Sotheby’s 
New York 9/16/2009 NO8576 42 Gu Shang Poor 10 in. high $7,000.00 $13,750.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/16/2009 NO8565 104 Mirror Tang Fair 

4 1/2 in., 3 7/8 
in., & 3 1/2 in. 
dia. 

$7,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/23/2010 NO8618 56 Ding Western 

Zhou Poor 9 1/8 in. dia. $20,000.00 $50,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/23/2010 NO8618 138 Gu 18th century Archaisti

c 7 in. high $6,000.00 $4,200.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/25/2010 2405 100

8 Ding Western 
Zhou Good 9 in. high $12,500.00 $40,000.00 Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/25/2010 2405 100

3 Ding Shang Excellent 8 in. high $35,000.00 $62,500.00 Yes No Inscription 

Christie’s 
New York 3/25/2010 2405 102

8 Mirror Warring 
States Excellent 

4 5/8, 6 1/8, & 
4 
7/16 in. dia. 

$7,000.00 $11,875.00 Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/25/2010 2405 102

9 Mirror Han dynasty Excellent 5, 5 1/2, & 4 
7/8 in. dia. $8,000.00 $15,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/25/2010 2405 103

3 Mirror Tang Excellent 5 15/16 & 4 
3/4 in. dia. $6,000.00 $23,750.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/25/2010 2405 103

1 Mirror Xin/Eastern 
Han Excellent 7 3/16 & 7 

5/16 in. dia. $6,000.00 $27,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/25/2010 2405 103

6 Mirror Tang Excellent 8 7/8 in. dia. $8,000.00 $86,500.00 Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/26/2010 2297 132

0 Ding 18th century Archaisti
c 7 3/8 in. high $6,000.00 $12,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/26/2010 2297 131

7 Ding 18th century Archaisti
c 13 3/8 in. high $17,500.00 $30,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/26/2010 2297 126

3 Ding Shang Good 7 3/4 in. high $100,000.00 $158,500.00 No No Inscription 

Christie’s 
New York 3/26/2010 2297 126

2 Gu Shang Good 11 1/2 in. high $7,000.00 $30,000.00 No No Inscription 

Christie’s 
New York 3/26/2010 2297 126

8 Gu Shang Poor 11 3/16 in. 
high $12,500.00 $35,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/26/2010 2297 127

8 Mirror Tang Poor 5 7/16 in. dia. $5,000.00 $16,250.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/26/2010 2297 127

6 Mirror Sui dynasty Poor 7 3/8 in. dia.  $7,000.00 $32,400.00 No No No 
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Christie’s 
New York 3/26/2010 2297 127

7 Mirror Tang Poor 5 7/16 in. dia. $7,000.00 $60,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 1/8/2010 2393 84 Horse Tang Fair none given $15,000.00 $12,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 1/8/2010 2393 86 Horse Northern Qi Fair 17 5/8 & 16 

5/8 in. high $25,000.00 $60,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/15/2010 NO8659 272 Ding Shang Poor 7 3/4 in. high $50,000.00 $86,500.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/15/2010 NO8659 271 Ding Shang Excellent none given $35,000.00 $92,500.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/15/2010 NO8659 270 Ding Shang Poor 8 1/4 in. high $60,000.00 $116,500.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/15/2010 NO8659 276 Gu Shang Poor 13 5/8 in. high $50,000.00 $52,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/16/2010 2508 912 Mirror Tang Good 6 5/8 in. dia. $6,000.00 $4,375.00 Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/16/2010 2508 921 Mirror Tang Good 2 3/4 in. dia. $5,000.00 $10,000.00 Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/16/2010 2508 879 Mirror 

Middle/Late 
Warring 
States 
period, 
4th/3rd 
century BC 

Good 2 3/8 & 3 1/2 
in. dia. $8,500.00 $15,000.00 Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/16/2010 2508 857 Mirror Western 

Han Good 8 1/4 in. dia. $10,000.00 $25,000.00 Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/16/2010 2508 920 Mirror Tang Good 7 3/8 in. dia. $7,000.00 $25,000.00 Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/16/2010 2508 916 Mirror Tang Good 5 15/16 in. dia. $6,000.00 $35,000.00 Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/16/2010 2508 909 Mirror 

Late 
Warring 
States 

Good 6 3/4 in. dia. $25,000.00 $43,750.00 Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/16/2010 2508 915 Mirror Tang Good 5 3/4 in. dia. $9,000.00 $47,500.00 Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/16/2010 2508 864 Mirror 

Late Eastern 
Han/Three 
Kingdoms 

Good 5 1/2 in. dia. $25,000.00 $74,500.00 Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/16/2010 2508 911 Mirror Tang Good 4 3/4 in. dia. $7,000.00 $122,500.00 Yes No No 
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Christie’s 
New York 9/16/2010 2508 922 Mirror Tang Good 9 5/8 in. dia. $50,000.00 $338,500.00 Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/16/2010 2508 856 Mirror Warring 

States Excellent 3 11/16 in. dia. $10,000.00 bought in Yes No Inscription 

Christie’s 
New York 9/16/2010 2508 900 Mirror 

Three 
Kingdoms/
Western Jin 

Good 6 3/4 in. dia. $7,000.00 bought in Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/17/2010 2339 139

8 Gu 17th century Archaisti
c 16 in. high $25,000.00 $20,000.00 Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/17/2010 2339 132

7 Gu c. 1650 Archaisti
c 16 1/4 in. high $8,000.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/17/2010 2339 130

3 Horse Tang Fair 26 in. long $16,500.00 $27,500.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/22/2011 NO8722 50 Ding 

Late 
Shang/Early 
Zhou 

Excellent 8 5/8 in. wide $7,000.00 $17,500.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/22/2011 NO8722 34 Ding 

Early 
Eastern 
Zhou 
dynasty/Spri
ng and 
Autumn 

Excellent 5 1/4 in. wide $10,000.00 $80,500.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/22/2011 NO8722 4 Ding 

Late 
Shang/Early 
Zhou 

Poor 9 3/8 in. high, 
7 1/8 in. wide $35,000.00 $110,500.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/22/2011 NO8722 16 Ding Western 

Zhou Poor 9 1/8 in. high, 
6 3/4 in. wide $35,000.00 $254,500.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/22/2011 NO8722 8 Ding Shang Poor 7 3/8 in. high, 

6 1/2 in. wide $50,000.00 $278,500.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/22/2011 NO8722 25 Ding Shang Good 14 in. high $100,000.00 $410,500.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/22/2011 NO8722 2 Gu Shang Good 10 3/4 & 10 

1/2 in. high $30,000.00 $40,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/22/2011 NO8722 11 Gu Shang Excellent 10 7/8 in. high $20,000.00 $47,500.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/22/2011 NO8722 12 Gu Shang Poor 11 in. high $10,000.00 $56,250.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/22/2011 NO8722 13 Gu Shang Poor 11 1/5 in. high $10,000.00 $134,500.00 No No No 
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Sotheby’s 
New York 3/22/2011 NO8722 198 Mirror Han dynasty Excellent 7 5/8 in. dia. 

(largest) $9,000.00 $27,500.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/22/2011 NO8722 212 Mirror Han dynasty Poor 19 1/4 in. dia. 

(largest) $4,000.00 $27,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/24/2011 2427 126

0 Ding Han dynasty Poor 6 in. high $10,000.00 $17,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/24/2011 2427 125

0 Ding Spring and 
Autumn Fair 10 in. wide $7,000.00 $43,750.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/24/2011 2427 125

1 Ding Western 
Zhou Poor 7 in. wide $12,500.00 $62,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/24/2011 2427 123

1 Ding Shang Good 7 1/8 in. high $70,000.00 $242,500.00 Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/24/2011 2427 124

6 Ding Western 
Zhou Good 7 7/8 in. high $35,000.00 $662,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/24/2011 2427 123

4 Ding Shang Poor 9 in. high $125,000.00 $662,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/24/2011 2427 124

8 Ding Shang Excellent 9 5/8 in. high $175,000.00 bought in Yes Yes Inscription 

Christie’s 
New York 3/24/2011 2427 125

2 Ding Spring and 
Autumn Good 21 1/8 in. wide $175,000.00 bought in Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/24/2011 2427 123

6 Ding Shang Poor 11 1/2 in. high $110,000.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/24/2011 2427 123

5 Gu Shang Good 11 in. high $40,000.00 $134,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/24/2011 2427 127

9 Horse Tang Good 17 3/8 in. high $10,000.00 $8,750.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 3/24/2011 2427 131

3 Horse Tang Good 15 3/4 in. high $8,000.00 $13,750.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 3/24/2011 2516 110

9 Horse Tang Good 14 3/4 in. high $5,000.00 $21,250.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/24/2011 2427 128

2 Horse Tang Poor 30 1/2 in. high, 
30 1/2 in. long $250,000.00 bought in No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 3/24/2011 2518 122

2 Mirror Three 
Kingdoms Excellent 5 1/8 & 4 7/8 

in. dia. $4,000.00 $3,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/24/2011 2518 121

9 Mirror Tang Good 2 3/8 in. dia. $5,000.00 $4,000.00 No Yes No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/24/2011 2427 127

1 Mirror Tang Fair 7 3/8 in. dia. $4,000.00 $5,625.00 No No No 
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Christie’s 
New York 3/24/2011 2427 126

8 Mirror Tang Good 5 in. wide $4,000.00 $8,125.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/24/2011 2518 120

6 Mirror 

Eastern Han 
dynasty/Thr
ee 
Kingdoms 

Excellent 5 3/8, 3 3/4, & 
5 5/8 in. dia. $6,000.00 $11,875.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/24/2011 2518 122

8 Mirror Han dynasty Excellent 4 1/4, 5, & 4 
1/4 in. dia. $6,000.00 $12,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/24/2011 2518 120

5 Mirror Eastern Han Excellent 7 5/8 & 7 7/8 
in. dia. $5,000.00 $13,750.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/24/2011 2518 122

5 Mirror Tang Excellent 4 3/4, 5 1/8, & 
4 5/8 in. dia. $5,000.00 $13,750.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/24/2011 2427 125

6 Mirror Western 
Han Good 

5 1/8, 6 1/4, & 
4 
5/16 in. dia. 

$6,000.00 $17,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/24/2011 2518 120

4 Mirror Warring 
States Excellent 9 1/2 & 7 5/8 

in. dia. $5,000.00 $27,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/24/2011 2518 122

7 Mirror Tang Excellent 
6 1/4 in. 
square; 9 3/8 
& 5 5/8 in. dia. 

$8,000.00 $30,000.00 No Yes No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/24/2011 2427 125

5 Mirror 
Warring 
States/West
ern Han 

Good 7 1/2 & 6 5/8 
in. dia. $4,000.00 $35,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/24/2011 2427 127

2 Mirror Tang Good 3 5/8, 6, & 3 
3/4 in. dia. $5,000.00 $40,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/24/2011 2427 126

9 Mirror Tang Poor 4 7/8 in. dia. $8,000.00 $50,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/24/2011 2518 122

6 Mirror Tang Excellent 5 & 5 1/8 in. 
dia. $5,000.00 $52,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/24/2011 2427 142

3 Mirror 18th century Archaisti
c 19 1/2 in. dia. $70,000.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/24/2011 2427 127

3 Mirror Tang Fair 6 1/8 in. dia. $25,000.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/24/2011 2427 126

6 Mirror Western 
Han Poor 6 1/2 in. dia. $12,500.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/14/2011 NO8763 261 Ding Shang Good 7 1/2 in. high $100,000.00 $300,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/14/2011 NO8763 154 Gu 18th/19th 

century 
Archaisti
c 8 1/2 in. high $20,000.00 $15,000.00 No No No 
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Sotheby’s 
New York 9/14/2011 NO8763 262 Gu Shang Good none given $25,000.00 $20,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/14/2011 NO8763 383 Gu Late Ming 

dynasty Poor 12 3/8 in. high $6,000.00 $180,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/14/2011 NO8763 303 Horse Tang Fair 20 1/2 in. high $40,000.00 $29,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/14/2011 NO8763 304 Horse Tang Good 30 1/8 in. high $90,000.00 $130,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/14/2011 NO8763 273 Mirror Han dynasty Good 7 1/4 in. dia. $4,000.00 $3,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/14/2011 NO8763 282 Mirror Tang Good 4 in. wide $6,000.00 $5,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/14/2011 NO8763 269 Mirror Western 

Han Good 4 5/8 in. dia. $7,000.00 $7,500.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/14/2011 NO8763 271 Mirror Western 

Han Good 5 1/2 in. dia. $10,000.00 $8,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/14/2011 NO8763 272 Mirror Western 

Han Good 5 1/2 in. dia. $10,000.00 $8,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/14/2011 NO8763 278 Mirror Tang Good 5 3/4 in. dia. $6,000.00 $8,500.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/14/2011 NO8763 270 Mirror Western 

Han Good 4 3/8 in. dia. $10,000.00 $9,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/14/2011 NO8763 274 Mirror Han dynasty Good 8 3/8 in. dia. $14,000.00 $12,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/14/2011 NO8763 281 Mirror Tang Good 5 3/4 in. dia. $12,500.00 $26,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/14/2011 NO8763 280 Mirror Tang Good 10 3/8 in. dia. $17,500.00 $30,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/14/2011 NO8763 268 Mirror 

Eastern 
Zhou 
dynasty/War
ri ng States 

Good 5 1/16 in. dia. $6,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/14/2011 NO8763 275 Mirror Han dynasty Good 4 1/2 in. dia. $4,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/14/2011 NO8763 276 Mirror Late Han 

dynasty Good 4 1/8 in. dia. $4,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/14/2011 NO8763 277 Mirror Han dynasty Good 5 7/8 in. dia. $10,000.00 bought in No No No 
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Sotheby’s 
New York 9/14/2011 NO8763 279 Mirror Tang Good 6 1/4 in. dia. $12,500.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/15/2011 2463 110

9 Ding Shang Poor 6 1/8 in. high $21,500.00 $37,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/15/2011 2463 111

2 Ding 

Late Spring 
and 
Autumn/Ear
ly Warring 
States 

Poor 4 1/8 in. high $14,500.00 $37,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/15/2011 2463 111

3 Ding Spring and 
Autumn Poor 24 1/2 in. wide $50,000.00 $146,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/15/2011 2508 805 Ding Shang Good 7 1/2 in. high $80,000.00 $182,500.00 Yes Yes No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/15/2011 2508 816 Ding Shang Good 6 5/8 in. high $80,000.00 $194,500.00 Yes Yes Inscription 

Christie’s 
New York 9/15/2011 2508 835 Ding Shang Excellent 8 in. high $300,000.00 $314,500.00 Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/15/2011 2463 112

1 Ding Spring and 
Autumn Good 19 7/8 in. wide $100,000.00 bought in No Yes No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/15/2011 2463 110

5 Ding Shang Good 7 3/4 in. high $20,000.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/15/2011 2463 111

4 Ding Spring and 
Autumn Poor 11 1/2 in. 

across handles $12,500.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/15/2011 2463 110

1 Gu Shang Excellent 9 7/8 in. high $30,000.00 $92,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/15/2011 2508 809 Gu Shang Good 12 1/4 in. high $150,000.00 $290,500.00 Yes Yes Inscription 

Christie’s 
New York 9/15/2011 2508 803 Gu Shang Excellent 10 1/4 in. high $60,000.00 bought in Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/15/2011 2463 144

7 Horse Tang Good 15 1/2 in. high $8,000.00 $9,375.00 Yes No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 9/15/2011 2529 882 Mirror Western 

Han Poor 5 3/8 in. dia. $4,000.00 $6,250.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/15/2011 2463 114

2 Mirror 
Three 
Kingdoms/ 
Western Jin 

Good 6 3/4 in. dia. $5,000.00 $7,500.00 Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/15/2011 2463 113

2 Mirror Tang Good 5 1/8 in. dia. $11,500.00 $12,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/15/2011 2463 113

0 Mirror Eastern Han Poor 7 3/8 in. dia. $11,000.00 $21,250.00 No No No 
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Christie’s 
New York 9/15/2011 2463 113

3 Mirror Tang Poor 6 1/8 in. dia. $8,000.00 $30,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/15/2011 2463 112

3 Mirror Eastern Han Poor 8 7/8 in. dia. $10,000.00 $50,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/15/2011 2463 112

4 Mirror Western 
Han Poor 6 1/2 in. dia. $25,000.00 $60,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/15/2011 2463 114

4 Mirror 
Warring 
States 
period 

Excellent 3 11/16 in. dia. $10,000.00 bought in Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/15/2011 2463 113

1 Mirror Tang Good 7 in. dia. $17,500.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/15/2011 2463 112

2 Mirror Eastern Han Poor 8 3/8 in. dia. $15,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/20/2012 NO8834 15 Ding Shang Poor 7 3/4 in. high $50,000.00 $104,500.00 No No Inscription 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/20/2012 NO8834 2 Ding Shang Fair 7 3/8 in. high, 

6 1/2 in. wide $50,000.00 $254,500.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/20/2012 NO8834 74 Ding Qianlong 

period 
Archaisti
c 38 3/4 in. high $600,000.00 bought in Yes No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/20/2012 NO8834 14 Gu Shang Poor 10 1/4 in. high $12,500.00 $52,500.00 No No Inscription 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/20/2012 NO8834 260 Gu Qianlong 

period 
Archaisti
c 10 3/4 in. high $100,000.00 $98,500.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/20/2012 NO8834 92 Gu Jiaqing 

period 
Archaisti
c 9 1/4 in. high $35,000.00 $314,500.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/20/2012 NO8834 23 Horse Tang Fair 14 1/2 in. high $12,500.00 $21,250.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/20/2012 NO8834 19 Mirror Tang Fair 6 3/4 in. long $12,500.00 $12,500.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/20/2012 NO8834 18 Mirror Han dynasty Poor 7 3/8 in. dia. $7,000.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2553 153

1 Ding Spring and 
Autumn Poor 7 in. wide $30,000.00 $30,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2553 152

7 Ding Spring and 
Autumn Poor 10 1/8 in. high $15,000.00 $40,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2553 152

3 Ding Western 
Zhou Poor 4 1/2 in. high $30,000.00 $50,000.00 No No Inscription 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2553 151

7 Ding Shang Poor 7 3/4 in. high $250,000.00 $626,500.00 No No No 
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Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2553 150

1 Gu Shang Excellent 11 1/2 in. high $125,000.00 $482,500.00 No No Inscription 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2553 195

8 Horse Tang Fair 23 1/4 in. long $40,000.00 $35,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2553 196

4 Horse Tang Good 37 in. high $125,000.00 $194,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 141

8 Mirror Xin/Early 
Eastern Han Good 6 7/8 in. dia. $5,000.00 $3,250.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 141

3 Mirror 
Late 
Warring 
States 

Good 4 3/4 in. dia. $5,000.00 $3,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 140

4 Mirror 
Late 
Warring 
States 

Excellent 4 1/16 in. dia. $6,000.00 $3,750.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 141

9 Mirror Eastern Han Good 5 1/2 in. dia. $5,000.00 $3,750.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 144

1 Mirror Tang Good 2 7/16 in. dia. $6,500.00 $4,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 144

2 Mirror Tang Good 1 13/16 in. dia. $4,000.00 $4,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 140

8 Mirror Warring 
States Excellent 5 3/4 in. dia. $7,000.00 $4,375.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 140

5 Mirror 
Late 
Warring 
States 

Excellent 4 7/8 in. dia. $8,000.00 $4,750.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 143

0 Mirror Western 
Han Good 5 1/8 in. dia. $7,000.00 $4,750.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 145

4 Mirror Tang Good 2 1/4 in. dia. $5,000.00 $4,750.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 145

6 Mirror Tang Good 7 3/8 in. dia. $7,000.00 $4,750.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 142

3 Mirror Western 
Han Excellent 4 1/2 in. dia. $5,000.00 $5,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 142

0 Mirror Western 
Han Good 5 1/2 in. dia. $7,000.00 $5,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 141

7 Mirror Western 
Han Good 4 7/16 in. dia. $8,000.00 $5,250.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 142

6 Mirror Eastern Han Good 4 1/16 in. dia. $7,000.00 $5,625.00 No No No 
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Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 143

6 Mirror Sui dynasty Good 3 1/4 in. square $10,000.00 $6,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 142

1 Mirror Eastern Han Excellent 5 5/8 in. dia. $7,000.00 $6,875.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 140

9 Mirror Eastern Han Excellent 4 7/16 in. dia. $7,000.00 $7,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 142

4 Mirror Western 
Han Good 6 7/16 in. dia. $8,000.00 $8,125.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 140

7 Mirror 
Late 
Warring 
States 

Excellent 9 3/8 in. dia. $8,500.00 $9,375.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 144

8 Mirror Tang Excellent 9 3/4 in. dia. $16,000.00 $9,375.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 141

4 Mirror Western 
Han Good 6 7/8 in. dia. $15,000.00 $9,375.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 141

5 Mirror Western 
Han Good 5 3/4 in. dia. $8,000.00 $9,375.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 143

2 Mirror Tang Good 5 3/8 in. dia. $12,500.00 $9,375.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 142

8 Mirror Eastern Han Good 4 9/16 in. dia. $7,000.00 $10,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 143

9 Mirror Sui dynasty Excellent 6 9/16 in. dia. $10,000.00 $10,625.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 141

1 Mirror Western 
Han Good 5 1/4 in. dia. $12,500.00 $10,625.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 141

6 Mirror Western 
Han Excellent 6 3/4 in. dia. $20,000.00 $11,250.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 143

4 Mirror Tang Excellent 4 11/16 in. dia. $16,500.00 $11,250.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 146

0 Mirror Tang Good 6 11/16 in. dia. $6,000.00 $11,250.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 140

1 Mirror Warring 
States Excellent 3 9/16 in. dia. $7,000.00 $16,250.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 143

7 Mirror Tang Good 5 7/8 in. dia. $17,500.00 $18,750.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 140

2 Mirror 
Late 
Warring 
States 

Excellent 6 3/8 in. dia. $12,500.00 $20,000.00 No No No 
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Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 142

7 Mirror 

Eastern Han 
dynasty/Thr
ee 
Kingdoms 

Good 5 5/8 in. dia. $16,500.00 $23,750.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 140

3 Mirror Warring 
States Excellent 7 11/16 in. dia. $15,000.00 $30,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 145

7 Mirror Tang Excellent 11 1/4 in. dia. $50,000.00 $32,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 144

0 Mirror Song 
dynasty Good 11 5/16 in. dia. $25,000.00 $37,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 143

1 Mirror Tang Excellent 6 3/8 in. dia. $25,000.00 $40,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 143

5 Mirror Tang Good 4 3/4 in. dia. $25,000.00 $40,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 143

8 Mirror Sui dynasty Good 7 1/2 in. dia. $20,000.00 $40,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 145

2 Mirror Tang Good 5 7/8 in. dia. $25,000.00 $40,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 145

9 Mirror Tang Good 6 11/16 in. dia. $20,000.00 $43,750.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 144

3 Mirror Tang Excellent 3 5/8 in. square $17,500.00 $47,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 144

9 Mirror Tang Excellent 10 5/8 in. dia. $30,000.00 $50,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 141

2 Mirror Western 
Han Excellent 8 15/16 in. dia. $25,000.00 $56,250.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 140

6 Mirror 
Late 
Warring 
States 

Excellent 4 7/8 in. dia. $12,500.00 $60,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 144

7 Mirror Tang Good 6 1/4 in. dia. $40,000.00 $62,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 145

0 Mirror Tang Good 8 3/4 in. dia. $40,000.00 $68,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 144

5 Mirror Tang Excellent 4 3/4 in. dia. $25,000.00 $74,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 143

3 Mirror Sui Dynasty Excellent 9 3/8 in. in. 
dia. $50,000.00 $80,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 145

1 Mirror Tang Excellent 4 3/4 in. dia. $27,500.00 $80,500.00 No No No 
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Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 141

0 Mirror Western 
Han Good 12 1/2 in. dia. $70,000.00 $104,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 142

5 Mirror Western 
Han Good 7 3/8 in. dia. $30,000.00 $122,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 145

3 Mirror Tang Good 8 7/8 in. dia. $70,000.00 $158,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 146

2 Mirror Tang Excellent 8 1/8 in. dia. $125,000.00 $482,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 145

8 Mirror Tang Excellent 4 7/8 in. dia. $15,000.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 146

5 Mirror Tang Excellent 7 7/16 in. dia. $50,000.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 142

2 Mirror Eastern Han Good 9 1/4 in. dia. $12,500.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 142

9 Mirror Western 
Han Good 7 7/16 in. dia. $16,500.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 144

4 Mirror Tang Good 6 1/4 in. square $40,000.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 144

6 Mirror Tang Good 2 1/8 in. dia. $6,000.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2012 2658 145

5 Mirror Tang Good 4 1/8 in. dia. $7,000.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/23/2012 2553 205

1 Gu Qianlong 
period 

Archaisti
c 7 1/2 in. high $5,000.00 $4,375.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/23/2012 2553 193

9 Gu not dated Archaisti
c 7 3/4 in. high $25,000.00 $506,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/23/2012 2553 196

0 Horse Tang Poor 18 in. long 
(both) $60,000.00 $92,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/13/2012 2580 138

1 Horse Tang Good 20 1/2 in. high $10,000.00 $15,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/13/2012 2580 138

4 Horse Tang Good 14 3/4 in. wide $21,500.00 $68,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/13/2012 2580 124

8 Mirror Eastern Han Poor 8 3/8 in. dia. $17,500.00 $18,750.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/13/2012 2580 125

9 Mirror Sui dynasty Poor 5 3/4 in. dia. $17,500.00 $18,750.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/13/2012 2580 126

0 Mirror Tang Poor 3 9/16 in. 
square $7,000.00 bought in No No No 
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Christie’s 
New York 9/14/2012 2580 125

3 Ding Warring 
States Good 7 5/8 in. wide $40,000.00 $37,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/14/2012 2580 124

7 Ding Spring and 
Autumn Poor 9 3/4 in. wide $40,000.00 $37,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/14/2012 2580 124

3 Ding Spring and 
Autumn Poor 15 7/8 in. wide $80,000.00 $86,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/14/2012 2580 123

1 Ding Shang Poor 12 3/8 in. high $150,000.00 $146,500.00 No No Inscription 

Christie’s 
New York 9/14/2012 2580 123

0 Ding Shang Good 5 in. wide $100,000.00 $242,500.00 Yes No Inscription 

Christie’s 
New York 9/14/2012 2580 121

9 Gu Shang Poor 10 3/8 in. high $12,500.00 $47,500.00 No Yes No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/14/2012 2580 122

0 Gu Shang Good 11 3/4 in. high $50,000.00 $92,500.00 Yes No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/12/2012 NO8872 94 Ding Western 

Zhou Poor 11 in. high $25,000.00 $43,750.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/12/2012 NO8872 162 Ding Western 

Zhou Poor 6 1/4 in. high $50,000.00 $62,500.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/12/2012 NO8872 157 Ding Shang Poor 5 1/2 in. high $25,000.00 $170,500.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/12/2012 NO8872 150 Ding Shang Poor 7 1/4 in. high $60,000.00 $206,500.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/12/2012 NO8872 153 Gu Shang Poor 11 1/4 in. high $17,500.00 $15,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/12/2012 NO8872 144 Gu Shang Poor 10 3/4 in. high $17,500.00 $56,250.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/12/2012 NO8872 102 Gu Shang Poor 10 3/4 in. high $70,000.00 $74,500.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/12/2012 NO8872 10 Gu Qianlong 

period 
Archaisti
c 8 7/16 in. high $25,000.00 $290,500.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/12/2012 NO8872 152 Gu Shang Fair 10 in. high $25,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/12/2012 NO8872 170 Mirror Tang Excellent 4 1/2, 3 7/8, & 

3 1/2 in. dia. $7,000.00 bought in Yes No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/12/2012 NO8872 169 Mirror Tang Poor 4 1/4 in. dia. $5,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/12/2012 NO8872 171 Mirror Tang Poor 5 3/4 in. dia. 

(largest) $12,500.00 bought in No No No 
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Sotheby’s 
New York 3/19/2013 NO8974 54 Gu Shang Poor 9 1/8 in. high $25,000.00 $25,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/19/2013 NO8974 138 Gu Kanqxi 

period 
Archaisti
c 17 3/4 in. high $35,000.00 $37,500.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/19/2013 NO8974 47 Gu Shang Excellent 11 1/8 in. high $60,000.00 $209,000.00 No Yes No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/19/2013 NO8974 219 Gu Qianlong 

period 
Archaisti
c 10 1/2 in. high $17,500.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/19/2013 NO8974 334 Gu 18th century Archaisti

c 17 1/2 in. high $35,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/19/2013 NO8974 57 Gu Shang Poor 10 3/4 in. high $70,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/19/2013 NO8974 82 Horse Tang Excellent 21 3/8 in. high $25,000.00 $22,500.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/19/2013 NO8974 81 Horse Tang Good 24 3/8 in. high $25,000.00 $50,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/19/2013 NO8974 16 Horse Tang Excellent 14 in. high $6,000.00 $125,000.00 Yes Yes No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/19/2013 NO8974 4 Mirror Han dynasty Good 4 in. dia. $2,500.00 $3,000.00 Yes No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/19/2013 NO8974 2 Mirror Han dynasty Poor 6 1/4 in. dia. $2,500.00 $3,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/19/2013 NO8974 3 Mirror Han dynasty Fair 5 1/2 in. dia. $2,500.00 $4,375.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/19/2013 NO8974 1 Mirror Warring 

States Excellent 5 3/8 in. dia. $2,500.00 $5,250.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/19/2013 NO8974 5 Mirror Han dynasty Good 8 1/8 in. dia. $5,000.00 $7,500.00 Yes No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/19/2013 NO8974 73 Mirror Han dynasty Fair 6 1/2 in. dia. $9,000.00 $8,125.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/19/2013 NO8974 74 Mirror Eastern Han Good 7 1/8 in. dia. 

(largest) $8,000.00 $17,500.00 No Yes No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/19/2013 NO8974 71 Mirror Han dynasty Excellent 4 1/4 in. dia. $6,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/19/2013 NO8974 72 Mirror Han dynasty Fair 4 5/8 in. dia. $7,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/19/2013 NO8974 75 Mirror Han dynasty Fair 4 in. dia. 

(larger) $6,000.00 bought in No No No 
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Sotheby’s 
New York 3/19/2013 NO8974 76 Mirror Tang Fair 5 3/8 in. dia. $11,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/19/2013 NO8974 77 Mirror Tang Fair 5 5/8 in. dia. 

(largest) $12,500.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/21/2013 2689A 120

1 Ding 18th/19th 
century 

Archaisti
c 10 3/4 in. high $10,000.00 $6,250.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/21/2013 2689A 123

0 Ding Spring and 
Autumn Good 13 1/4 in. high $50,000.00 $47,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/21/2013 2689A 113

0 Ding Warring 
States Excellent 

ding 10 in. 
high (bronze), 
ding 10 in. 
high (pottery) 

$30,000.00 $56,250.00 Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/21/2013 2689A 123

7 Ding Spring and 
Autumn Good 9 5/8 in. across 

handles $25,000.00 $56,250.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/21/2013 2689A 121

2 Ding Shang Good 5 15/16 in. 
high $25,000.00 $68,750.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/21/2013 2689A 123

2 Ding Spring and 
Autumn Fair 7 1/8 in. wide $25,000.00 $109,350.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/21/2013 2689A 121

6 Ding Shang Good 9 5/8 in. high $150,000.00 $135,750.00 Yes Yes Inscription 

Christie’s 
New York 3/21/2013 2689A 122

8 Ding Spring and 
Autumn Good 21 1/8 in. wide $175,000.00 $291,750.00 Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/21/2013 2689A 121

1 Gu Shang Fair 8 3/8 in. high $17,500.00 $37,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/21/2013 2689A 121

4 Gu Shang Fair 7 7/8 in. high $21,500.00 $43,750.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/21/2013 2689A 121

7 Gu Shang Good 11 1/2 in. high $50,000.00 $60,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/21/2013 2689A 112

2 Gu Shang Excellent 8 3/8 in. high $50,000.00 $111,750.00 Yes No Inscription 

Christie’s 
New York 3/21/2013 2689A 122

2 Gu Shang Fair 12 5/8 in. high. $60,000.00 $123,750.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/21/2013 2689A 116

6 Horse Tang Good 19 7/8 in. dia. $21,500.00 $32,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/21/2013 2689A 116

1 Horse Tang Excellent 14 3/4 in. high $12,500.00 $40,000.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 3/21/2013 2689A 114

7 Mirror Tang Excellent 5 7/8 in. dia. $7,000.00 $6,000.00 Yes No No 
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Christie’s 
New York 3/21/2013 2689A 113

4 Mirror Eastern Han Excellent 5 7/8 & 4 5/16 
in. dia. $10,000.00 $7,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/21/2013 2689A 113

8 Mirror Western 
Han Excellent 

6 1/6, 6 3/4, & 
5 
1/16 in. dia. 

$12,500.00 $7,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/21/2013 2689A 125

1 Mirror Eastern Han Excellent 5 13/16, 5, & 4 
1/8 in. dia. $6,000.00 $7,500.00 Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/21/2013 2689A 113

6 Mirror Han dynasty Excellent 
6 1/4, 7 1/4, & 
5 
3/8 in. dia. 

$8,000.00 $9,375.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/21/2013 2689A 114

0 Mirror Tang Excellent 2 1/16 & 2 3/8 
in. dia. $10,000.00 $10,625.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/21/2013 2689A 114

4 Mirror Tang Excellent 2 11/16 in. dia. $7,000.00 $10,625.00 Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/21/2013 2689A 113

5 Mirror Eastern Han Excellent 8 1/4 & 8 1/2 
in. dia. $8,000.00 $10,625.00 Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/21/2013 2689A 113

3 Mirror Warring 
States Excellent 7 1/16 & 3 7/8 

in. dia. $8,000.00 $15,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/21/2013 2689A 115

4 Mirror Tang Excellent 4 5/8 in. dia. $10,000.00 $15,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/21/2013 2689A 114

1 Mirror Tang Excellent 
4 5/8, 6 1/4, & 
5 
1/8 in. dia. 

$10,000.00 $18,750.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/21/2013 2689A 115

3 Mirror Tang Excellent 6 3/4 & 6 in. 
dia. $8,000.00 $20,000.00 Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/21/2013 2689A 113

9 Mirror Western 
Han Excellent 8 1/8 in. dia. $9,000.00 $21,250.00 Yes Yes No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/21/2013 2689A 114

8 Mirror Tang Excellent 
2 3/8, 2 1/4, & 
2 
1/2 in. dia. 

$5,000.00 $25,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/21/2013 2689A 114

6 Mirror Tang Excellent 9 1/8 & 9 3/4 
in. dia. $10,000.00 $27,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/21/2013 2689A 124

2 Mirror Tang Fair 6 1/8 in. dia. $15,000.00 $35,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/21/2013 2689A 114

9 Mirror Sui dynasty Excellent 7 3/8 in. dia. $12,500.00 $37,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/21/2013 2689A 115

5 Mirror Tang Excellent 6 5/8 in. dia. $10,000.00 $52,500.00 Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/21/2013 2689A 115

1 Mirror Tang Excellent 5 1/2 in dia. $7,000.00 $93,750.00 Yes No No 
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Christie’s 
New York 3/21/2013 2689A 115

2 Mirror Tang Excellent 5 in. dia. $12,500.00 $183,750.00 Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/21/2013 2689A 114

2 Mirror Tang Excellent 7 in. dia. $10,000.00 $47,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/21/2013 2689A 124

0 Mirror Western 
Han Fair 6 1/2 in. dia. $17,500.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2013 2689B 139

4 Gu 18th/19th 
century 

Archaisti
c 9 1/4 in. high $15,000.00 $18,750.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2013 2689B 143

2 Horse Tang Good 20 1/2 in. high $8,500.00 $32,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/22/2013 2689B 143

3 Horse Tang Excellent 30 3/8 in. high $125,000.00 $315,750.00 No No Includes original 
invoice from C.T. Loo 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/17/2013 NO9006 21 Ding Western 

Zhou Fair 8 in. high $35,000.00 $25,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/17/2013 NO9006 18 Ding 

Late 
Shang/Early 
Zhou 

Fair 8 3/8 in. high $100,000.00 $317,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/17/2013 NO9006 22 Ding Western 

Zhou Good 8 in. high $100,000.00 $605,000.00 No No Inscription 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/17/2013 NO9006 326 Gu Kanqxi 

period 
Archaisti
c 17 5/8 in. high $7,000.00 $20,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/17/2013 NO9006 325 Gu Kanqxi 

period 
Archaisti
c 19 7/8 in. high $2,500.00 $22,500.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/17/2013 NO9006 313 Gu Kanqxi 

period 
Archaisti
c 17 3/8 in. high $1,250.00 $56,250.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/17/2013 NO9006 35 Gu Shang Good 12 3/8 in. high $70,000.00 $245,000.00 Yes No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/17/2013 NO9026 1 Gu Shang Excellent 12 1/8 in. high $200,000.00 $780,000.00 Yes Yes No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/17/2013 NO9006 47 Horse Tang Good 

31 1/4 in. high 
(horse); 27 in. 
high (groom) 

$50,000.00 $43,750.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/17/2013 NO9006 46 Horse Tang Fair 18 in. high $25,000.00 $68,750.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/17/2013 NO9006 45 Horse Tang Good 

27 in. high, 30 
in. wide (black 
horse); 
26 3/4 in. high,  
30 in. wide 
(roan horse) 

  $4,197,000.
00 No No No 
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Sotheby’s 
New York 9/17/2013 NO9006 23 Mirror Warring 

States Excellent 6 1/4 in. dia. $7,000.00 $15,000.00 Yes Yes No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/19/2013 2726A 145

5 Ding Late Xia Poor 8 5/8 in. high $25,000.00 $50,000.00 No Yes No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/19/2013 2726A 147

5 Ding Shang Excellent 5 7/8 in. high $40,000.00 $58,250.00 Yes Yes Inscription 

Christie’s 
New York 9/19/2013 2726A 144

1 Ding Shang Fair 7 1/4 in. high $60,000.00 $62,500.00 No No Inscription 

Christie’s 
New York 9/19/2013 2726A 147

8 Ding Western 
Zhou Excellent 6 1/2 in. high $70,000.00 $195,750.00 Yes Yes No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/19/2013 3439 110

3 Ding Shang Good 8 1/2 in. high $400,000 $207,750.00 Yes Yes Inscription 

Christie’s 
New York 9/19/2013 2726A 143

8 Gu Shang Fair 7 3/8 in. high $12,500.00 $10,000.00 No No A technical report is 
available. 

Christie’s 
New York 9/19/2013 2726A 145

6 Gu Shang Fair 5 3/4 in. high $16,500.00 $47,500.00 No Yes Inscription 

Christie’s 
New York 9/19/2013 2726A 147

2 Gu Shang Excellent 11 5/8 in. high $35,000.00 $105,750.00 No Yes No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/19/2013 3439 110

1 Gu Shang Good 7 5/8 in. high $70,000 $219,750.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/19/2013 2726A 126

9 Horse Tang Good 19 in. high $11,000.00 $30,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/19/2013 2726A 148

1 Mirror Tang Excellent 5 3/8 in. dia. $5,000.00 $12,500.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/18/2014 NO9123 2 Ding Western 

Zhou Poor 14 7/8 in. high $70,000.00 $317,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/18/2014 NO9116 109 Ding Spring and 

Autumn Excellent 9 1/2 in. high $125,000.00 $341,000.00 Yes No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/18/2014 NO9116 327 Gu 19th century Archaisti

c 8 5/8 in. high $7,000.00 $16,250.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/18/2014 NO9123 6 Gu Shang Fair 9 3/4 in. high $80,000.00 $269,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/18/2014 NO9123 7 Gu Shang Poor 11 3/8 in. high $60,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/18/2014 NO9116 180 Horse Tang Poor 21 in. high $25,000.00 $43,750.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/18/2014 NO9116 185 Mirror 

Warring 
States/West
ern Han 

Excellent 4 1/2 in. wide 
(largest) $6,000.00 $4,375.00 Yes No No 
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Sotheby’s 
New York 3/18/2014 NO9116 184 Mirror Eastern Han Fair 4 5/8 in. wide 

(largest) $60,000.00 $4,375.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/18/2014 NO9116 210 Mirror Tang Poor 4 1/2 in. dia. $7,500.00 $5,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/18/2014 NO9116 186 Mirror Tang Poor 4 5/8 in. dia. $10,000.00 $10,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/18/2014 NO9116 199 Mirror Tang Poor 5 7/8 in. wide $10,000.00 $10,000.00 No Yes No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/18/2014 NO9116 209 Mirror Tang Poor 7 in. wide $20,000.00 $15,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/18/2014 NO9116 195 Mirror Tang Poor 5 1/4 in. wide $17,500.00 $18,750.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/18/2014 NO9116 197 Mirror Tang Poor 7 1/4 in. wide $17,500.00 $18,750.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/18/2014 NO9116 205 Mirror Tang Poor 4 5/8 in. dia. $17,500.00 $18,750.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/18/2014 NO9116 208 Mirror Tang Poor 7 in. dia. $40,000.00 $56,250.00 No Yes No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/18/2014 NO9116 191 Mirror Sui dynasty Good 8 1/2 in. dia. $90,000.00 bought in No Yes No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/18/2014 NO9116 198 Mirror Tang Good 5 1/8 in. wide $10,000.00 bought in No Yes No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/18/2014 NO9116 187 Mirror Tang Poor 5 in. dia. $12,500.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/18/2014 NO9116 188 Mirror Tang Poor 5 in. dia. $12,500.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/18/2014 NO9116 189 Mirror Tang Poor 4 3/4 in. dia. $8,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/18/2014 NO9116 190 Mirror Sui dynasty Poor 7 in. dia. $17,500.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/18/2014 NO9116 192 Mirror Sui dynasty Poor 5 1/8 in. dia. $17,500.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/18/2014 NO9116 193 Mirror Sui dynasty Poor 4 3/4 in. dia. $17,500.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/18/2014 NO9116 194 Mirror Sui dynasty Poor 4 3/4 in. dia. $12,500.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/18/2014 NO9116 196 Mirror Tang Poor 4 1/2 in. dia. $9,000.00 bought in No No No 
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Sotheby’s 
New York 3/18/2014 NO9116 200 Mirror Tang Poor 4 7/8 in. dia. $25,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/18/2014 NO9116 201 Mirror Tang Poor 6 5/8 in. dia. $125,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/18/2014 NO9116 202 Mirror Tang Poor 7 1/2 in. wide $40,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/18/2014 NO9116 203 Mirror Tang Poor 9 3/4 in. wide $50,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/18/2014 NO9116 204 Mirror Tang Poor 4 1/2 in. wide $12,500.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/18/2014 NO9116 206 Mirror Tang Poor 5 3/4 in. dia. $12,500.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/20/2014 2830A 207

1 Horse Tang Poor 28 in. high $250,000.00 $365,000.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 3/20/2014 2830A 206

8 Horse Tang Good 13 1/4 in. high $4,500.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/20/2014 2830A 206

4 Horse Tang Poor 16 1/2 in. high $25,000.00 bought in No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 3/20/2014 2830A 203

2 Mirror Sui dynasty Good 9 1/2 in. dia. $25,000.00 $18,750.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/20/2014 2830A 202

4 Mirror Warring 
States Excellent 3 11/16 in. dia. $7,000.00 bought in Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/20/2014 2830A 202

8 Mirror Western 
Han Poor 8 3/4 in. dia. $16,500.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/16/2014 NO9192 577 Ding Qing 

dynasty 
Archaisti
c 20 3/8 in. wide $12,500.00 $25,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/16/2014 NO9192 119 Ding Shang Fair 7 1/2 in. high $70,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/16/2014 NO9192 121 Ding Shang Fair 8 1/2 in. high $100,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/16/2014 NO9192 309 Gu 19th century Archaisti

c 7 1/4 in. high $6,000.00 $8,750.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/16/2014 NO9192 581 Gu Kanqxi 

period 
Archaisti
c 10 3/4 in. high $10,000.00 $10,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/16/2014 NO9192 598 Gu 20th century Archaisti

c 14 1/8 in. high $1,250.00 $33,750.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/16/2014 NO9192 120 Gu Shang Good 10 1/2 in. high $30,000.00 bought in Yes Yes No 
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Sotheby’s 
New York 9/16/2014 NO9192 115 Horse Tang Poor 23 3/4 in. high $4,000.00 $35,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/16/2014 NO9192 132 Mirror Tang Poor 6 1/4 in. dia. $8,000.00 $8,750.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/16/2014 NO9192 129 Mirror Eastern Han Poor 5 in. dia. $10,000.00 $10,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/16/2014 NO9192 128 Mirror Han dynasty Poor 6 1/2 in. dia. $17,500.00 $18,750.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/16/2014 NO9192 133 Mirror Tang Excellent 6 in. dia. $10,000.00 $35,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/16/2014 NO9192 130 Mirror Tang Poor 8 3/8 in. dia. $60,000.00 $125,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/16/2014 NO9192 135 Mirror Tang Fair 8 1/8 in. dia. $6,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/16/2014 NO9192 131 Mirror Tang Poor 5 5/8 in. dia. $17,500.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/16/2014 NO9192 134 Mirror Tang Poor 5 in. dia. $35,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/16/2014 NO9192 136 Mirror Tang Poor 6 1/4 in. long 

(largest) $12,500.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/18/2014 2830A 200

9 Ding Shang Good 6 3/8 in. high $40,000.00 $37,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/18/2014 2830A 201

1 Ding Shang Excellent 12 3/4 in. high $125,000.00 $245,000.00 Yes Yes Inscription 

Christie’s 
New York 9/18/2014 2830A 201

3 Ding Shang Poor 8 1/4 in. high $125,000.00 $725,000.00 No No Inscription 

Christie’s 
New York 9/18/2014 2830A 203

6 Ding Shang Good 9 5/8 in. high $100,000.00 $845,000.00 Yes No Inscription 

Christie’s 
New York 9/18/2014 2830A 200

7 Gu Shang Good 9 1/2 in. high $12,500.00 $11,250.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/18/2014 2830A 203

5 Gu Shang Fair 11 3/4 in. high. $60,000.00 $62,500.00 No No Inscription 

Christie’s 
New York 9/18/2014 2830A 203

7 Gu Shang Fair 12 5/8 in. high $85,000.00 $185,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/18/2014 2872A 719 Horse Tang Excellent 17 1/2 in. high $25,000.00 $40,000.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 9/18/2014 2872A 720 Horse Tang Fair 22 in. high $40,000.00 $149,000.00 No No Thermoluminescence 
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Christie’s 
New York 9/19/2014 2872B 984 Ding Shang Good 7 3/4 in high $20,000.00 $15,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/19/2014 2872B 998 Ding Spring and 

Autumn Poor 9 1/2 in. wide $25,000.00 $37,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/19/2014 2872B 100

6 Ding Spring and 
Autumn Fair 9 1/2 in. wide $30,000.00 $58,250.00 No No Inscription 

Christie’s 
New York 9/19/2014 2872B 986 Ding 

Late 
Shang/Early 
Zhou 

Fair 11 7/8 in. high $25,000.00 $87,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/19/2014 2872B 100

3 Ding Spring and 
Autumn Good 19 7/8 in. high $70,000.00 bought in Yes No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/19/2014 2872B 100

7 Ding Spring and 
Autumn Poor 11 1/2 in. high $65,000.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/19/2014 2872B 104

4 Gu 16th-17th 
century 

Archaisti
c 7 in. high $12,500.00 $50,000.00 No No Inscription 

Christie’s 
New York 9/19/2014 2872B 989 Gu Shang Fair 11 1/4 in. high $35,000.00 $50,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/19/2014 2872B 991 Gu Shang Good 9 3/4 in. high $12,500.00 $60,000.00 No Yes Inscription 

Christie’s 
New York 9/19/2014 2872B 987 Gu Shang Poor 10 3/4 in. high $35,000.00 $137,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/19/2014 2872B 101

3 Mirror Tang Poor 4 3/4 in. dia. $6,000.00 $11,250.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/19/2014 2872B 101

4 Mirror Tang Poor 5 1/4 in. dia. $8,000.00 $15,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/19/2014 2872B 101

5 Mirror Tang Good 7 in. dia. $25,000.00 $68,750.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/19/2014 2872B 101

2 Mirror Eastern Han Poor 7 1/2 in. dia. $12,500.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/15/2015 3720 322

3 Horse Tang Poor 21 1/4 in. high $30,000.00 $30,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/15/2015 3720 322

6 Horse Tang Good 19 7/8 in. high $40,000.00 $35,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/15/2015 3720 322

8 Horse Tang Good 15 1/4 in. high $200,000.00 $197,000.00 No No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 3/15/2015 3720 322

5 Horse Tang Good 20 in. high $250,000.00 $221,000.00 Yes No Thermoluminescence 

Christie’s 
New York 3/15/2015 3720 319

2 Mirror Sui dynasty Fair 6 1/4 in. dia. $8,000.00 $8,750.00 No No No 
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AUCTION 
HOUSE SALE DATE SALE # LOT 

# TYPE DATE GRADE DIMENSIONS MEDIAN 
ESTIMATE 

SALE 
PRICE EXHIBITS PUBLISHED TESTING/ 

TRANSLATIONS 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/18/2015 NO9317 153 Ding Western 

Zhou Excellent 6 3/4 in. high $80,000.00 $162,500.00 Yes Yes No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/18/2015 NO9317 321 Gu 19th century Archaisti

c 11 1/8 in. high $7,000.00 $8,750.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/18/2015 NO9317 152 Gu Shang Good 8 in. high $10,000.00 $10,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/18/2015 NO9317 164 Horse Tang Good 16 1/2 in. high, 

18 1/2 in. long $12,500.00 $15,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/18/2015 NO9317 163 Horse Tang Good 21 3/4 in. high $25,000.00 $20,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/18/2015 NO9317 162 Horse Tang Fair 22 in. high 

(taller) $25,000.00 $25,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/20/2015 11421 709 Mirror Han dynasty Good 5 ½ in. dia. 

(both) $7,000.00 $4,375.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/20/2015 11421 710 Mirror Western 

Han Good 8 7/8 in. dia. $7,000.00 $11,875.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/20/2015 11421 712 Mirror Eastern Han Good 9 1/4 in. dia. $6,000.00 $11,875.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/20/2015 11421 711 Mirror Western 

Han Good 4 1/2 in. dia. $6,000.00 $16,250.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/20/2015 11421 718 Mirror Western 

Han Good 9 3/8 in. dia. $7,000.00 $16,250.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/20/2015 11421 719 Mirror Eastern Han Good 5 1/2 in. dia. $6,000.00 $37,500.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/20/2015 11421 720 Mirror Tang Good 8 3/4 in. wide $15,000.00 $93,750.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/20/2015 11421 725 Mirror Tang Good 7 in. dia. $15,000.00 $173,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/15/2015 NO9360 781 Ding Qing 

dynasty 
Archaisti
c 5 3/4 in. high $6,000.00 $15,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/15/2015 NO9393 119 Ding Western 

Zhou Fair 10 in. high $40,000.00 $81,250.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/15/2015 NO9393 242 Ding 18th century Archaisti

c 9 in. high $7,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/15/2015 NO9360 726 Gu 17th - 18th 

century 
Archaisti
c 7 3/4 in. high $5,000.00 $5,250.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/15/2015 NO9360 724 Gu Ming 

dynasty 
Archaisti
c 8 1/8 in. high $5,000.00 $5,625.00 No No No 
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AUCTION 
HOUSE SALE DATE SALE # LOT 

# TYPE DATE GRADE DIMENSIONS MEDIAN 
ESTIMATE 

SALE 
PRICE EXHIBITS PUBLISHED TESTING/ 

TRANSLATIONS 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/15/2015 NO9360 786 Gu 17th - 18th 

century 
Archaisti
c 4 1/2 in. high $6,000.00 $6,250.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/15/2015 NO9360 766 Gu Ming/Qing Archaisti

c 8 3/8 in. high $5,000.00 $8,125.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/15/2015 NO9360 802

A Mirror Han dynasty Good 3 1/2 in. dia. 
(larger) $1,250.00 bought in No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/17/2015 3767 210

6 Ding Spring and 
Autumn Fair 10 1/8 in. high $8,000.00 $25,000.00 No No Inscription 

Christie’s 
New York 9/17/2015 3767 211

1 Mirror Tang Poor 4 1/2 in. dia. $7,000.00 $6,250.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/17/2015 3767 210

9 Mirror Eastern Han Poor 5 in. dia. $7,000.00 $8,125.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/17/2015 3767 211

0 Mirror Three 
Kingdoms Poor 6 1/2 in. dia. $6,000.00 $9,375.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/17/2015 3767 211

2 Mirror Tang Poor 6 in. dia. $8,000.00 $11,875.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/17/2015 3767 210

7 Mirror Eastern Han Poor 6 1/2 in. dia. $10,000.00 $18,750.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/19/2015 NO9437 734 Ding Western 

Zhou Excellent 8 1/8 in. high $1,250.00 $2,125.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/19/2015 NO9437 722 Ding 19th century Archaisti

c 3 1/4 in. high $10,000.00 $10,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/19/2015 NO9437 101

9 Ding Circa 1918 Archaisti
c 8 1/4 in. high $6,000.00 $30,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/19/2015 NO9437 730 Gu 19th century Archaisti

c 13 1/8 in. high  $10,000.00 $125,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/19/2015 NO9437 719 Gu Kanqxi 

period 
Archaisti
c 7 1/2 in. high $8,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/19/2015 NO9437 966 Horse Tang Excellent 16 1/2 in. high $10,000.00 $9,375.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/19/2015 NO9437 965 Horse Tang Good 13 3/4 in. long $6,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/15/2016 NO9476 275 Gu 18th century Archaisti

c 12 3/4 in. high $20,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/15/2016 NO9476 275 Gu 18th century Archaisti

c 12 3/4 in. high $20,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/16/2016 NO9477 236 Ding 

Late 
Shang/Early 
Zhou 

Poor 10 1/2 in. high $70,000.00 $93,750.00 No No No 
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AUCTION 
HOUSE SALE DATE SALE # LOT 

# TYPE DATE GRADE DIMENSIONS MEDIAN 
ESTIMATE 

SALE 
PRICE EXHIBITS PUBLISHED TESTING/ 

TRANSLATIONS 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/16/2016 NO9477 232 Ding Warring 

States Good 11 1/8 in. wide $25,000.00 $162,500.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/16/2016 NO9477 234 Gu Shang Excellent 11 1/2 in. high $25,000.00 $18,750.00 Yes No Inscription 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/16/2016 NO9477 271 Horse Tang Good 23 3/8 in. high $25,000.00 $50,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/17/2016 11928 159

1 Gu Kangxi 
period 

Archaisti
c 9 1/4 in. high $5,000.00 $4,375.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/17/2016 11928 145

2 Gu 18th century Archaisti
c 16 7/8 in. high $17,500.00 $35,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/17/2016 11928 139

7 Mirror Eastern Han Poor 8 3/4 in. dia. $10,000.00 $9,375.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 3/17/2016 11928 140

2 Mirror Tang Good 2 3/8 in. wide $7,000.00 $20,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/19/2016 NO9481 142

1 Ding 
Spring and 
Autumn/Wa
rring States 

Excellent 9 7/8 in. high $2,500.00 $1,875.00 No Yes No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/19/2016 NO9481 137

2 Gu 19th century Archaisti
c 7 1/2 in. high $4,000.00 $1,875.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 3/19/2016 NO9481 142

2 Horse Tang Poor 9 3/4 in. high $1,250.00 $1,250.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/13/2016 NO9541 177 Gu 18th century Archaisti

c 12 3/4 in. high $7,000.00 $6,250.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/13/2016 NO9584 12 Gu 

Late 
Shang/Early 
Zhou 

Poor 13 in. high $250,000.00 $310,000.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/13/2016 NO9541 148 Gu Shang Poor 11 3/4 in. high $45,000.00 bought in No No Inscribed box 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/13/2016 NO9541 151 Horse Tang Good 14 1/4 in. high $60,000.00 bought in Yes No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/13/2016 NO9541 153 Mirror Tang Fair 9 1/8 in. dia. $20,000.00 $6,250.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/16/2016 12175 130

3 Horse Tang Good 19 1/4 in. high $12,500.00 $20,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/16/2016 12175 122

1 Mirror Han dynasty Poor 7 1/2 in. dia. $9,000.00 $10,000.00 No No No 

Christie’s 
New York 9/16/2016 12175 122

2 Mirror Han dynasty Poor 7 1/2 in. dia. $9,000.00 $10,000.00 No No No 



293 

AUCTION 
HOUSE SALE DATE SALE # LOT 

# TYPE DATE GRADE DIMENSIONS MEDIAN 
ESTIMATE 

SALE 
PRICE EXHIBITS PUBLISHED TESTING/ 

TRANSLATIONS 

Christie’s 
New York 9/16/2016 12175 122

0 Mirror Sui dynasty Poor 7 5/8 in. dia. $9,000.00 $10,625.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/17/2016 NO9547 114

6 Ding Warring 
States Good 7 1/2 in. wide $5,000.00 bought in No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/17/2016 NO9547 114

7 Gu Shang Fair 9 1/4 in. high $4,000.00 $4,375.00 No No No 

Sotheby’s 
New York 9/17/2016 NO9547 114

8 Mirror Han dynasty Fair 7 1/4 in. dia. 
(larger) $2,500.00 $3,250.00 No No No 
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