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ABSTRACT 

Unprovenienced archaeological collections present a unique set of 

opportunities and challenges for museums. Often stolen, illegally excavated, 

and/or illicitly transported, these are collections for which no origin-identifying 

documentation is known. While ethically and legally problematic, these 

collections, nonetheless, hold significant teaching potential for museums. The 

educational value of these types of collections warrants a closer look at the 

practice of ignoring potential benefits of unprovenienced archaeological 

collections. 

The goal of this study was to illustrate the assets and liabilities of 

unprovenienced archaeological collections for museums, through three 

objectives. The first objective was a material culture examination of the 

Baumgardner Collection at the Museum of Texas Tech University. The second 

objective was a study of the ethical and legal considerations in museum 

acquisition of unprovenienced archaeological collections. The third objective was 

an assessment of the importance of unprovenienced archaeological collections 

for museums. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

A museum by nature is a collecting, preserving, educating, and 

researching body, in the practice of caring for and exhibiting objects and 

specimens. The collecting duty of a museum suggests that the acquisition of 

objects and specimens is common practice in museums. However, as 

museums also are engaged in preserving, educating, and researching, time 

and financial restraints ensure that they are not always able to act as the 

primary collector of material. Because museum staff may not generate all field 

collections all the time, museums may acquire collections whose exact source 

is unknown or questionable (Martin, 1984:112). These "unprovenienced 

collections" are those that have no corresponding documentation identifying 

their origin. This lack of identifying documentation may be the result of 

misplaced or separated notes, poor cataloging, loss, or negligence, but can 

also point to collections that have been stolen, clandestinely excavated, or 

illegally transported (Stone, 1992:213; Ford, 1984:135; Wiseman, 1984). 

Unprovenienced collections are obtained by museums because they contain 

works or specimens that are historically, artistically, scientifically, sociologically, 

or otherwise significant and that complement a museum's collection of a certain 

culture, material, theme, species, or other aspect (Ambrose and Paine, 

1992:140). 

The research question that this work addresses is what assets and 

liabilities unprovenienced archaeological collections present to museums. The 



Baumgardner Collection of the Museum of Texas Tech University (hereafter 

referred to as the Museum) is researched deductively in order to demonstrate 

what kind of information this Collection can offer in specific and the types of data 

other unprovenienced archaeological collections can generate In general. 

Working inductively, this work discusses how laws treat unprovenienced 

archaeological collections in the United States from Israel and Italy, noting 

ethical questions involved such as whether or not these kinds of collections 

should be accepted today by museums and for what reasons. Using the 

Baumgardner Collection as a case study, this work focuses these larger legal 

and ethical questions on a specific collection, querying whether this 

unprovenienced collection was collected lawfully and conscientiously and 

whether or not it should have been acquired. 

Unprovenienced Archaeological Collections 

Archaeological collections evidence the history of humankind and thus 

offer information about cultures, societal structure, subsistence, environment, 

technology, and trade. Comprised of a transportable item, or a grouping 

thereof, archaeological collections have been created, treated, or utilized in 

some way by humankind and contain objects that were often once buried 

underground or undenwater (Renfrew and Bahn, 1996:45). As the academic 

definition of archaeological collections references the nature of archaeological 

objects, the law defines the minimum age assigned to collections considered 

archaeological. Archaeological collections as defined by state and federal law 

may range in age from at least 50 years old to 250 years old (Texas Natural 



Resources Code §191.053; Archaeological Resources Protection Act, 16 U.S.C. 

§470 bb (1); Convention on Cultural Property Implementation Act, 19 U.S.C. 

§§2601-2613). Archaeological collections in museums are made up of an 

object or objects that have been impacted by humankind and the corresponding 

documentation that generally relates the provenience or specific origin of each 

object (National Park Service, 1996:1:11). 

Synonymous with provenance, provenience typically is used in 

anthropology, geology, and earth sciences whereas provenance is used to 

describe the origin of pieces of art and historical significance (Buck and 

Gilmore, 1998:366). In keeping with this tradition, archaeological provenience 

often refers to the context of archaeological material as a whole, a necessary 

link through which to place an object with the people who created or used it. 

The archaeological definition of context involves the sediment within which the 

object is contained, the provenience or the position (horizontal or vertical) of the 

object within the sediment, and the object's relationship with other remains 

(typically in the same unit of sediment and generally referred to as a layer, 

feature, or locus) (Renfrew and Bahn, 1996:46). Without this contextual 

information (or provenience) for a collection, it is difficult to approach important 

questions that these objects raise such as who created an object, who used it, 

in what manner, and towards what end. 

Historical Background 

Provenience has not always been a significant concern of museums 

when acquiring collections. In the 19th and 20th centuries, museums used 



collectors and dealers of unprovenienced antiquities to build museum 

collections. These collectors and dealers were not only influential in museums, 

but they also encouraged the growth of current anthropological and geological 

disciplines (Brodie et al., 2000:10). The concerns of collectors and dealers and 

those of anthropological, archaeological, and geological scholars began to 

bifurcate with the identification of the significance of contextual information 

(Brodie et al., 2000:10). Whereas the collectors and dealers still concentrated 

on the aesthetic properties of objects, scholars were interested in the 

provenience of the objects, or the specific origin of each object. By the 1960s, 

scholars began to realize the Impact of the lack of information corresponding to 

unprovenienced archaeological collections as it left important research 

questions unanswerable (Brodie et al., 2000:10). At the same time, the 

relationship between unprovenienced archaeological collections and the 

looting and vandalism of archaeological sites was being brought to the public's 

attention. Many scholars began to work to change national collecting practices 

in order to slow the destruction of archaeological sites and increase the 

chances of recovering provenienced archaeological material (Merryman and 

Elsen, 1997:50-52). 

Professional museum views toward collecting and the significance of 

contextual documentation began to change in the 1970s. Following the 

outcries of scholars, the International Council of Museums (ICOM) made a 

recommendation that museums not acquire collections without legitimate 

documentation (des Portes, 1998:141). This recommendation was first 

adopted by the Museum of the University of Pennsylvania (Brodie et al., 



2000:8). The 1970 UNESCO Convention on the Means of Prohibiting and 

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

Property echoed ICOM's recommendation and perpetuated the Council's 

statement on a wider scale. Highlighting the looting and destruction of cultural 

heritage that was occurring world-wide, the Convention recommended that 

museums not collect unprovenienced collections and that they diligently 

research future acquisitions. While not adopted as law in the United States until 

13 years later, the Convention affected the ethical statements of museums. 

Harvard University Museums proclaimed in 1971 that objects without proper 

documentation would not be accepted while the Field Museum in Chicago 

made a similar statement in 1972 (Brodie et al., 2000:8). With the new attention 

placed on legitimate documentation, a museum collection required 

documentation corresponding to the objects be acquired as part of the 

collection. This documentation not only included import and export papers, 

deeds, wills, receipts, and internally museum-generated documentation on the 

collection, but meant that field notes and research should accompany objects 

being transferred to a museum as well (Carnell and Buck, 1998; Ford, 

1984:135). The presence of corresponding documentation increased the value 

of an archaeological collection in a museum. 

The Value of Unprovenienced Archaeological Collections 

The value of archaeological material can be measured in four categories: 

associative and symbolic, aesthetic, informational, and economic (Lipe, 1984). 

The associative and symbolic value of objects assumes that the object provides 



a mental connection to the past that stems from conventional learning, such as 

"historical documents, oral traditions, folklore, mythology, etc." (Lipe, 1984:3). 

Aesthetic value involves the appreciation of an artifact's shape, construction, 

feel, and other such qualities. Standards for beauty, traditional notions of style, 

and aspects of the human mind influence the aesthetic value of archaeological 

material. The ability of objects to provide several opportunities to obtain 

information about the past defines the informational value of archaeological 

material. Informational value is most obvious in academic research in the 

disciplines of archaeology, art history, and historical geography (Lipe, 1984:6). 

The economic value of archaeological material comes from society's need to 

translate value in terms of a monetary cost and incorporates an appreciation for 

the associative and symbolic, aesthetic, and informational values of an artifact 

(Lipe, 1984:7). 

Archaeological objects have increased significantly in economic value 

on the modern market as objects of art (Vitelli, 1984). In the past decade 

especially, investors have been advised that art and antiquities (i.e., 

archaeological material) are under-appreciated and, therefore, a sound, 

tangible investment (Kaiser, 1990). This advice creates a demand and market 

for archaeological material. Looting of archaeological sites ensues in order to 

supply the art market's demand, resulting in the destruction of valuable 

contextual information and the loss of national cultural property and 

unrenewable resources. 

Compounding the problem, investors are being coached that the 

monetary value of their collections can, at times, be better realized through tax 



benefits (Pendergast, 1991). Used to encourage donations to museums, tax 

breaks are the driving force behind many museum acquisitions. While 

seemingly beneficial to all Involved, tax advantaged acquisitions may bring 

museums collections of which they must be wary. 

In addition to their economic value, unprovenienced archaeological 

collections must be examined by museums for their associative and symbolic, 

aesthetic, and informational values. Much of the informational value of an 

unprovenienced archaeological collection is lost, as contextual documentation 

is not with the artifact (Wiseman, 1984). However, the associative and symbolic 

and the aesthetic value of the collection still may be intact. The objects that 

embody these values are sought by art museums, that are more concerned with 

the symbolic and aesthetic values and less concerned with the contextual 

information. These same objects are of lesser importance to anthropological or 

archaeological museums, that would consider the informational value of an 

object of paramount importance. 

The problem of value of unprovenienced archaeological collections in 

museums is highlighted when art museums purchase unprovenienced 

collections, thus conthbuting to the demand for such materials (economic 

value). The market obliges the demand for the objects and archaeological sites 

are looted. These activities take away valuable information and resources from 

the archaeological professional and museums (informational value). These 

actions place two of the values of archaeological collections at odds and has 

inspired archaeologists to pressure art museums to slow and cease their 



collecting of unprovenienced archaeological collections (Robinson and 

Yemma, 1998). 

As a result of an increasing awareness of the related role of 

unprovenienced collections to the destruction of archaeological sites, museums 

have developed collections management policies that state they will not acquire 

unprovenienced collections (Malaro, 1998:94-98). An effective collections 

management policy is of paramount importance to a museum today in 

addressing situations that are presented by the acquisition of unprovenienced 

archaeological collections. Required for museum accreditation in the United 

States (Anonymous, 1989a), a collections management policy delineates the 

practices of a specific museum and includes how an institution acquires objects, 

what they acquire, and why. A suitable collections management policy 

addresses many of the questions unprovenienced collections raise, such as 

whether or not donations will be accepted or objects acquired without 

corresponding documentation or with questionable or unknown origins (Malaro, 

1998:45-57). Those museums that have stated in their collections management 

policy that they will not acquire unprovenienced archaeological collections must 

then determine what will happen to these types of collections already in their 

holdings. 

In today's perspective, the lack of provenience In museum 

archaeological collections has resulted in these collections (many acquired 

before the looting of cultural property was termed unethical or illegal) remaining 

in indefinite storage. The archaeological material is neither researched nor 

exhibited, for fear that the publication or display of such objects may add 
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prestige and monetary value to objects, encourage the market and incite 

looters, create public outcry, or raise complaints from nations whose heritage 

has been pilfered. These collections may contain significant objects that hold 

critical cultural, artistic, and technological information. For example, certain 

unprovenienced archaeological collections provide the majority of evidence 

known of entire cultures, such as the Cycladic figurines (very few of which are 

from documented contexts) that are some of the only known works of the 

ancient Cycladic culture (Chippendale and Gill, 1995:132; Renfrew and Bahn, 

1996:397, 532). Additionally, unprovenienced collections may offer excellent 

opportunities for museums to carry out their mission to educate and conduct 

research. In short, the associative and symbolic, and aesthetic values of 

unprovenienced archaeological collections may offer informational value to the 

limit of these qualities. 

Manners of Acquisition 

Unprovenienced archaeological material is acquired both by legitimate 

and Illicit means. Clandestine archaeological excavation, theft, and looting are 

some of the illegal methods through which unprovenienced archaeological 

collections are gathered (Wiseman, 1984). Likewise, a legitimately collected 

group of objects may be termed unprovenienced if corresponding 

documentation is lost, forged, destroyed, or non-existent (Ambrose and Paine, 

1992:141; Stone, 1992:213). Clandestine excavation, theft, looting, and forged 

documentation suggest that while a collection may be held by one party, that 

party does not necessarily own the collection (i.e., the collection does not carry 



legal title). Lost, destroyed, or unknown documentation makes the procurement 

of a collection suspect, as its provenience cannot be verified legally. Even 

though the material may have been the result of a legitimate excavation, 

collected with a legal permit, or legitimately purchased, the loss of this kind of 

information places the manner in which the objects were acquired by the 

collector into question. 

Museums acquire unprovenienced archaeological material through three 

basic practices: purchase, gift or donation, and held-in-trust. Such collections 

are acquired by museums in order to further their goals, each one specific to 

individual museums, in conjunction with each museum's mission statement. 

Museums, mainly art museums, purchase unprovenienced archaeological 

material at auctions, through art dealers, institutions, and individuals (Carnell 

and Buck, 1998:159). Due to the limited nature of most museums' budgets, 

often objects are purchased in order to complement existing collections 

(Ambrose and Paine, 1992:126). Museums accept donations of 

unprovenienced archaeological matehal for the same reasons that they 

purchase them. Donations also are accepted to place privately owned objects 

back into the public realm. Similarly, an unprovenienced archaeological 

collection may be accepted so as to be returned to a particular tribe or people, 

under the 1990 Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (25 

U.S.C. §§3001-3013). Donations typically are received from foundations, 

institutions, and individuals. Unlike a purchase or a donation, held-in-trust 

describes a transfer of stewardship that is divested in a museum by an 

organization or body of government, be it federal, state, or tribal. Held-in-trust 
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collections charge museums with the care of a collection while the title to the 

objects remains with the government (Edson and Dean, 1994:291). This kind of 

transfer can have term limits, but generally is held in perpetuity with the owner 

retaining the right to retrieve the collection for specified purposes. Held-in-trust 

collections are often the result of archaeological excavation on federal, state, or 

tribal property and may include in-house or field-generated collections. In-

house or field-generated collections are those resulting from museum-

sponsored excavation or survey, indicating that a museum staff member or 

associate is conducting the research (Edson and Dean, 1994:35-36). While 

unusual for a museum to receive an unprovenienced held-in-trust collection 

generated today, such collections occur in museums due to past poor 

documentation practices and occasions when the field investigators considered 

the documentation to be personal property (Ambrose and Paine, 1992:141). 

Having noted the manners through which museums can acquire 

unprovenienced archaeological collections, this work aims to examine the legal 

and ethical liabilities and the value of such collections for museums. Ever wary 

of the dangers and liabilities that these collections present, this study examines 

a specific archaeological collection for which no true provenience exists. 

Through this examination, the collection is discussed for its associative and 

symbolic, aesthetic, and informational merit. The collection highlights the legal 

and ethical liabilities for the Museum and presents the informational assets of 

the collection through an examination of objects representative of ancient 

Mediterranean culture. 
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The Collectinn 

The Museum of Texas Tech University is a university museum whose 

mission is "...to collect, document, preserve, interpret, research, and 

disseminate knowledge about natural and cultural material from Texas, the 

Southwest, and other regions related by natural history, heritage, and climate..." 

(Museum of Texas Tech University, 1999:3) As such, the Museum has 

acquired collections from other arid lands including the modern day Middle 

East. An area of the world that is archaeologically rich, the Mediterranean area 

is the origin of many unprovenienced archaeological collections in the United 

States (Markoe, 1981; Duke University Museum of Art, 1994; Williams, 1984; 

Harvard University Art Museums, 1999; 2000; Stadtishes Reiss-Museum 

Mannheim, 1996; The University Museum, University of Pennsylvania, 1986; 

The J. Paul Getty Museum, 1988, 1997; Ashmead, 1999). In 1997, the Museum 

was given a group of objects alleged to be from the Near East (Accession TTU 

1999-26). 

The Collection was donated to the Museum by two of its patrons who 

purchased the objects from an antiquities dealer in California during 1981 and 

1982. It is comphsed of 17 objects, certificates of authenticity that include 

historical narration for each object, and three books relating to archaeology in 

Israel. The Collection is deschbed as originating from "tells in Israel" 

(Baumgardner, 1997). Apart from this, little information is provided about each 

of the objects. In excellent condition, the 17 objects are divided into three 

general categohes based on their material of manufacture: metal, glass, and 

ceramic. These categories are subdivided to highlight each of the objects in 
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this collection. Under the metals category, the collection includes a bronze 

weapon, one bronze coin, and three silver coins. Two glass vessels represent 

the glass objects. Ranging from highly decorated pieces to more common 

wares, the ceramic objects are subdivided further by type: one bowl, four 

juglets, one ladle, and four lamps that vary in their period of manufacture, uses, 

ohgins, and level of decoration. While these objects are all different, they 

collectively are representative of major material cultural periods in the ancient 

Mediterranean (Amiran, 1969; Ben-Tor, 1992; Levy, 1995; De Juliis, 1977). 

The Baumgardner Collection is demonstrative of unprovenienced 

archaeological collections in the Art Division of the Museum of Texas Tech 

University in that it was not actively sought and purchased by the Museum, but 

rather unsolicited and donated to the institution by a patron. While the Museum 

is not in the stated practice of actively collecting unprovenienced matehal, the 

Baumgardner Collection was collected in a manner that was satisfactory to the 

Museum's acquisition committee, whose purpose is to determine what the 

Museum should acquire legally (Museum of Texas Tech University, 1999:12-

13). In this manner, the Baumgardner Collection most likely is representative of 

unprovenienced archaeological collections in museums that were acquired 

unsolicited and presumably legally transferred. Unfortunately, no studies of the 

frequency of unprovenienced collections in museums, in which division these 

collections are housed, or the nature of unprovenienced archaeological 

collections have been published. These questions are beyond the scope of this 

study. 

13 



The Baumgardner Collection is an example of a small unprovenienced 

archaeological collection, as large collections can include years of excavated 

and/or looted material comprised of thousands of objects (Williams, 1984; Duke 

University Museum of Art, 1994). The Collection is of relatively little economic 

value but has excellent associate and symbolic value, that may be why it was 

initially collected (Baumgardner, 1997). As it lacks original documentation 

noting its source, the Collection yields little new or unique scientific or cultural 

information, diminishing its informational value. It is an excellent teaching 

collection, however, as it is representative of major cultures and time periods in 

the Levant with a variety of object types and categories. 

Goals and Objectives 

The goal of this work is to demonstrate the benefits of unprovenienced 

archaeological collections for museums and to assess the liabilities these 

collections present. It seeks to examine unprovenienced archaeological 

collections for their value and provide a legal and ethical study of the 

acquisition of these collections by museums. This goal is reached through 

three objectives. 

The first objective Is a materia! cultural examination of the 

unprovenienced archaeological collection reported to be from Israel so as to 

determine what kind of value this collection holds. Each of the objects in the 

Baumgardner Collection, while out of context, still are valuable for the kinds of 

information that they can offer about life in the Levant over a span of several 

centuhes. By conducting a matehal culture study, information can be 

14 



highlighted that may be used in an exhibition of the artifacts. The Baumgardner 

Collection previously has not been examined. The only documentation that 

exists about the Collection is that which was collected along with the objects, 

namely Mr. Baumgardner's letter and fact sheets from the dealer through whom 

the Collection originally was purchased (Baumgardner, 1997). The limited 

nature of this information has not allowed the Museum to prepare an informed 

exhibition of the Collection. A material culture analysis provides a 

comprehensive background from which an exhibit of the Collection may be 

generated. The 17 objects in the collection provide a representative overview 

of the history and matenal cultural remains of the ancient Mediterranean 

(Skupinska-Lovset, 1976; Coulson, 1986; Israeli and Avida, 1988; Welck and 

Stupperich, 1996). 

The second objective is the exposure of the legal and ethical implications 

of United States museum acquisition of unprovenienced archaeological 

collections from the Mediterranean region. Reviews of national and various 

international laws regarding unprovenienced and illicit antiquities and 

archaeological material have been published, and ethical considerations 

surrounding such have been discussed, yet none of these publications focus on 

the legal and ethical aspects of museums acquiring unprovenienced 

archaeological matenal specifically from the Mediterranean area (Coggins, 

1998; Cuno, 2000; Fechner, 1991; Harding, 1999; Hibbert, 1998; Lehman, 

1997; Malaro, 1998; Merryman, 1986; Phelan, 1994, 1998; Robinson and 

Yemma, 1998). This work aims to review certain laws and ethics through a 

study of a specific unprovenienced archaeological collection from the 
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Mediterranean region that was acquired by a United States museum. 

Conducting a legal review together with an ethical study of the issues relating to 

the acquisition of unprovenienced archaeological collections in the United 

States from abroad, this work demonstrates the liabilities of museum acquisition 

of such collections. 

Finally, the third objective is the assessment of the significance of 

unprovenienced archaeological collections, weighing the assets and liabilities 

of the acquisition of such collections as seen through the Baumgardner 

Collection. The Baumgardner Collection demonstrates how much can be 

learned from these, and other such objects, through intensive research and 

comparative study, showing the educational assets that these types of 

collections can provide to museums. The Collection also illustrates the legal 

and moral liabilities involving museum acquisition of unprovenienced 

archaeological collections through an examination of the laws and ethics 

regarding the Baumgardner Collection. 

Summary 

This study notes the burden unprovenienced archaeological collections 

present to museums and demonstrates their positive use in such institutions. 

While these kinds of collections present legislative and moral challenges for 

museums, they can be used as effective educational tools. This work examines 

the ethics surrounding, and laws regarding, the acquisition of unprovenienced 

archaeological collections from the Mediterranean area in the United States. 

With this background, this work examines a collection of unprovenienced 
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archaeological material believed to have originated in Israel. Investigating 17 

objects, this work presents an overview of the historical eras of the ancient 

Mediterranean through the Collection and yields information that may be used 

in an exhibition of the material. Having examined the objects in the Collection 

and the laws and ethics regarding its acquisition, the work weighs the liabilities 

and assets of unprovenienced archaeological collections and contemplates the 

role of such collections in museums. 
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CHAPTER II 

THEORY AND METHODOLOGY 

Theoretical Perspective 

Two different perspectives, those of material culture studies and museum 

ethical and legal studies, prove the benefits of unprovenienced archaeological 

collections for museums while also demonstrating the liabilities of these 

collections. This work uses museologically and anthropologically based 

material cultural studies to provide a framework through which to examine an 

unprovenienced archaeological collection. Additionally, sources addressing 

museum ethics and museum law define the legal aspects of museum 

acquisition of unprovenienced archaeological material in the United States. 

Museum Material Culture Studies 

Ideas on the research of objects in museum collections vary. The 

framework within which museum research in the arts and humanities is 

conducted is flexible and a "theoretical basis" for such does not yet exist (Furst, 

1991:98; Fenton, 1995:230). Museum collections traditionally have been 

studied and published under the discipline or division in which they are housed 

in their institution (Brigden, 1992; Farr, 1992; Pearce, 1992). When a collection 

clearly belongs to one division or another (e.g., a Van Gogh painting in an art 

division or a collection of field mice in a natural history or science division), the 
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benefits of this method of research are apparent. The collection can be studied 

in the framework in which other objects of its type are being examined, allowing 

for more efficient comparative research. 

When a collection crosses lines, and may be housed in more than one 

division in a museum, the research framework with which the collection should 

be examined is broadened. Archaeological collections present such a case. 

These types of collections may be divided between art, history, and 

anthropology divisions, depending on the museum (Burcaw, 1997). Often, 

archaeological collections housed in these various divisions are researched 

using the theoretical framework embraced by each of the different disciplines 

(Farr, 1992; Brigden, 1992). 

Archaeological research, for the most part, is based on the idea that the 

collection's context is intact and may be studied in toto with the object(s) 

(Renfrew and Bahn, 1996). For archaeological collections lacking contextual 

information, traditional archaeological research methods may lend little to the 

study of these collections (Furst, 1991). While some methods of archaeological 

research must be used in order to study the collection within its discipline 

(Joukowsky, 1980), a different theoretical framework must be found through 

which to study unprovenienced archaeological collections. 

Material culture studies are the study of "...that segment of man's physical 

environment which is purposely shaped by him according to culturally dictated 

plans" or "...the totality of artifacts in a culture..." (Schlereth, 1985:4). The 
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concept of material cultural studies originated with the anthropologist A. Lane-

Fox Pitt-Rivers In the 1870s (Schlereth, 1985:1). Originally utilized by 

archaeologists, anthropologists, and folklorists, material cultural studies fell out 

of favor (with all except for archaeologists) in the 1930s (Schlereth, 1985:2). 

The past 20 years, however, have seen a rise in popularity of material cultural 

studies as evidenced in historical and social scientific research (Schlereth, 

1985:1). These types of studies theorize that objects may convey meanings 

and behaviors beyond that of texts or contexts (Glassie, 1999; Schiffer and 

Miller, 1999). As this kind of research focuses more on the objects in the 

collection and less on documentation, material culture studies offer the most 

insight into unprovenienced collections without clouding the study with research 

questions that cannot be answered (Glassie, 1999). Problems are associated 

with this kind of research and some have called the technique 

"methodologically unsophisticated" (Schiffer and Miller, 1999:6). Nevertheless, 

a material cultural approach is best suited to study the Baumgardner Collection, 

as this type of study emphasizes the object's role in the society that produced it 

without relying on contextual information. 

A framework through which to study the Baumgardner Collection is 

based on the combined approach of four matenal cultural study models. 

Chosen for their application to archaeological collections, the first of these 

models uses four "operations" and corresponding "supplemental information" to 

analyze objects (Fleming, 1974; Figure 2.1). The first operation involves a basic 
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Figure 2.1. Fleming's (1974) model for material cultural study. 
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description of the object. The second operation uses comparative studies to 

evaluate the object, while the third operation incorporates certain traits of the 

culture that produced the object in order to describe the connection between the 

object and its cultural identity. The final operation weighs the values of modern 

society to determine the significance of the object. 

The second model uses four analytical steps to examine five aspects of 

an object (Elliot et al., 1985; Figure 2.2). Material, construction, function, 

provenance, and value of an object are examined. The matehal of the object 

describes the substance from which it was made, while the construction notes 

the manner in which the object was created. Function relates the use of the 

object and can be discussed with provenance, or the origin of the object, as 

Elliot et al. (1985:31) describe provenance, i.e., incorporating "historical 

information and function." Value is the interpretive portion of the model and 

notes the significance of the object studied In terms of the procedural steps and 

can be discussed under the conclusions. The first procedure for addressing 

these categories is to examine the object for noticeable details. The second 

step involves comparisons with similar artifacts, while the third step makes use 

of "supplementary data" or other studies about the aspects of the object (e.g., 

under the category "construction," sources discussing the methods of glass 

blowing would be appropriate supplemental information for a blown glass 

vase). Conclusions weigh each category and determine the overall value of the 

object. 
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Figure 2.2. Elliott et al.'s (1985) model for material cultural study. 

23 



Pearce's (1986, 1992) model, specifically intended for material cultural 

studies with provenienced anthropological and archaeological objects (Figure 

2.3), uses eight steps to view the "social organization" of objects through time 

(Pearce, 1992:273). Steps one through three examine the material aspects of 

the object, noting decoration, comparative typologies, origin, and construction. 

Step four makes use of dating methods and documentation studies to unravel 

the history of an object. Steps five and six analyze the "environment" of an 

object by studying the context of the object (using field notes and diaries 

associated with the provenienced collection) and the overall location of origin of 

the object (using geographical studies). Pearce (1986) used these first six 

steps to get various types of information about the object, while her seventh step 

examines the object in terms of the "philosophical systems" used to study the 

object. This step reveals what the study Includes or discards because of the 

manner in which the object was studied. Interpretation is a culmination of the 

steps and relates the place of each object in society. Pearce (1992:273) aimed 

to show in this final step that objects have a "wide range of meanings." 

The Furst (1991) model has four areas of focus: the cultural context, 

comparative analysis, curation process, and interpretation (Figure 2.4). The 

curation process works to remove the object from its context. "De-

contextualizing" examines an object simply as it appears (noting for example, 

size, technique, decoration, use patterns, and wear marks) in order to 

distinguish what features may have been added or changed after each object's 
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Figure 2.3. Pearce's (1986) model for material cultural study. 
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Figure 2.4. Furst's (1991) model for the study of material culture. 
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entry into the museum or after its indigenous use (Furst, 1991:99). Comparative 

analysis offers greater insight into the nature, use, and origin of the object, by 

comparing the data gathered in the curation process to that of other objects from 

known proveniences. By comparing forms, decorations, and manufacture 

methods, functions, origins, and relative dates can be deduced. The cultural 

context places an object in what is believed to be its origin, i.e., geographically, 

chronologically, socially, and historically. 

This focus develops a secondary context for each object in the collection. 

A secondary context, or the term "contextualizing," refers to the process of using 

data from the de-contextualization of the object and comparative research to 

narrow the possibilities for the geographical, technological, sociological, and 

historical origins of the object. Finally, interpretation of the collection draws from 

the previous three areas, re-contextualizing each object, or reconciling its 

current context with an eariier context (ascribed in the cultural context process). 

Interpretation also aims to synthesize the re-contextualized objects in the 

broader structure of research, analyzing what the objects can contribute to 

material cultural studies (Furst, 1991:99). 

This study combines the approaches of these models to develop a 

framework through which to study the 17 objects in the Baumgardner Collection 

(Figure 2.5). All of the models have four basic components: (1) information on 

the object (gathered by careful examination); (2) comparative study; (3) cultural 

analysis (placing the object in a cultural context); and (4) interpretation 
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Figure 2.5. Material cultural study model. 
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(determining the significance of the object in terms of modern values). This 

study will use these four components and draw on aspects of each model. 

Beginning with the identification (Fleming, 1974), observable data (Elliott et al., 

1985), material (Pearce, 1986), or curation process (Fiirst, 1991), this study 

examines the inherent context of the object, using Fleming's (1974:154) term 

"identification" for this stage in the study. Identification is determined from 

categories that incorporate aspects of Pearce's (1986) and Elliott et al.'s (1985) 

models, such as material, construction, ornamentation or decoration, and 

function. Borrowing Furst's (1991:99) term "comparative analysis," this work 

uses the data generated from the identification process to identify typologically 

similar objects that have provenience information. The corresponding 

contextual information for these provenienced parallels offers insight into the 

origins of the unprovenienced objects. This portion of the study also 

incorporates Elliot et al.'s (1985:35) "supplementary data" step, examining other 

sources of information about each object. Utilizing the comparative analysis 

research for the objects, the cultural context (Furst, 1991) step in this model 

combines Pearce's (1986) historical and environmental approach with 

Fleming's (1974) and Furst's (1991) cultural analysis or context in order to 

connect each artifact with a society in which it was created and used. 

Finally, this model's interpretative step follows Pearce's (1986) interpretive 

approach, summarizing the study of each object and analyzing the collection as 

a whole. Drawing from Fleming's (1974) model, this step discusses the 
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significance or value of the collection in terms of modern culture. The value of 

the collection, following the example of Furst (1991), is based on the ability of 

the collection to contribute to archaeological or museological research. 

Museum Ethical and Legal Studies 

While ethical theory in general has an extensive historical tradition 

(Solomon, 1984:21), little theory exists for research involving museum ethics 

and museum law. "In museums...theory and practice are indistinguishable" 

(Pearce, 1992:11). As such, a theoretical and practical framework is based on 

publications focusing on museum ethics and museum law. Edson (1997) and 

des Portes (1998) discuss ethical studies of the museum profession, while legal 

studies of museum law rely heavily on Phelan (1994,1998) and Malaro (1998). 

Museum ethics are reviewed to provide an environment in which to examine the 

laws. 

Ethics are dynamic notions developed to echo a changing environment 

(Anonymous, 2000a:10). Comprised of ideals and values that guide individual 

and group conduct, ethics can be defined in terms of these two groups (Winter, 

1984:37). Individual ethics are "value statements," such as rules, positions, and 

inferences, that incorporate ideas such as good and bad, and right and wrong 

(Winter, 1984:37). Group ethics include customs and codes that monitor an 

individual's behavior for the benefit of a group (Winter, 1984:37). Ethical theory 
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involves how people see reality, why they associate "value" with it, and how 

they respond to it (Winter, 1984:37). 

Ethics are not a new concept in the museum, archaeological, and art 

historical fields. Historically united in their responsibility to the public, US 

museums eariy on developed a code of ethics (Anonymous, 2000a:10-11). The 

current Code sets out professional guidelines to insure the proper care and 

administration of a public trust (Anonymous, 2000a). As the museum's 

constituents hold it accountable for the care of the museum's collections, the 

ethical code is a prominent feature in the museum profession. 

Similarly, the archaeological discipline in the US has an ethical tradition. 

Archaeological scholars have been forming and fortifying professional 

standards for years (Wildesen, 1984:3). Recently, archaeology has been 

termed an "applied" and "theoretical science," that carries a greater 

responsibility to the public and larger implications in the corporate realm 

(Wildesen, 1984:3). As a result of this, archaeological ethics have become 

more frequent and prominent in professional discussions. 

Art historical ethics were to develop later than those of the museum and 

archaeological fields. While ethics involving art have been contemplated for 

centuries (Crosby, 1959:3-4, 28), art historical organizations began codifying 

their ethics in the early 1970s and 1980s (Anonymous, 2000b, 2000c). These 

ethical codes then became central to the professional practices of art historians 

and art museum directors (Anonymous, 2000c, 2000b). 
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This study examined museum ethics as they relate to procedural 

functions by combining the approaches of Edson (1997) and des Portes (1998), 

Using the same formula, this study contemplated archaeological and art 

historical ethics as they relate to unprovenienced collections and provided an 

ethical perspective on the issue of the acquisition of unprovenienced 

archaeological collections. It expanded mining a specific ethical code for 

information on a certain topic and examined several museum, archaeological, 

and art historical ethical codes for their statements on the acquisition of 

unprovenienced archaeological collections. It posed and answered questions 

to discuss the ethical stance of various organizations on unprovenienced 

archaeological collections and to determine the ethical liabilities and assets of 

these types of collections. 

Museum legislation is addressed after ethical considerations. 

Unprovenienced archaeological collections often are referred to in legislation 

as "cultural property." Cultural property is ordinarily any "property" to which a 

nation has assigned archaeological, historical, literary, artistic, or scientific 

value and as such is important to that particular nation (Malaro, 1998:103, note 

91). Cultural patrimony, or heritage, is the aggregate of cultural properties that 

are considered an identifying aspect of a nation or people (Messenger, 1989: 

xxi). The exploitation of cultural property has led to its journey to the forefront of 

international discussions and its prominence in legal matters. 
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Two types of cultural property are found in museums (de Varine, 

1997:47). The first type includes objects separated from their context, such as 

unprovenienced archaeological collections. The second type incorporates 

objects that are removed from their original use, and often location, and then 

regrouped to form a collection that demonstrates the original function, such as 

provenienced archaeological collections (de Varine, 1997:47). Museums often 

become the depository for cultural property that has been removed from its 

original context (de Varine, 1997:48). 

Cultural property law and museums is addressed by Malaro (1998) and 

Phelan (1994, 1998). Incorporating their methodology, this study focuses on 

museum acquisition and discusses relative legislation within that context. 

Although narrower in scope than Malaro (1998) and Phelan's (1994) work, this 

work addresses general topics and issues that relate to museum acquisition 

such as the quality and completeness of title, theft, forgery, illegal transportation, 

and the laws that govern these. 

This study uses a combination of material cultural studies and ethical and 

legal studies to determine the assets and liabilities of unprovenienced 

archaeological collections for museums. Material cultural studies allow for a 

case study of the Baumgardner Collection, demonstrating what can be learned 

from unprovenienced archaeological collections. Ethical and legal studies 

provide a framework within which ethics and laws relating specifically to 
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unprovenienced archaeological collections are examined and the liabilities of 

these types of collections are determined. 

Research Methodology 

In order to demonstrate the assets and liabilities of unprovenienced 

archaeological collections in museums, research for this study was divided into 

two main sections: a material cultural study of the Baumgardner Collection; and 

a study of the ethics and legislation relating to the acquisition of 

unprovenienced archaeological collections. 

Material Cultural Study 

Using a model based on four material cultural study approaches (Furst, 

1991; Elliott et al., 1985; Fleming, 1974; Pearce, 1986,1992), the Collection 

objects were analyzed in four stages. As part of the identification stage, 

standardized categories were created for each class in order to achieve a 

clearer description of each object. Relatively general categories were used to 

describe the objects. These categories were: (1) material; (2) class; (3) 

description; (4) decoration; (5) method of construction; and (6) condition. 

Material referred to the substance from which each object was formed, such as 

bronze, clay, or glass; and included a description of the substance along with a 

discussion of the type and size of any inclusions. Class, "a group of types or 

forms," implied the function of an object (Joukowsky, 1980:307). A description 
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of the object involved the form, size, and shape. As appropriate, particular 

attention was paid to the description of the rim, handle, base, and spout of the 

object. The method of construction detailed how the object was made, be it by 

hand, mold, or thrown on a wheel. Decoration included any kind of 

embellishment, such as paint or slip, applique, and incision. The condition 

described the overall physical state of the object, noting whether the object was 

complete, the condition of the surface, color changes, and repairs and 

restorations both ancient and modern. 

By delineating the basic components of the objects, a comparison with 

similar material at various locations was facilitated. Comparative analysis was 

used to determine typological parallels for each object in the collection. 

Examples that are similar in form to the objects in the collection were found 

utilizing descriptions, photographs, and drawings in museum catalogs (Baily, 

1988; Grose, 1989; Hayes, 1980; Metropolitan Museum of Art, 1986; Williams, 

1984) and archaeological site reports (Biran, Han, and Greenberg, 1996; 

Freedman, 1978; Kenyon, 1956; Leonard, 1992; Pritchard, 1963; Shier, 1978). 

In addition, works of note on the differing material types in the collection were 

consulted (Philip, 1989; Reifenburg, 1965; Reinach, 1966; Walters, 1905; 

Wirgin, 1958). Each of the object categories was compared with published 

objects. For example, a ceramic juglet was compared to others of the same 

material, class, description, and manufacture just as a coin was compared to 

others of a similar metal, size and weight, and description. Collection catalogs 
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were consulted first for typological parallels and then comparisons made with 

similar objects in excavation reports to determine relative proveniences. 

Cultural context placed an object in a geographical, chronological, 

social, and historical setting by utilizing the information generated by 

comparative study. Parallels with objects from a known context suggested 

geographical origins for each object. General dates were inferred from 

comparable excavated examples. The geographic origin and general dates 

indicated a group of peoples, or culture, who may have used the object 

(Skupinska-Lovset, 1976; Coulson, 1986; Israeli and Avida, 1988). The 

comparative studies of the class of an object and its shape determined a 

function for each object, or a manner in which the object was used (Amiran, 

1969; Ben-Tor, 1992; Levy, 1995). Function was used to demonstrate who 

might have used the object within a group of people (i.e., upper class versus 

lower class, baker versus weaver). After each object was identified 

geographically, chronologically, and culturally, it was placed in a historical 

context. Major events of the area of origin and the commonality or rarity of the 

object during this period were noted (Amiran, 1969; Ben-Tor, 1992; Levy, 1995). 

Interpretation compared the secondary context of the objects in the 

Baumgardner Collection to the corpus of archaeological research. The 

information learned about each object through the material cultural study was 

weighed against the body of published archaeological research. The frequency 

with which similar stratified objects (i.e., objects discovered in a sequential set 
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of contexts) were discovered and published was considered along with the type 

of information that another stratified sample might offer in order to determine the 

archaeological significance of the Collection. 

Each object in the Collection was re-contextualized through an historical 

overview of the ancient Mediterranean. Starting with the oldest object in the 

Collection, the overview briefly described each object and its secondary context 

in a larger historic and cultural framework. Each object's assigned date, relative 

geographical origin, and societal and cultural affiliation were summarized and 

noted in terms of historic events and trends. 

In conclusion, the significance of the Collection was determined by 

posing two questions. The first question asked what the material cultural study 

contributed to the body of archaeological research, while the second question 

asked what this material cultural study contributed to museological research. 

The value of the Collection then was assessed in terms of its archaeological 

and/or museological contributions. 

Ethics and Legislation 

The ethics and laws relating to unprovenienced archaeological 

collections in museums in the US were studied in depth. Having assigned a 

relative national provenience to the Baumgardner Collection, archaeological 

legislation of Israel and Italy also was reviewed briefly. The results were 

37 



applied to the Baumgardner Collection to determine if it was acquired ethically 

and legally. 

Ethics and Laws in the United States 

The ethical codes of museums were analyzed first. Analysis consisted of 

a series of questions applied to code of ethics of museum registrars, curators, 

the American Association of Museums (AAM), and the International Council of 

Museums (ICOM) (Rose, 1985; Anonymous, 2000d, 2000b, 2000e). The 

questions were: 

1. Are unprovenienced archaeological collections defined? 

2. If so, how are they defined? 

3. How does the organization's professional statement suggest that its 

members respond to unprovenienced archaeological collections? 

The same questions then were asked of archaeological ethical codes of 

the Archaeological Institute of America and the Society for American 

Archaeology (SAA) (Anonymous, 1998a, 1998b). Art historical ethical codes of 

the College Art Association (CAA) and the Association of Art Museum Directors 

(AAMD) were examined using identical questions (Anonymous, 2000c, 2000a). 

The ethical stance of the museum, archaeological, and art historical 

professional organizations on unprovenienced archaeological collections then 

were compared by asking the following questions: 
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1. What does the ethical statement on the acquisition of unprovenienced 

archaeological collections say about the organization? 

2. What are the liabilities of unprovenienced archaeological collections? 

3. What are the assets of unprovenienced archaeological collections? 

Ethical statements of museum professionals and organizations and 

archaeological and art historical organizations were collected through library 

research. Each ethical statement was studied using the six questions to 

determine the moral standard for each of the groups with regard to 

unprovenienced collections. 

Focusing next on US legislation, four topics that illustrate legislation 

affecting unprovenienced archaeological collections have been examined 

(Malaro, 1998; Phelan, 1994): title, theft, forgery, and illegal transportation. Title 

pertains to the right of ownership of property (Burill, 1998:986). Theft is defined 

legally as any action involving items "stolen, converted, or taken by fraud" 

(National Stolen Property Act, 18 U.S.C. §2314). A forgery is material received 

by the purchaser that is not what the seller guaranteed {Sales, United States 

Commercial Code, U.C.C. §2-313) or, more specifically, "the production of 

spurious work which is claimed to be genuine" (Anonymous, 1989b:556). 

Illegal transportation of objects involves the "selling, purchasing, exchanging, 

transporting, receiving, or offering to do such activities" (Archaeological 

Resources Protection Act, 16 U.S.C. §470ee(b-c)). 

Each of these four topics was reviewed asking the following questions: 
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1. What federal laws and statutes address archaeological objects that 

may fall into one of the four categories (i.e., objects for which no clear 

title is evident, stolen objects, forged objects, or illicitly transported 

objects)? 

2. How do these laws and statutes affect museums? 

3. What court cases have defined the law further in each of the four 

categories? 

Federal legislation was examined as it relates to the acquisition of 

unprovenienced archaeological collections, that being the Antiquities Act of 

1906, the Archaeological Resource Protection Act of 1979, and the Cultural 

Property Implementation Act of 1983 (16 U.S.C. §§431-433; 16 U.S.C. §470; 19 

U.S.C. §§2601-2613). The following questions were asked: 

1. How is unprovenienced archaeological material defined? 

2. What, with respect to unprovenienced archaeological material, is 

considered a crime? 

3. What are the punishments for such crimes? 

4. Whom does each law affect? 

5. How does this legislation impact museum acquisition of 

unprovenienced archaeological collections? 

This legal assessment was completed through law library research in 

university libraries and with the help of the Lexus Nexus database, a legal 

search engine. Legal research was conducted at Texas Tech University 
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(Lubbock, Texas), Boston University and Harvard University (Boston and 

Cambridge, Massachusetts), and the University of Haifa (Haifa, Israel). 

Specific international treaties in which the US is involved were 

examined. Those treaties were ones that would affect the acquisition of 

unprovenienced archaeological collections in the US from the Mediterranean 

region: the 1954 Hague Convention; the 1970 UNESCO Convention on the 

Means of Prohibiting and Preventing the Illicit Import, Export and Transfer of 

Ownership of Cultural Property; and the UNIDROIT 1995 Convention on Stolen 

or Illegally Exported Cultural Objects (Kersel, 2000:121-141, 146-159, 178-

191). 

In examining international treaties, five questions were posed: 

1. How is archaeological material defined? 

2. What actions does the treaty recommend with regard to 

unprovenienced archaeological material? 

3. What actions does the treaty discourage or prohibit with regard to 

unprovenienced archaeological material? 

4. Whom does each treaty affect? 

5. What are the implications of the treaty for museums? 

Israel and Italy - Legal Concerns 

The national legislation of Israel and Italy was studied to determine the 

definition of archaeological material, the conditions under which archaeological 

41 



excavation is permitted, and export and import restrictions placed on 

archaeological material (Israel Antiquities Law - 5738, 1989; Schairer, 1998). 

Five questions were asked: 

1. How is archaeological material defined? 

2. What is required for authorized archaeological excavation? 

3. What are the laws regarding the sale of archaeological material? 

4. What are the export restrictions on archaeological material? 

5. What are the Import restrictions on archaeological material? 

The international agreements discussed with regard to the US were 

examined in terms of Israel and Italy's involvement (Kersel, 2000:121-141, 146-

159, 178-191). Each treaty was studied to discover: 

1. Which country had signed and/or ratified each treaty? 

2. What was the level of involvement of each country (i.e., involved in the 

development of the treaty, signatory to the treaty, ratified the treaty)? 

3. What are the implications of each country's commitment, or lack 

thereof, to each treaty? 

Bi-lateral treaties between any of the three nations were noted as per 

their impact on unprovenienced archaeological collections. Only one bi-lateral 

agreement was found between the US and Italy (Import Restrictions Imposed on 

Archaeological Material Originating in Italy and Representing the Pre-Glassical, 

Classical, and Imperial Roman Periods, 19 C.F.R. 12). It was examined by 

asking: 
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1. Which objects are affected? 

2. What actions are prohibited? 

Results from the analyses of the ethics and laws examined in this study 

were applied specifically to the Baumgardner Collection. The international 

treaties and laws of Israel, Italy, and the US were applied to the acquisition of 

the Baumgardner Collection to determine if the Collection violated laws or 

treaties. Ethical codes of the museum, archaeological, and art historical 

professions were applied to the Baumgardner Collection to resolve whether the 

Collection met the definition of an unprovenienced collection and whether or 

not ethics were violated in its acquisition. 

Summary 

Using a model based on material culture studies and ethical and legal 

studies, this work examined the assets and liabilities of unprovenienced 

archaeological collections in museums. A material culture model based on 

Elliot et al. (1985), Fleming (1974), Furst (1991), and Pearce (1986, 1992) 

offered a manner through which unprovenienced objects in archaeological 

collections could be studied and "re-contextualized," demonstrating the type of 

information such collections can yield. The approaches of Edson (1997) and 

des Portes (1998) were used to study museum, archaeological, and art 

historical ethics. Phelan (1994, 1998) and Malaro's (1998) work in museum law 

and International cultural property studies, provided a framework through which 
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to examine the legal restraints of unprovenienced archaeological collections in 

museums. These material cultural, ethical, and legal perspectives formed the 

basis to highlight the benefits and liabilities of unprovenienced archaeological 

collections in museums. 

The first objective of this work, the material cultural examination of an 

unprovenienced archaeological collection, was addressed by separating the 

Collection into categories by which the objects could be compared to 

provenienced objects and placed Into a secondary context. This manner of 

organizing and studying the material would demonstrate what information could 

be gleaned from unprovenienced archaeological collections. 

Addressing the second objective of this study, the presentation of the 

ethical and legal implications of US museum acquisition of unprovenienced 

archaeological collections from the Mediterranean region, the ethics and laws 

of the US and the laws of Israel and Italy were examined in regards to 

unprovenienced archaeological collections in museums. Breaking down 

relevant ethical and legal documents by answering specific questions, this 

study extracted only information pertinent to the acquisition of unprovenienced 

archaeological collections by museums. The answers to these questions were 

synthesized into a statement on the ethical and legal concerns of museum 

acquisition of these collections and applied to the Baumgardner Collection. 

The third objective, the assessment of the significance of 

unprovenienced archaeological collections, was addressed through the 
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combined results of the material cultural study and the ethical and legal study of 

the Baumgardner Collection. By summarizing the results of the material cultural 

study and ethical and legal studies of the Collection, this work demonstrated the 

assets and liabilities of unprovenienced archaeological collections for 

museums. 
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CHAPTER ill 

MATERIAL CULTURE STUDY OF THE 

BAUMGARDNER COLLECTION 

The Baumgardner Collection consisted of 17 objects ranging in material 

and class. Each object was identified using a narrative description devoid of 

interpretive comments so as to present an unbiased verbal illustration of the 

objects. Comparative analysis was conducted using the identification of each 

object to establish stylistically similar parallels. The results of the comparative 

analysis were used to determine a secondary context for each object, noting a 

geographic origin, a chronological date, a sociological function, and historical 

relevance. Interpretation determined the archaeological value of the collection, 

explaining what a provenienced object would have added to the body of 

archaeological knowledge. The museological value of the collection was 

demonstrated in the results of the material culture study, illustrating the 

collection's educational and research potential. 
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Identification 

Metals 

Weapons 

Object TTU-1997-026-01 is a thin, flat bronze blade with rounded point 

and squared head (Table 3.1; Figures 3.1, 3.2). Four small holes are at the 

head, or non-pointed end of the blade, two of which are complete and two that 

are no longer whole. Two tangs survive just below the holes. These tangs are 

long, protruding elements that form part of a knife or dagger and attach another 

part of the weapon, such as a handle (Anonymous, 1989b:1452). Both tangs 

protrude perpendiculariy from the head of the blade and one of these tangs is 

bent parallel to the blade forming an "L" shape. A small raised ridge runs 

centrally down the length of the blade. The blade appears hand-hammered as 

no mold marks are detected. Although the blade is in stable condition, the object 

has sustained some damage. The end of one of the tangs is broken off (the tang 

that is not bent). Two more holes (for a total of four) may have been in the head 

of the blade, as half of the second set of holes remains. The upper corners of 

the head of the blade, however, have been broken off. Additionally, the square 

jutting from the head of the blade may have been a more substantial piece at one 

time, as the head of the blade appears to have been more damaged than the rest 

of the object. 
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Table 3.1. Notations for identification of object TTU-1997-026-01. 

ACCESSION NUMBER 
MATERIAL 
CLASS 
DESCRIPTION 

DECORATION 

METHOD OF CONSTRUCTION 
CONDITION 

TTU-1997-026-01 
bronze 
weapon 
Length: 27.3 cm 
Width: 2.8 cm 
Diameter: n/a 
Depth or thickness: 1.6 cm - 0.3 cm 
Weight: 0.18 lbs 
General: blade 
Shape: lozenge 
Point: rounded 
End/Head: squared head 
Inclusions/Protrusions: two holes at the 
head; two tangs just below the holes; 
one tang 'L' shaped, both perpendicular 
to blade; a rectangular knob juts out of 
the head 
Central raised ridge running down the 
length of the blade on both sides. 
hand-hammered ? 
End of one of tangs broken off; two 
more holes (total of four) may have been 
in the head of the blade, upper corners of 
the head of the blade broken off; surface 
patinated and corroded, but stable. 
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Figure 3.1. Object TTU-1997-026-01: (a) front view; (b) profile view. 
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Figure 3.2. Sketch of object TTU-1997-026-01: (a) front view; (b) profile 
view (not to scale). 
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Coins 

Three of the four coins are silver and one is bronze. Coin TTU-1997-026-

02 has a profile of a male head facing right on the obverse (the side of the coin 

usually depicting a bust) (Table 3.2; Figures 3.3, 3.4). Circling the head is a 

laureate, or crown of leaves. The central device, or central image, is bordered by 

small raised dots that are seen only in the right field. The legend, or inscription, 

"NEPQN02K_N(?)A(?)P(?)0(?)", circles the central device. On the reverse (the 

other side of the coin) an eagle with its wings outspread, faces left. The eagle 

holds branches or lightning in its claws. An olive branch appears in the left field 

and the right field shows the letters " ^ ." The central device is bordered by 

small raised dots that are seen only in the lower field. No mint marks are visible 

and nothing can be seen in exergue (the lower field). The coin was created with 

a punch, and appears to be worn at the edges. A bluish tint is visible in some 

areas, as are orange-colored deposits. 

Coin TTU-1997-026-03 displays the profile of a male head facing right, 

wearing a laureate (Table 3.3; Figures 3.5, 3.6). The legend "R(?)ES 

D0MITAVGGERMPMT(?)R1(?)VI(?)" circles the central device and is bordered 

by small raised dots that are seen only in upper left field. On the reverse, a 

standing figure features prominently in the central device. Wearing a plumed 

helmet and a toga, the figure holds a long rod in its left hand, while the right hand 

is on its hip. The right leg of the figure is bent at the knee, stepping back just 
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Table 3.2. Notations for identification of object TTU-1997-026-02. 

ACCESSION NUMBER 
MATERIAL 
CLASS 
DESCRIPTION 

DECORATION 

METHOD OF CONSTRUCTION 
CONDITION 

TTU-1997-026-02 
silver 
coin 
Length: 2.4 cm 
Width: 2.4 cm 
Depth or thickness: 0.2 cm - 0.4 cm 
General: coin 
Inscription - Obverse: 
"NEPQN02K_N(?)A(?)P(?)0(?)" 
Inscription - Reverse: 

Obverse; Profile of head facing right, 
laureate, no clothing; bordered by small 
raised dots (seen only in upper field) 
Reverse: Eagle, wings outspread, facing 
left; eagle with branches (lightning?) in 
claws; olive branch is in left field; in 
right field " "; bordered by small 
raised dots (seen only in lower field) 
No mint marks 
Punched 
Worn at edges; bluish tinge on face and 
hair of head on obverse; orange-colored 
deposits (?) around eagle on reverse. 
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Figure 3.3. Object TTU-1997-026-02: (a) coin obverse; (b) coin reverse. 
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Figure 3.4. Sketch of object TTU-1997-026-02: (a) coin obverse; (b) coin 
reverse (not to scale). 
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Table 3.3. Notations for identification of object TTU-1997-026-03. 

ACCESSION NUMBER 
MATERIAL 
CLASS 
DESCRIPTION 

DECORATION 

METHOD OF CONSTRUCTION 
CONDITION 

TTU-1997-026-03 
silver 
coin 
Length: 2 cm 
Width: 1.7 cm 
Depth or thickness: 1cm 
General; coin 
Inscription - Obverse; "R(?)ES 
DOMITAVG 
GERMPMT(?)RI(?)VI(?)" 
Inscription - Reverse; 
"IMPXimCOSXin C E N S P T or I(?)P" 
Obverse; Profile of head facing right, 
laureate, no clothing; bordered by small 
raised dots (seen only in upper left field) 
Reverse; Figure standing, with helmet 
with plume, toga, holding long rod in 
left hand, right hand on hip; right leg 
bent at the knee 
No mint marks 
Punched 
Worn in areas; raised portions and edges 
particularly worn, also upper left comer; 
tarnished throughout, less on head and 
figure areas - may be result of 
cleaning?; orange-colored stain around 
head on obverse and bright blue deposit 
on inscription at top of head on obverse. 
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Figure 3.5. Object TTU-1997-026-03: (a) coin obverse; (b) coin reverse. 
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Figure 3.6. Sketch of object TTU-1997-026-03: (a) coin obverse; (b) 
coin reverse (not to scale). 
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slightly from the left facing leg. The reverse legend reads: 

"IMPXII1IC0SXIIICENSPT(?)I(?)P". No mint marks or inscriptions are in 

exergue. The coin has been punched. It is worn in areas. Raised portions and 

edges are particulariy worn, as is the upper left corner. Tarnished throughout, the 

coin is less so on head and figure areas that may be the result of a modern 

cleaning. An orange-colored stain occurs around the head on the obverse side 

and a bright blue deposit on the inscription at the top of the head on obverse. 

Coin TTU-1997-026-04 shows the same image on its obverse as the 

previous silver coins: a male head profile faces right, wearing a laureate (Table 

3.4; Figures 3.7, 3.8). The legend "V or R(?) C or G (?) N or 

Al (?)EPTP(?)AIANCEBrEPMA(?)_" circles the central device and is bordered by 

small raised dots that are only visible in the right field. On the reverse is a 

standing figure. The left arm of the figure is stretched out to the right and the 

right facing arm is upraised by the figure's side as if to hold some object. A 

sword is leaning on the figure's left side, and a snake (?) on the figure's right. A 

camel or deer stands at the left side of figure. The legend "_ _ ZVr[AT"circles 

the central device on the reverse. No mint marks or inscriptions occur in 

exergue. The coin was punched. It is worn enough to make the decipherment of 

the inscription and the details of the images difficult. The raised areas and edges 

are worn and the left side is more worn than the right. The coin is tarnished 

throughout and orange-colored deposits are visible around the head area on the 
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Table 3.4. Notations for identification of object TTU-1997-026-04. 

ACCESSION NUMBER 
MATERIAL 
CLASS 
DESCRIPTION 

DECORATION 

METHOD OF CONSTRUCTION 
CONDITION 

TTU-1997-026-04 
silver 
coin 
Length; 1.8 cm 
Width; 1.6 cm 
Depth or thickness; 0.2 cm 
General; coin 
Inscription - Obverse; "V or R (?) C or 
G (?) N or 
Al (?)EPTP(?) AIANCEBrEPMA(?)_ " 
Inscription-Reverse; "... ZVTTAT" 
Obverse; Profile of head facing right, 
laureate 
Reverse; Figure standing, left arm 
outstretched, right arm upraised; sword 
leaning on figure at left facing side, snake 
(?) on right; camel or deer to right side of 
figure; bordered by small raised dots 
(only visible in right field) 
No mint marks 
Punched 
Worn in areas; decipherment of the 
inscription and the details of the images 
difficult; raised areas, edges worn, left 
side more worn than the right; tarnished 
throughout; orange-colored deposits (?) 
visible around the head area. 
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Figure 3.7. Object TTU-1997-026-04: (a) coin obverse; (b) coin reverse. 
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Figure 3.8. Sketch of object TTU-1997-026-04: (a) coin obverse; (b) coin 
reverse (not to scale). 
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obverse. 

Bronze coin TTU-1997-026-05 is in poor condition compared to the three 

silver coins (Table 3.5; Figure 3.9). Both sides of the coin are illegible, as they 

are worn and incrusted with dirt. Raised areas, however, suggest the presence 

of decoration just beneath the corrosion. The coin was punched. 

Glass 

Bottles 

Glass bottle TTU-1997-026-06 is a clear glass vessel with a blue-green 

tint (Table 3.6; Figures 3.10, 3.11). It has a piriform, or pear-shaped, body that 

tapers into a short, cylindrical neck. The rim is flared with a rounded lip. No 

decoration occurs on the bottle. It appears to be hand-blown. No sign of 

slumping of the glass Is evident, but the bottle is crizzling slightly on the neck and 

body. Some of the iridescence has flaked off, revealing a less deteriorated 

surface. Slight deposits of dirt are spread over much of the inside and outside 

surfaces. 

Glass bottle TTU-1997-026-07 is clear glass with a blue-green tint (Table 

3.7; Figures 3.12, 3.13). It has a small, squat, barrel-shaped body with a long, 

cylindrical concave neck and protruding rim and rounded lip. No obvious 

decoration exists and the bottle is hand-blown. The bottle is crizzling on the neck 

and body. Small deposits of dirt are present under the lip of the neck and at the 
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Table 3.5. Notations for identification of object TTU-1997-026-05. 

ACCESSION NUMBER 
MATERIAL 
CLASS 
DESCRIPTION 

DECORATION 

METHOD OF CONSTRUCTION 
CONDITION 

TTU-1997-026-05 
bronze 
coin 
Length: 2 cm 
Width; 1.8 cm 
Depth or thickness; 0.1 cm - 0.2 cm 
General; coin 
Inscription - Obverse; illegible 
Inscription - Reverse; illegible 
Both sides illegible - corrosion; raised 
areas beneath the corrosion. 
Punched 
Worn and incrusted with dirt; heavily 
corroded. 

==l 
0 CM 2 0 CI 2 

Figure 3.9. Object TTU-1997-026-05 (coin obverse and reverse 
indistinguishable). 
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Table 3.6. Notations for identification of object TTU-1997-026-06. 

ACCESSION NUMBER 
MATERIAL 
CLASS 
DESCRIPTION 

DECORATION 
METHOD OF CONSTRUCTION 
CONDITION 

TTU-1997-026-06 
glass 
vessel 
Length; 9 cm; neck; 3 cm 
Width; 5.2 cm 
Diameter, overall; 5.2 cm; mouth; 2.6 
cm; neck; 1.8 cm; base; 3.8 cm 
Depth or thickness; (at rim) 0.2 cm 
Weight; 0.8 lbs 
General; bottle 
Body; piriform 
Neck; cylindrical neck 
Rim; flared with rounded lip 
Extra Info; n/a 
Clear glass, blue-green tint 
Hand-blown (?) 
Crizzling on neck and body; some 
iridescence flaked off; slight deposits of 
dirt inside and outside. 
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Figure 3.10. Object TTU-1997-026-06: (a) oblique view; (b) profile view. 

Figure 3.11. Sketch of object TTU-1997-026-06 (not to scale). 
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Table 3.7. Notations for identification of object TTU-1997-026-07. 

ACCESSION NUMBER 
MATERIAL 
CLASS 
DESCRIPTION 

DECORATION 
METHOD OF CONSTRUCTION 
CONDITION 

TTU-1997-026-07 
glass 
vessel 
Length, overall; 16 cm; neck; 11.2 cm 
Width; 6.6 cm 
Diameter, overall; 6.6 cm; mouth; 4.1 
cm; neck; 2 cm - 2.5 cm; base; 6.6 cm 
Depth or thickness; (at rim) 0.2 cm 
Weight; 0.25 lbs 
General; bottle 
Body; small, barrel shaped 
Neck; cylindrical neck 
Rim; protruding (mushroom-shaped?) 
rim 
Additional data; neck is larger near the 
body of the vessel 
Clear glass, blue-green tint 
Hand-blown (?) 
Grizzled, but stable; small dirt deposits 
under lip of neck, at base of neck, inside 
vessel; white powdery deposits on the 
neck and base. 
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Figure 3.12. Object TTU-1997-026-07: (a) general view; (b) detailed view. 

Figure 3.13. Sketch of object TTU-1997-026-07 (not to scale). 
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base of the neck and inside the vessel. Other white powdery deposits are visible 

on the neck and base. 

Ceramic 

Vessels 

Bowl. Bowl TTU-1997-026-08 is shallow (Table 3.8; Figures 3.14, 3.15) 

and has a buff-beige fabric with medium white inclusions. A rounded ring base 

supports a shallow body with convex walls. A slight ridge protrudes from a 

central depression in the interior of the vessel. The stance or direction of the rim 

is pendent-shaped (meaning that it widens outward), while the edge of the rim 

declines. Indeterminately thickened, the rim has a flattened lip. An uneven red-

brown slip covers the bowl. The outside of the bowl is slipped, but bare 

(unslipped) areas occur inside and outside the vessel In which the drip marks 

from the slip are visible. The placement of these drip marks indicates that the 

slip was painted on, as opposed to poured or dipped. The vessel is a bit 

lopsided if viewed in profile, pointing to its wheel-made method of manufacture. 

Both the inside and outside of the bowl show evidence of smoke/heat 

discoloration. The surface is flaking, and deposits of dirt and what may be salts 

are evident on the underside of the bowl around the base. 

Ladle. Ladle TTU-1997-026-09 is crafted from fine, buff-beige colored 

clay (Table 3.9; Figures 3.16, 3.17). The concave base gives way to a bowl 
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Table 3.8. Notations for identification of object TTU-1997-026-08. 

ACCESSION NUMBER 
MATERIAL 
CLASS 
DESCRIPTION 

DECORATION 

METHOD OF CONSTRUCTION 
CONDITION 

TTU-1997-026-08 
ceramic 
bowl 
Height; 4.6 cm 
Diameter, overall; 18.8 cm; 
central depression: 4 cm; base; 5.5 cm 
Depth or thickness; (at rim) 0.45 cm 
Weight; 0.64 lbs 
General; bowl 
Base; rounded ring base 
Body; shallow bowl, convex walls 
Rim, stance; pendent 
Rim, thickness; indeterminately 
thickened 
Additional data; slight ridge in the 
central interior of the vessel, vessel is a 
bit lopsided if viewed in profile. 
Buff-beige fabric with medium white 
inclusions; uneven red-brown slip; 
outside of vessel slipped, inside and 
outside spots that were missed; drip 
marks visible 
Wheel-made 
Inside and outside crackled, black 
deposits; surface flaking, deposits of dirt 
and salts (?) on the underside around the 
base. 
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Figure 3.14. Object TTU-1997-026-08: (a) oblique view, (b) interior view. 

Figure 3.15. Sketch of object TTU-1997-026-08 (not to scale). 
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Table 3.9. Notations for identification of object TTU-1997-026-09. 

ACCESSION NUMBER 
MATERIAL 
CLASS 
DESCRIPTION 

TTU-1997-026-09 
ceramic 
ladle 
Height, overall; 12cm; handle; 9.5 cm 
Length: 14 cm 
Width, overall; 13 cm; handle; 3.9 cm 
Diameter, overall; 10.8 cm; 
base; 6.6 cm 
Depth or thickness; (at rim) 0.3 cm 
Weight; 0,45 lbs 
General; ladle 
Base; concave 
Body; bowl shape, convex sides 
Rim, stance; upright 
Rim, thickness; simple 
Rim, Up; interior bevelled 
Handle, number; 1 
Handle, shape; loop 
Handle, section; strap 
Handle, orientation; vertical 
Handle, placement; outside rim to the 
body of the vessel 
Additional data; handle decorated at 
highest point; where handle joins rim, 
small, extra, vertical slab of clay added to 
handle connecting handle to inside rim of 
vessel 
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Table 3.9. Continued. 

ACCESSION NUMBER 
DECORATION 

TTU-1997-026-09 
Bichrome vessel; fine grained buff-beige 
colored clay - sHpped with same (?); 
brown and dark red (maroon) paint; 
entire vessel decorated; interior of bowl, 
exterior of bowl, exterior of handle; base 
of bowl circular band with 'X' shape 
within; exterior of bowl painted 
horizontal bands around rim and lines 
just beneath; design incorporating 
vertical lines and geometric designs 
below the lines in four regularly spaced 
areas on the bowl; small lightning shaped 
motifs in between the geometric designs; 
concentric horizontal bands and lines in 
interior of the bowl; in the central circle, 
a cross of three lines running 
perpendicular to each other, maroon 
lambdas in each quadrant made by the 
cross; register runs vertically down the 
center of the interior of the handle; 
register bordered by triple lines, divided 
into sections, most contain geometric 
designs, top and bottom sections empty, 
designs are concentric diamonds 
surrounded by rectangles, and concentric 
diamonds; concentric diamonds border 
register on either side, running vertically 
down the length of the handle; exterior 
portion of the handle divided into 
registers - equally spaced, empty; 
protrusions at the height of the handle; 
either end (horizontally) of handle, 
tubular protrusion; protrusion topped 
with three globular leaves, painted 
maroon; top of handle concave with leaf
like form in center, painted maroon; 
protrusion decorated with two wide 
horizontal bands 

METHOD OF CONSTRUCTION Wheel-made, hand-made 
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Table 3.9. Continued. 

ACCESSION NUMBER 
CONDITION 

TTU-1997-026-09 
Paint chipping on the interior and exterior 
edges; leaves broken off the top of the 
handle - both on the right facing side of 
the handle, one repaired; exterior part of 
the handle cracked horizontally, rim is 
slightly chipped 
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Figure 3.16. Object TTU-1997-026-09: (a) general view; (b) profile view; 
(c) interior view. 
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Figure 3.17. Sketches of object TTU-1997-026-09: (a) design on the 
interior of the bowl of vessel; (b) design on the bottom of vessel; 
(c) profile of bowl of vessel; (d) design on the exterior of bowl; 
(e) handle of vessel; (f) profile of handle (not to scale). 
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shape with convex sides. Displaying a simple (not thickened) upright (or vertical) 

rim, the ladle has an interior beveled lip. A single looped, strap handle runs 

vertically from the outside rim to the body of the vessel. Where the handle joins 

the rim, a small, extra, vertical slab of clay was added to the handle, connecting 

the handle to the inside rim of the vessel. A bichrome vessel, the ladle may have 

been decorated with a buff slip (the same color as the fabric of the vessel) and 

brown and dark red or maroon paint. The entire ladle is decorated (interior, 

exterior, and handle). 

The base of the bowl is decorated with a circular band that contains an X 

shape. The exterior of the bowl is decorated with painted horizontal bands 

around the rim and lines just beneath. A design incorporating vertical lines and 

geometric shapes appears below the lines in four, regulariy spaced areas on the 

bowl. Small lightning-shaped motifs appear in between the geometric designs. 

Concentric horizontal bands and lines decorate the interior of the bowl, and a 

maroon colored band runs between two thicker brown bands. In the central 

circle, a cross of three lines running perpendicular to each other marks the center 

of the vessel, while maroon lambdas are located in each quadrant made by the 

cross. The handle also is decorated with geometric shapes. A register runs 

vertically down the center of the interior of the handle. Bordered by triple lines, 

the register itself is divided into sections, most of which contain geometric 

designs. The top and bottommost sections are empty. These designs are 
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concentric diamonds surrounded by rectangles and concentric diamonds. 

Concentric diamonds border the register on either side, running vertically down 

the length of the handle. The exterior portion of the handle is divided into 

registers, each of which is equally spaced and empty. Protrusions are at the 

height of the handle, forming a sort of crown. At either end (horizontally) of the 

handle, a tubular protrusion is formed. Each protrusion is topped with a leaf-like 

form, painted maroon, with three globular leaves. The top of the handle is 

concave with another leaf-like form in the center. Each protrusion is decorated 

with two wide horizontal bands and all three (at either end and in the center) leaf

like forms are painted. 

The bowl of the ladle is wheel-made, while the handle and protrusions are 

hand-made. The ladle is hand-painted and the paint is chipping on the interior 

and exterior edges. Leaves have broken off the top of the handle, both on the 

right facing side of the handle. One of the broken leaves has been repaired. The 

exterior part of the handle is cracked horizontally and the rim is slightly chipped. 

Juglets. Juglet TTU-1997-026-10 Is made of relatively course clay with 

large inclusions. It has a rounded base and piriform body (Table 3.10; Figures 

3.18, 3.19). The stance of the rim is upright and unarticulated (meaning that the 

lip is not obviously defined), and simple (not thickened). One high looped (ear-

shaped) vertical handle reaches from rim to body. The vessel is decorated with a 

red slip and appears to be bumished. The irregular nature of the juglet suggests 
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Table 3.10. Notations for identification of object TTU-1997-026-10. 

ACCESSION NUMBER 
MATERIAL 
CLASS 
DESCRIPTION 

DECORATION 

METHOD OF CONSTRUCTION 
CONDITION 

TTU-1997-026-10 
ceramic 
juglet 
Length, overall; 11.5 cm; neck; 0.8 cm; 
handle; 9 cm 
Width, overall; 9.7 cm; handle; 1.6 cm; 
base; 7.5 cm 
Diameter, overall; 7.5 cm; neck; 4.2 
cm; mouth; 4.4 cm 
Depth or thickness; (at rim) 0.35 cm 
Weight; 0.43 lbs 
General; juglet 
Base; rounded 
Body; piriform 
Neck; n/a 
Rim, stance; upright, unarticulated 
Rim, thickness; simple 
Rim, lip; n/a 
Handle, number; 1 
Handle, shape; high looped, ear shaped 
Handle, section; round 
Handle, orientation; vertical 
Handle, placement; rim to base 
Extra Info.; n/a 
Buff-beige clay with large inclusions; 
red slip, bumished 
Hand-made 
White encrustation throughout; edge of 
rim chipped and broken. 
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Figure 3.18. Object TTU-1997-026-10. 

Figure 3.19. Sketch of object TTU-1997-026-10 (not to scale). 
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that it was hand-made. White encrustation appears throughout the surface of the 

vessel and the rim edge is chipped and broken in areas. 

Juglet TTU-1997-026-11 is made of a brown-pink clay with relatively large 

grey and white inclusions (Table 3.11; Figures 3.20, 3.21). It has a pointed and 

slightly flattened base that gives way to an elongated, inverted, piriform-shaped 

body. A short, concave neck that flares slightly at the top rises from the body. 

Slightly flared, the externally thickened, rounded rim exhibits a rounded lip. One 

double-stranded, round, vertical handle extends from just beneath the rim to the 

shoulder. The juglet may have been slipped with a beige-tan slip and is vertically 

burnished, creating a high luster on the exterior of body of the vessel. The 

burnishing and the handle are hand-made while the vessel is wheel-made. The 

handle has been broken off at the neck and the shoulder and subsequently 

repaired. A circular hole has been cut in the lower portion of the body, below and 

to the right of the handle. This hole subsequently has been filled with colored 

plaster and the area around it rubbed to remove excess plaster. Areas of dark 

staining occur in patches on the surface of the body, mostly concentrated on one 

side and the base of the juglet. 

Juglet TTU-1997-026-12 is made of pink clay and decorated with a red-

brown slip (Table 3.12; Figures 3.22, 3.23). Displaying a ring base and piriform 

body, this juglet has a cylindrical neck that tapers towards the rim of the vessel. 

The stance is direct (externally inclined with generally the same direction as the 
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Table 3.11. Notations for identification of object TTU-1997-026-11. 

ACCESSION NUMBER TTU-1997-026-11 
MATERIAL ceramic 
CLASS juglet 
DESCRIPTION 

DECORATION 

METHOD OF CONSTRUCTION 
CONDITION 

Length, overall; 17.4 cm; neck; 3 cm; 
handle; 5 cm 
Width, overall; 9 cm; handle; 1.7 cm 
Diameter, overall; 9 cm; mouth, top; 3 
cm; mouth, bottom; 0.8 cm; neck; 2.1 
cm; base; 0.7 cm 
Depth or thickness; (at rim) 0.3 cm 
Weight; 0.5 lbs 
General; juglet 
Base; pointed and flattened 
Body; elongated, invert ed, piriform 
Neck; short, concave neck, flares 
slightiy at the top 
Rim, stance; slightiy flared 
Rim, thickness; externally thickened 
Rim, lip; rounded 
Handle, number; 1 
Handle, shape; double-stranded 
Handle, section; round 
Handle, orientation; vertical 
Handle, placement; just beneath the rim 
to the shoulder 
Extra Info,; n/a 
Brown-pink clay with relatively large 
gray and white inclusions; relatively 
course fabric; buff-beige slip and 
burnish on the exterior of body of the 
vessel 
Wheel-made 
Handle broken off at the neck and 
shoulder, repaired; circular hole drilled 
(?) in the lower portion of the body, 
below and to the right of the handle, 
hole filled with colored plaster, area 
around it rubbed (?); areas of dark 
staining on one side of the juglet and on 
base. 
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Figure 3.20. Object TTU-1997-026-11: (a) general view; (b) detailed view. 

Figure 3.21. Sketch of object TTU-1997-026-11 (not to scale). 
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Table 3.12. Notations for identification of object TTU-1997-026-12. 

ACCESSION NUMBER 
MATERIAL 
CLASS 
DESCRIPTION 

DECORATION 

METHOD OF CONSTRUCTION 
CONDITION 

TTU-1997-026-12 
ceramic 
juglet 
Length, overall; 14.1 cm; neck; 6 cm; 
handle; 5 cm 
Width, overall; 7.7 cm; handle; 1.5 cm 
Diameter, overall; 6,5 cm; mouth, top; 
3 cm; mouth, bottom; 1 cm; neck; 2.5 
cm; base; 4.6 cm 
Depth or thickness; (at rim) 0.4 cm 
Weight; 0.3 lbs 
General; juglet 
Base; ring 
Body; piriform 
Neck; cylindrical, tapering towards the 
rim of the vessel 
Rim, stance; direct, unarticulated 
Rim, thickness; simple 
Rim, lip; rounded 
Handle, number; 1 
Handle, shape; round 
Handle, section; ovoid 
Handle, orientation; vertical 
Handle, placement; neck to the shoulder 
Extra Info.; vessel is not exactiy vertical 
but leans slightly towards the handled 
side of the juglet 
Monochrome decoration on exterior 
body and neck; pink clay, red-brown 
slip, white painted; four horizontal 
bands around neck, beginning just below 
the handle, ending just above the 
shoulder; four lines of white painted 
decoration on body diagonally 
crosshatched 
Wheel-made 
Surface of body pitted; painted 
decoration on body smudged and 
eroded, but stable. 
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Figure 3.22. Object TTU-1997-026-12: (a) general view; (b) detailed view. 

Figure 3.23. Sketch of object TTU-1997-026-12 (not to scale). 
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wall of the juglet) and unarticulated. The rim is simple with a rounded lip. One 

vertical, ovoid handle extends from the neck to the shoulder. The juglet is not 

exactly vertical but leans slightly towards its handled side. 

Monochrome decoration exists on the exterior body and neck of the 

vessel. Four white painted horizontal bands circle the neck, beginning just below 

the handle and ending just above the shoulder. The body displays four similariy 

grouped lines of white painted decoration, but in a diagonally crosshatched 

pattern. The juglet is wheel-made. The surface of the body appears pitted and 

the painted decoration on the body is eroded slightly. 

Juglet TTU-1997-026-13 is made of a fine red-orange clay and highly 

decorated (Table 3.13; Figures 3.24, 3.25). Displaying a high ring base that is 

slightly concave, this juglet has a tapering barrel-shaped body. A cylindrical 

concave neck ends in a trough spout with a pendent lip. Running vertically from 

the shoulder to the rim, a single high looped, ear-shaped handle (oval in shape) 

recurves just before joining the rim. 

A monochrome vessel, the juglet is decorated with a high luster black 

metallic glaze and red-orange painted decoration. The painted decoration is 

confined to the body of the vessel and runs in horizontal bands around the body. 

Long, thin, vertical ovoid designs run horizontally around the body just below the 

neck. Two horizontal lines circle the body beneath the ovoid shapes and run just 

beneath the base of the handle. Under these lines are wave-like designs also 
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Table 3.13. Notations for identification of object TTU-1997-026-13. 

ACCESSION NUMBER TTU-1997-026-13 
MATERIAL ceramic 
CLASS juglet 
DESCRIPTION Length, overall; 18cm; neck; 6.7 cm; 

spout; 0.8 cm; handle; 8.5 cm 
Width, overall; 8 cm; spout; 1 cm; 
handle; 1.9 cm 
Diameter, overall; 8 cm; neck; 1.8 cm; 
base; 5.4 cm 
Depth or thickness; (at rim) 0.3 cm 
Weight; 0.4 lbs 
General; juglet 
Base; high ring, slightiy concave on the 
bottom 
Body; barrel-shaped, tapered 
Neck; cylindrical concave 
Rim, stance; trough spout 
Rim, thickness; n/a 
Rim, lip; pendent 
Handle, number; 1 
Handle, shape; high looped, ear shaped 
Handle, section; oval 
Handle, orientation; vertical 
Handle, placement; shoulder to the rim 
Additional data; handle recurves just 
before joining the rim 
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Table 3.13. Continued, 

ACCESSION NUMBER 
DECORATION 

METHOD OF CONSTRUCTION 
CONDITION 

TTU-1997-026-13 
Monochrome vessel; fine clay (no 
inclusions visible) red-orange; high 
luster metallic (gold tint) black glaze 
with red-orange painted decoration; 
painted decoration confined to body of 
the vessel, runs in horizontal bands 
around the body; long, thin, vertical 
ovoid designs, just beneath neck running 
horizontally around the body; two 
horizontal lines circle body beneath the 
ovoid shapes and run just beneath the 
base of the handle, underneath wave-like 
designs running horizontally around the 
body, waves stem from horizontal band 
taper into a curled end, another 
horizontal line under the waves, resting 
atop a band of geometric shapes 
resembling a '<', ends with two 
horizontal lines, the top of which is 
much thicker than the bottom; designs 
circle body, at back large 'X' from the 
top of the wave decoration to the bottom 
of the '<' decoration; plastic decoration 
where the handle meets the rim of the 
vessel - small, cherub-tike faces on each 
side of the juglet 
Wheel-made 
Small piece of spout chipped, slight 
crack around the base of handle where it 
joins the body; slightiy scratched 
overall. 
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Figure 3.24. Object TTU-1997-026-13, 

(a) 

- •i'-ii^?r,. 

(b) (c) 

Figure 3.25. Sketches of object TTU-1997-026-13: (a) rear view of vessel; 
(b) profile of base of vessel; (c) profile of rim of vessel (not to 
scale). 
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running horizontally around the body. The waves stem from a horizontal band 

and taper into a curied end. Another horizontal line is under the waves, and 

resting atop a band of geometric shapes resembling a <. The register ends with 

two horizontal lines, the top of which is much thicker than the bottom. The 

designs circle the body, but at the back of the vessel, a large X extends from the 

top of the wave decoration to the bottom of the < decoration. Plastic (or applied) 

decoration is found where the handle meets the rim of the vessel. Small, cherub

like faces have been applied to each side of the juglet. This wheel-made juglet is 

losing the metallic sheen on the black slip in areas. The handle is cracked and 

the spout is chipped and the vessel is slightly scratched overall. 

Lamps. Lamp TTU-1997-026-14 is the most stylistically simplistic lamp. It 

is fashioned from coarse red clay that has air holes and grey inclusions (Table 

3.14; Figures 3.26, 3.27). It has a round base with a shallow-bowl shaped body 

and slightly recurved walls. A pinched, trefoil-shaped, mouth has a flared, 

indeterminately thickened, wide rim with a rounded lip. Evidence of burning 

exists around the pinched mouth, but no decoration is noticeable. The lamp is 

wheel-made and then folded by hand, and a slight white film covers the vessel. 

A large crack is visible in the central interior of the lamp. 

Lamp TTU-1997-026-15 is made of a relatively fine red-orange clay fabric 

with a few small white inclusions (Table 3.15; Figures 3.28, 3.29). It is both mold 

and wheel-made with a flat base. The walls of the lamp are almost vertical with 
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Table 3.14. Notations for identification of object TTU-1997-026-14. 

ACCESSION NUMBER 
MATERIAL 
CLASS 
DESCRIPTION 

DECORATION 

METHOD OF CONSTRUCTION 
CONDITION 

TTU-1997-026-14 
ceramic 
lamp 
Height; 4 cm 
Length; 13.4 cm 
Width; 13 cm 
Depth or thickness; (at rim) 0.35 cm 
Span of pinch; 0,5 c m - 1.5 cm 
Weight: 0.32 lbs 
General; lamp 
Base; round 
Body; shallow-bowl shaped, slightly 
recurved walls 
Rim, stance; flared 
Rim, thickness; indeterminate 
Rim, lip; rounded 
Handle; n/a 
Additional data; pinched, trefoil shaped, 
mouth, evidence of burning around the 
pinched mouth 
Red clay with air holes and gray 
inclusions; relatively course fabric 
Wheel-made 
Slight white film; small crack in central 
interior. | 

86 



(a) 

(b) 0 CM £ 

Figure 3.26. Object TTU-1997-026-14: (a) interior view; (b) profile view. 
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(b) 

Figure 3.27. Sketches of object TTU-1997-026-14: (a) interior view; (b) profile 
view; (c) section view (not to scale). 
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Table 3.15. Notations for identification of object TTU-1997-026-15. 

ACCESSION NUMBER 
MATERIAL 
CLASS 
DESCRIPTION 

DECORATION 

METHOD OF CONSTRUCTION 
CONDITION 

TTU-1997-026-15 
ceramic 
lamp 
Height; 2.8 cm 
Length; 8.9 cm; nozzle; 2,9 cm 
Width; 6,6 cm; nozzle; 3.3 cm 
Diameter, overall; 6.6 cm; filling hole; 
2.3 cm; nozzle; 1.6 cm; base; 6.3 cm 
Depth or thickness; (at nozzle) 0.2 cm 
Weight; 0.08 lbs 
General; lamp 
Base; flat 
Walls; vertical, rounded edges at base 
and shoulder 
Shoulder; flat 
Handle; none 
Filhng Hole; single raised ridge 
Nozzle; widens at end, forms arch 
Wick Hole; relatively large, just 
smaller than filling hole 
Two concentric circles on shoulder; red-
orange clay, with few small white 
inclusions, relatively fine fabric; knife 
smoothed nozzle -sides too? (too 
encrusted to tell) 
Mold-made and wheel-made 
Soot around nozzle; thin layer of white 
encrustation in patches throughout, 
concentrated on the left side 
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(a) 

(b) 

Figure 3.28. Object TTU-1997-026-15: (a) interior view; (b) profile view. 

Figure 3.29. Sketch of object TTU-1997-026-15 (not to scale). 
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rounded angles between the base, body, and shoulder. Two concentric circles 

on the shoulder of the lamp may be a decoration, but also may be wheel marks. 

A single raised ridge around the filling hole of the lamp and the nozzle widens at 

the end, forming an ample arch. Although encrustation of the surface makes it 

difficult to discern with certainty, the nozzle and the sides of the lamp appear to 

have been smoothed with a knife. The wick hole, slightly smaller than the filling 

hole, is relatively large. The lamp is encrusted heavily with a dirt film that covers 

the shoulders and base of the vessel. Dirt residue is found on the interior of the 

lamp as well. 

Lamp TTU-1997-026-16 is made of a grainy beige to light pink clay with 

small black and larger white inclusions (Table 3.16; Figures 3.30, 3,31), 

Exhibiting some decorative patterns, this lamp is mold-made. A slight ring base 

gives rise to rounded, concave walls that appear to have been smoothed with a 

knife, and a flat, decorated shoulder. A small knob handle interrupts the 

decoration around the filling hole. The decoration is a circular band that spans 

the entire shoulder of the lamp and surrounds the filling hole. Geometric patterns 

and a few raised dots (perhaps simply lines perpendicular to the circle, perhaps 

an inscription) fill the circular band. The filling hole is surrounded by flat 

concentric circular decoration. 

The nozzle forms a wide arch at the end and displays concavities on 

either side of the nozzle. The left concavity is more pronounced, giving the lamp 
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Table 3.16. Notations for identification of object TTU-1997-026-16. 

ACCESSION NUMBER 
MATERIAL 
CLASS 
DESCRIPTION 

DECORATION 

METHOD OF CONSTRUCTION 
CONDITION 

TTU-1997-026-16 
ceramic 
lamp 
Height, overall; 4.8 cm; handle; 0.9 cm 
Length, overall; 8.5 cm; nozzle; 2.7 
cm; handle; 1 cm 
Width, overall; 6 cm; nozzle; 3 cm; 
handle; 0.6 cm 
Diameter, overall; 6 cm; filling hole; 2 
cm; nozzle; 1.5 cm; base; 3.4 cm 
Depth or thickness; (at nozzle) 0.3 cm 
Weight; 0.8 lbs 
General; lamp 
Base; ring 
Walls; rounded, concave (knife 
smoothed) 
Shoulder; flat, decorated 
Handle; knob, small 
Fining Hole; flat 
Nozzle; widens at end, forms arch, 
incised decoration; concavities - the one 
on the left is slightiy more pronounced 
Wick Hole; relatively large, just smaller 
than filling hole 

Beige to light pink clay with grainy, 
black inclusions and larger white 
inclusions; circular band spans shoulder, 
surrounds the filling hole; faintiy visible 
geometric patterns - dots and lines -
perpendicular to the circle or an illegible 
inscription, fill the circular band; flat 
around filling hole, a horizontal line 
exists just beneath the wick hole on the 
nozzle 
Mold-made 
Soot deposits around the wick hole; thin 
white patches scattered over surface. 
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(a) 
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Figure 3.30. Object TTU-1997-026-16: (a) interior view; (b) oblique view. 

(a) (b) (c) 

Figure 3.31. Sketches of object TTU-1997-026-16: (a) profile view; (b) interior 
view; (c) bottom view (not to scale). 

92 



a slightly lopsided look when viewed from above. A faint horizontal incised line is 

just beneath the wick hole on the nozzle. The wick hole is just slightly smaller 

than the filling hole. Traces of soot deposits are visible around the wick hole and 

thin white patches are scattered over the surface of the lamp. 

Lamp TTU-1997-026-17 is a highly decorated mold-made lamp of buff-

beige clay with small white inclusions (Table 3.17; Figures 3.32, 3.33). A 

decorated ring base with five parallel lines within the ring base lead to carinated 

walls that give an almond-shaped appearance to the body of the lamp. The 

shoulder slopes upward and is decorated in high relief around the filling hole. 

The nozzle is not separated distinctly from the body of the lamp, A small, conical 

handle interrupts the decoration. The handle appears to have been hand-made 

and added to the mold-made lamp. 

Two concentric circular bands of decoration surround the distinctly raised 

rim of the filling hole. The outermost band displays a ladder-like pattern, while 

the innermost band is filled with a single line of dots. The bands are interrupted 

not just by the handle but also at the nozzle of the lamp. An elongated U-shaped 

molding separates the small wick hole and an underlying star decoration from the 

rest of the lamp. Flanking this molding are two raised dots and slight evidence of 

soot marks appear around the nozzle. 

Root marks appear throughout the bottom of the lamp. These may be 

from the mold in which the lamp was made or some later contact with roots in the 
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Table 3.17, Notations for identification of object TTU-1997-026-17 

ACCESSION NUMBER 
MATERIAL 
CLASS 
DESCRIPTION 

DECORATION 

METHOD OF CONSTRUCTION 
CONDITION 

TTU-1997-026-17 
ceramic 
lamp 
Height, overall; 4 cm; handle; 1 cm 
Length; 8,8 cm; handle; 1 cm 
Width; 6,7 cm; handle; 9 cm 
Diameter, overall; 6,7 cm; 
Filling Hole; 2,1 cm; 
Nozzle; 1 cm; base; 3,3 cm 
Depth or thickness; (at nozzle) 0.35 cm 
Weight; 0.1 lbs 
General; lamp 
Base; ring 
Walls; carinated, body almond shaped 
Shoulder; slightiy concave 
Handle; conical, small 
Fining Hole; distinctiy raised rim 
Nozzle; decorated, not distinctiy 
separated from body 
Wick Hole; small 
Buff- beige clay with small white 
inclusions; two concentric circular 
bands of decoration around the filling 
hole, outermost band a ladder-Uke 
pattern, the inner most band a single 
line of dots, bands are broken at the 
nozzle by an elongated 'U'- shaped 
molding including small wick hole and 
underlying star decoration; two raised 
dots flank molding; five parallel lines 
inside the ring base 
Mold-made; handle hand-made 
Soot marks around the nozzle; root 
marks on bottom; raised decoration 
chipped, especially on left near filling 
hole. 
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(a) 

(b) 

Figure 3.32, Object TTU-1997-026-17: (a) interior view; (b) oblique view. 

(a) 

Figure 3 33 Sketches of object TTU-1997-026-17: (a) profile view; (b) bottom 
view; (c) decoration on nozzle of vessel (not to scale). 
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ground. Some of the raised decoration on the lamp is chipped, especially on the 

left near the filling hole. 

Summary 

The Collection consists of one metal blade, four metal coins, two glass 

bottles, one ceramic bowl, one ceramic ladle, four ceramic juglets, and four 

ceramic lamps. The identification of each of the objects in the Baumgardner 

Collection provides a starting point from which similar objects can be examined 

and compared. This identification of the objects highlights distinctive forms, 

decoration, construction techniques, and wear patterns. 

Cultural Context 

Based on the comparative analysis, many of the items in the Collection 

were found to have originated in the Levant. The Levant refers to the lands 

bounding the eastern Mediterranean including modern Israel, Jordan, Lebanon, 

Syria, and Palestine (Nemet-Nejat, 1999:98). Often times, the location of the 

object could not be narrowed down further within this broad geographical area 

(Table 3.18). 

The relatively pristine condition of the objects in the Baumgardner 

Collection and the provenienced parallels found throughout the Mediterranean 

area suggest that many of the objects came from tomb contexts. Tombs produce 
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Table 3.18. Provenience of the objects in the Baumgardner Collection. 

Object number 

TTU-1997-026-01 

TTU-1997-026-02 

TTU-1997-026-03 

TrU-1997-026-04 

TTU-1997-026-05 

TTU-1997-026-06 

TrU-1997-026-07 

TrU-1997-026-08 

TTU-1997-026-09 

TTU-1997-026-10 

rrU-1997-026-11 

TTU-1997-026-12 

Tnj-1997-026-13 

TTU-1997-026-14 

TrU-1997-026-15 

TTU-1997-026-16 

TTLI-1997-026-17 

Description 

Bronze Age Narrow Dagger 

Silver Coin of Nero 

Silver Coin of Domitian 

Silver Coin of Trajan 

Unknown Bronze Coin 

Tear Drop Unguentarium 

Candlestick Unguentarium 

Fish Hate 

Daunian Attingitoio 

Early Bronze Age Juglet 

Middle Bronze Age Juglet 

Local Imitation of a Cypriot 
Bilbil 

Apulian Red-Figure Epichysis 

Palestinian Lamp 

Herodian Lamp 

Darom Lamp 

Umayyad Lamp 

Determined provenience 

Syria-Palestine, modem day 
Israel, Syria, Lebanon, 
Palestine, and Jordan 

Made in Antioch, Syria 

Made in Rome, Italy 

Made in Caesarea, Cappadocia, 
modem central Turkey 

Unknown 

Mediterranean region, 
Mesopotamia, Palestine, Israel, 
Cyprus, Turkey, Crete, Greece, 
Egypt, Italy, and the Rhineland 

Mediterranean region, 
Mesopotamia, Palestine, Israel, 
Cyprus, Tmkey, Crete, Greece, 
Egypt, Italy, and the Rhineland 

Levant 

Daunian region, northern 
Apulia, Italy 

Southern Levant 

Levant 

Levant 

Central Apuhan and southern 
Daunian regions, Italy 
Levant 

Levant, concentrated in modem 
Israel and Palestine 

Darom region, modem Judean 
desert 

Northem Levant, modem Syria, 
Israel, and Palestine 
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the majority of complete vessels, and are well-known targets for looters as well 

as scientific excavators (Renfrew and Bahn, 1996:527, 529, 531). 

Burial customs traditionally have been seen as a manner through which 

aspects of a society can be examined (Philip, 1989:162). However, dead and 

living societal patterns may be different. Assemblages of grave goods are similar 

to, although not exactly the same as, those in "domestic contexts" (llan, 

1997:433). 

Tombs can be interpreted in different ways. The practice of burial is used 

by some groups of people to achieve prominence and distinction (Parker 

Pearson, 1984). This custom is comparable to the sacrifice of objects. The act 

holds greater significance if the material sacrificed or buried with the dead is of 

value or is rare (Parker Pearson, 1984:64). Grave goods most commonly reflect 

how significant wealth was understood to be in the postmortem experience (llan, 

1997:433). In this respect, the objects buried with the deceased may suggest the 

social status of the dead. For example, weapons in the inventory of certain 

tombs of adult males may suggest a warrior status, while equid burials in the 

Middle Bronze Age Levant may imply a merchant position as donkeys were the 

primary pack animal of the period (llan, 1997:433). 

Objects found in graves also can be seen as nourishment for a journey to 

a nethenworid or existence in an afteriife. Evidence of food and drink that would 

have accompanied the dead is seen in the bones of animals, open vessels that 
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would have held perishable foods, and closed vessels that would have contained 

wine, oil, or water (llan, 1997:433). 

llan (1997:433) suggested that a "fairly standard format and inventory" 

existed for grave goods in burials. This proposed standardization allows for a 

manner through which to establish what other items might have been found with 

those in the Baumgardner Collection. Additionally, the standardized nature of the 

grave good repertoire yields comparative information through which to establish 

a possible provenience for the items in the Baumgardner Collection. 

The burial context of many of the objects in the Baumgardner Collection 

presents some challenges. The practice of multiple, generational burials is 

common in the Mediterranean area (McCane, 1997:386), putting to question the 

exact dating of some of the objects. This practice also makes it difficult to 

ascribe objects to specific individuals and to suggest sociological status. 

Relative dating and vague sociological suggestions render an indistinct historical 

context as well. 

Still, the Baumgardner Collection offers information about each object's 

geographical, chronological, sociological, and historical context, and illustrates 

the nature of burials as well. The comparison of the objects in the Collection with 

known tomb examples offers a more complete picture of where, when, how, and 

by whom each object was used. 
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Metals 

Bronze Age Narrow Dagger 

The object TTU-1997-026-01 is identified as a narrow dagger. The 

double-sided nature of this bronze blade indicates a dagger as opposed to a 

sword (Figures 3.1, 3.2). Furthermore, it is a narrow dagger as defined by Philip 

(1989:102). Daggers are interpreted as multifaceted, as they are not limited to 

weapon-type use but also used in daily life as a cutting tool (Philip, 1989:102). 

Most examples of this type of dagger have a distribution pattern (Philip, 

1989:102) throughout Syria-Palestine (modern day Israel, Syria, Lebanon, 

Palestine, and Jordan). More specifically, this type of dagger is found at 

excavated sites in Israel, Palestine, and southern Syria at sites such as Jericho, 

Kibbutz Hazorea, and Tell el-Ajjul, (Kenyon, 1965; Meyerhof, 1989; Philip, 1989). 

Largely encountered in tomb assemblages, the narrow dagger exemplifies "one 

of the most distinctive features of the material culture of the Early Bronze -

Middle Bronze period" (Philip, 1989:102). Typological comparisons (Philip, 

1989:102) show this blade to be of the transitional period between the Eariy and 

Middle Bronze Age (2250-2000 B.C.). 

Daggers are significant sociologically as they speak to mortuary practices 

in the Levant during the Bronze Age. The popular custom of placing daggers in 

tombs in the Near East suggests a social setting for the people with which the 

objects were buried. As these narrow daggers were prevalent in Syria and 
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Palestine during this time and are considered "the most common funerary 

weapon," they were not interred because of their rarity (Philip, 1989:166). 

Rather, the societies that buried the daggers with their dead associated a certain 

value with the weapons. Most of the daggers are found in tombs without grave 

goods indicative of food or drink. The situation suggests that they are not part of 

a sustenance assemblage (i.e., they were most likely not used to assist with the 

eating and drinking of the deceased in the afteriife) (Kenyon, 1955:56). Similariy, 

rarely is more than one dagger found in association with a single individual 

during this period (Kenyon, 1965:56). The presence of daggers, then, may have 

been an identifying marker for members of these societies, perhaps indicating a 

warrior class. However, a warrior burial type in the Near East does not appear 

until a later date (Philip, 1995). 

The transitional period between the Eariy and Middle Bronze Age was a 

dynamic age. Massive fortification centers built in the Eariy Bronze Age (e.g., at 

Arad, Ai, and Aphek; Joffe, 1997) were destroyed at the beginning of this period 

and the inhabitants of these large urban centers were dispersed. Living rural and 

nomadic lives, the group of people in Syria-Palestine did not reestablish urban, 

fortified centers until the Middle Bronze Age (Joffe, 1997:215). Having survived a 

tumultuous, war-filled period, these people may have considered it important to 

be armed at all times. Hence, the dagger would have held a special significance 

for certain members of the society and its burial with the dead may be explained 
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as both a status marker and a functional weapon for offensive attacks or 

defensive protection. 

Coins 

Coins are divided into two general types: savings and currency (Kent, 

1988:202). Coins in the savings category show no wear marks and are typically 

in better condition than those in the currency category. Currency coins are used 

and circulated throughout the populace, often leaving them worn in certain areas. 

All of the coins in the Baumgardner Collection, as evidenced by their wear marks, 

are currency coins and were most like in circulation at various times in antiquity. 

Minted in a specific location, coins were used in the city in which they 

were minted and throughout the ancient world. Coins made of precious metals 

most likely were destined for "medium to long distance exchange" and, thus, 

probably were not discovered near their minting cities (Gardner, 1965:88), 

The circulation of coinage falls into two broad categories: government or 

redistributive activity and private or market activity (Gardner, 1965:91). In terms 

of government activity, if coins were being minted and distributed by local or city-

state entities, the range within which the coins would travel would not be as 

expansive as those coins minted and distributed by an Empire (Gardner, 

1965:91), Examples of manners in which coins would circulate under 

government activity are external payments (e.g., mercenaries, gifts, ransoms. 
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loans) and internal payments (e.g., salaries, buildings). After a coin has been 

distributed by a government entity, it travels in the private sphere. Examples of 

private activity are more individualized, as coins may travel with traders, soldiers, 

tourists, or local residents. If a coin does not circulate widely through 

government activity, it may do so when it reaches the private realm. Determining 

whether a coin was circulated through empirical government activity or through 

more localized activity is possible and is used to speculate as to how widely the 

coin would have been distributed (Gardner, 1965:91-92). However, it is difficult 

to ascertain without corresponding contextual information how the coin circulated 

in the private sphere. 

Silver Coin of Nero. Object TTU-1997-026-02 was identified as a silver 

coin of Nero. This type of coin was made at the mint at Antioch in modern Syria 

(Wroth and the British Museum Department of Coins and Metals, 1899:174; 

MacDonald, 1901). Made during the reign of the Roman Emperor Nero, this coin 

was struck during the years 54-68 A.D. Examples of this coin were found at 

Meiron in the Levant, but are completely absent from published reports of 

excavations at Antioch (Raynor and Meshorer, 1988; Weber, 1934). Antioch was 

the capital of Seleucid Syria. The Seleucid heritage of the city accounted for the 

traditionally Ptolemaic and Seleucid eagle image on the reverse of the coin. A 

wealthy port city, Antioch was on a trade route from Asia to the Mediterranean 

103 



and exploited its fertile soil through the production of wine and olive oil 

(Hammond and Scullard, 1970:71). 

The coin displays the bust of the emperor Nero on the obverse with the 

inscription "NEPQN02K_N(?)A(?)P(?)0(?)" (Figures 3.3, 3,4). As comparable 

coins bear the inscription "NEPQNOZKAESAPOI2EBA2T0Y," the inscription on 

the Baumgardner coin may read "NEPQN02KAI2AP0..." that is Greek for "of (or 

from) Nero Caesar." The remainder of comparable inscriptions ("2EBA2T0Y" or 

"of Augustus") may have been struck on the coin, but was worn off over time. 

The inscription being in the genitive case denotes the emperor's ownership of the 

issue. The use of the genitive case here translates roughly to "this is a coin of 

Nero Caesar Augustus." The reverse of the coin features an eagle holding 

lightning bolts in its claws. An olive branch, or symbol of peace, appears in the 

left field on the reverse of the coin. The date of the issue of the coin, the 109th 

Roman year or 60 A.D., appears in the right field. 

The coin of Nero in the Baumgardner Collection would have been minted 

somewhere towards the middle of Nero's reign. By that time, Nero already had 

killed his half brother and had just murdered his mother the year before (an event 

that characterized his rule) (Scarre, 1995:50-51). An uprising in Britain in 60 A.D. 

was led by Boudicca, the wife of the Roman client king in Britain. She reacted to 

the imperial administration's mistreatment of her family after the death of her 

104 



husband. She succeeded In taking Colchester, London, and Verulamium before 

the Roman governor and his troops quelled the rebellion in 61 A.D. 

Silver Coin of Domitian. Object TTU-1997-026-03 was identified as a 

silver coin of Domitian. Produced at the imperial mint in Rome, this coin was 

created during the reign of the Emperor Domitian (Mattingly and Sydenham, 

1962:167). The obverse showed a bust of Domitian and relates the year that the 

coin was minted in the legend (Figures 3.5, 3.6). Describing the accolades of the 

emperor to the day that the coin was created, the Latin inscription in the legend 

stated that Domitian was using titles common to Roman emperors of the day. 

On most coins of this type, the legend began with IMP CAES, noting Domitian's 

position as /mperator or general, commander-in-chief (Wheelock and LaFleur, 

1995:467). Caesar was the name of Julius Caesar, one of the early leaders of 

Rome, and the subsequent title taken by all of the emperors that would follow 

him (Cohen et al., 1978:89). Coin TTU-1997-026-03 was worn in the area where 

IMP C might have been, leaving the legend incomplete. 

The legend continues with an abbreviation of Domitian's name, DOMIT, 

and the title Augustus (abbreviated AVG) relating the current emperor with 

Augustus Caesar, the first emperor of the Roman Empire (Cohen et al., 

1978:89). The title Augustus typically follows the name of the emperor and 

translates to the modern term emperor (Scarre, 1995:13). Germanicus (GERM) 

is a title taken first by Domitian to reference his victory in the German war of 83 
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A.D. (Scarre, 1995:13). Pontifex Maximus (PM) notes Domitian's role as the high 

priest of the Roman Empire, while Tribuniciae potestatis (TRP) describes 

Domitian's power as Tribune {Scarre, 1995:13). The Roman Tr/biyne position 

had to be renewed annually (thus, the number following this title references a 

precise 12 month period in which a coin was struck). It offered the power of 

vetoing laws and/or magistrate's actions and introducing laws (Scarre, 1995:13). 

The Roman number VI following this title refers to the sixth time that Domitian 

held the office or title of Tribuniciae potestatis. 

On the reverse, the legend also dates the coin to a specific year. IMP XI111 

notes Domitian's 14th term as Imperator, a titular designation given to a Roman 

leader by his troops after a triumph (Scarre, 1995:13). The office of Imperator 

was not annually renewed, rather an emperor, such as Domitian, could hold the 

position several times within a single year (Scarre, 1995:77). COS XIII refers to 

the 13th time that Domitian held the office of Consul, or one of the highest 

magistrates annually elected in Rome (Cohen et al., 1978:152; Scarre, 1995:13). 

CENS relates to Domitian's position as a Censor, or a Roman magistrate who 

was in charge of the "rating of citizens" (Cohen et al., 1978:104). The year in 

which Domitian held both his 14th term as Imperator and his 13th term as Consul 

is in the year 87 A.D. (Mattingly and Sydenham, 1962:167). Lastly, this coin is 

the first issue in a series of coins from the mint of Rome that year. 
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Also found on the reverse of the coin was the image of Minerva, holding a 

spear. The stance found on this coin was one of the four main poses that 

characterized the coins of Domitian (Mattingly and Sydenham, 1962:151). 

Minerva was the Roman goddess of war, craftsmanship, and trade and was the 

patron deity of Domitian (Adkins and Adkins, 1996:153-154). As Domitian ruled 

the Roman Empire from 81 to 96 A.D., this coin was minted in the central portion 

of his reign. 

During Domitian's reign he was forced to deal with the Dacians, a people 

from northwestern Asia Minor. They had been expanding their kingdom and 

finally infringed on Roman territory in 69 A.D. under Domitian's predecessor 

(Bennett, 1997:85). Another attack in 85/86 A.D. impelled Domitian to take 

action against the Dacians. The Dacians returned to attack the Romans again in 

87 A.D., under the leadership of a formidable new king. Having killed the 

Praetorian Prefect Fuscus and his army, the Dacians wreaked havoc on the 

Romans until 88 A.D. when the Romans won a victory at Tapae (Bennett, 

1997:86). 

In Rome, Dacia was a center of attitudes that were anti-Roman (Bennett, 

1997:86). As such, victories over the Dacians symbolized the strength and the 

omnipotence of the Roman Empire. In the midst of battles against the Dacians, 

Domitian would have memorialized the Roman Empire on coinage to remind the 

subjects of its power. The Baumgardner coin was minted the year of the Dacian 
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attack on the Romans. Coming from the mint in Rome was significant, as this 

coin would have been Domitian's representation of his government to the citizens 

at home. The choice of Minerva for the reverse of the coin demonstrated to the 

Romans that Domitian, and thus the Roman Empire, were not barbarians (as 

perhaps, their enemy the Dacians were) but that the Romans also were skilled in 

war and would prevail. 

Silver Coin of Trajan. Object TTU-1997-026-04 was identified as a silver 

coin of Trajan. This coin was not an imperially minted coin (in Rome or at the 

direct request of Rome), but rather a local production. These series of coins 

were minted in the city of Caesarea, the capital of Cappadocia (modern day 

central Turkey) (MacDonald, 1901:586; Wroth and the British Museum 

Department of Coins and Metals, 1899:54). As the colonies in Cappadocia were 

made up of a Greek speaking populace, the legends on the coin are in Greek 

and not the Latin of the Roman Empire. 

The obverse of the coin displays the bust of Trajan wearing a wreath of 

laurel (Figures 3.7, 3.8). The Greek legend notes the triumphs of Trajan as 

emperor. Many other coins of this type begin the legend with AYTOKP, the 

abbreviation for auxoKpa-toa, or Imperator The coin TTU-1997-026-04 does not 

have this beginning, either because it is a variation of the type, or because the 

portion of the coin that would have contained this word is abraded and the 

inscription may have worn off. The next word in the legend, Kataap (KAIC), is 
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the Greek word for Caesar or emperor. NEP may pay homage to Nerva, Trajan's 

predecessor. Trajan's name is noted in Greek, TPAIAN, just after which is the 

title oe^acrtoo (CEB) referring to Trajan's role as Augustus. The Greek version 

of Germanicus is noted (FEPM), relating to one of Trajan's names. The final 

letters in the obverse inscription are AAK that stand for the Latin DAC, or Dacia. 

The reverse legend lends more to the exact dating of the coin. The 

inscription on the reverse is a formulaic equivalent to that found on coins with 

Latin inscriptions. This formula generally is found only on coins of Caesarea in 

Cappadocia and Antioch in Syria, but also is seen on some coins from Crete and 

Cyprus (Head, 1887: Ixvi). The formulaic phrase 

br]napxiKr]o s^ovoiao vjiaxoo (AHMAPX ES YIIAT) is translated Tribuniciae 

potestatis Consul (TR POT COS), and relates to Trajan's role as the Tribunus 

and Consul. Interspersed in that formula on the Baumgardner coin is the Greek 

number (5) relating the final year in which Trajan was Consular vnaxoo and the 

year in which this coin was minted (112 A.D.). 

The reverse of the coin shows the personification of Arabia wearing typical 

Greek dress: a chiton (unisex dress), a peplos (female robe or shawl), and a 

Stephanie (crown). Arabia holds a sheathed sword in one hand, while an olive 

branch, stands in the foreground at her other side. A camel stands before her, 

presumably completing her personification. This personification relates a 

significant event during Trajan's reign, i.e., the annexation of Arabia into the 
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Roman Empire. Arabia was annexed in the year 106 A.D. but coins were not 

minted commemorating the event until 112 A.D. (Sydenham, 1978:1). 

The mint at Caesarea reached its height towards the end of Trajan's reign 

(112-117 A.D.). Trajan favored the mint, as it was located strategically for 

military aspirations in the east. Although Trajan may have thought about moving 

the "mint-center" of the western provinces in Asia Minor further east to 

Cappadocia, the western provinces retained the center (Sydenham, 1978:7). 

The mint at Caesarea was comparable with that at Antioch, as both became the 

"imperial mints" for Roman inspired coinage on the eastern boundary of the 

empire and both issued bronze and silver coins (Sydenham, 1978:2-3). 

However, as Antioch held to its Syrian heritage, the mint at Caesarea was 

Roman in nature (even though legends were stamped in Greek and not Latin) 

and thus a conduit of eastern and western culture. Sydenham (1978:7) 

suggested that Trajan meant for coins made at Caesarea to circulate somewhere 

in the east outside of Cappadocia, noting that coins with a camel and Arabia 

would be suitable for circulation in Arabia. 

Trajan, like his predecessor Domitian, had trouble with the Dacians. 

Declaring war on the Dacians in March of 101 A.D., Trajan was given the title 

DACICUS sometime between December 10 and 31 of 102 A.D. for his triumphs 

over the Dacians (Bennett, 1997:96). In 105 A.D., a second war was declared on 
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the Dacians and by 107 A.D. Dacia was conquered by the Roman armies 

(Bennett, 1997:97). 

The Nabateans lived in Arabia and were a client state of Rome. As they 

controlled trade travelling from east to west, the Nabateans and their province 

were particulariy important to Rome. The nature of the annexation of Arabia is 

unknown (Bennett, 1997:176). 

Coin TTU-1997-026-04 was minted towards the end of Trajan's reign and 

notes the highlights of his career. The AAK on the obverse legend of the coin, 

indicated Trajan's trials with, and triumphs over, the Dacians. Similariy, the 

reverse of the coin commemorated the annexation of Arabia under Trajan's rule. 

As the coin was minted in the Roman provinces and not in Rome itself, the 

representation of Trajan's accomplishments were perhaps that much more 

important. If the coin was circulated in Arabia, its presence would remind the 

now annexed province of their leader and his capabilities. 

Unknown Bronze Coin. Object TTU-1997-026-05 is not identifiable. It 

displays nothing distinguishing enough to place it in a geographical, 

chronological, sociological, or historical framework. Although listed on the 

information sheet that the Baumgardners received from the dealer as being a 

Herodian coin, this designation cannot be verified. 
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Glass 

The two objects, TTU-1997-026-06 and TTU-1997-026-07, represent 

some of the eariiest forms of glass-blown vessels. This technique was 

developed in Syria-Palestine around 7 5 - 5 0 B.C. (Whitehouse, 1997:414). By 

50 A.D., hand-blown vessels were being made in the European provinces, 

demonstrating the rapid spread of this manufacturing technique and the 

popularity of glass-blown vessels. Hand-blown Roman glass vessels were found 

throughout Palestine, Cyprus, Turkey, Egypt, Italy, and the Rhineland (Harden, 

1936: 265; von Saldem, 1980:23). 

Nineteenth-century scholars called these types of glass vessels 

lacrimatoria, or tear containers (Engle, 1984: 47); more recently, they are known 

as unguentaria, or perfume bottles (Harden, 1936:265). Although the type was 

created at the turn of the century and continues to be found in use until the after 

the 5th century, these vessels were most popular in the 1st and 2nd centuries 

A.D. (Harden 1936: 265; von Saldem, 1980:23). The general shape of the 

vessel remained the same with variations due more to the local glassmaker than 

to a stylistic change (Harden, 1936: 265; von Saldem, 1980:25). 

Unguentaria 

Tear Drop Unguentarium. Object TTU-1997-026-06 is identified as a tear 

drop unguentarium. The tear drop shape mimics that of mold-made forms and 
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was intentionally small so as to store "precious liquids" with minimal evaporation 

(Israeli, 1998:13; Dayagi-Mendels, 1993:105). The stylistic form of the tear drop 

bottle TTU-1997-026-06 also parallels that of ceramic lacrimatoria found in 1st 

century A.D. tombs alongside other types of glass unguentaria (Baramki, 1935). 

Examples of this type are found throughout the Mediterranean in Mesopotamia, 

Palestine, Israel, Cyprus, Turkey, Crete, Greece, Egypt, Italy, and the Rhineland 

(von Saldem, 1980; Barag, 1972; Dussart, 1997:167). Excavated examples 

come from the sites of Bethany, Samaria-Sebaste, Jerusalem, and Wa'r Abu es 

Safa (Sailer, 1957; Crowfoot et al., 1957; Zeron, 1973:49; Baramki, 1935). 

One particular similariy shaped glass vessel was found at a tomb near 

Jerusalem with the contents intact (Sailer, 1957:328-329). Discovered in a 

child's tomb in the village of Silwan, this glass vessel "was filled with water, 

which.. .might have special significance." Scholars combined this sole example 

with a passage from the 1st and 2nd century A.D. (or later) author Pseudo Philo's 

work Biblical AntiquitiesXo argue for a lacrimatorium interpretation for the bottles: 

And now just as a child who is weaned from its own mother even so 

will our separation be for us. Heaven and earth are sad.. .let us 

weep each with the other and lay up our tears in one vessel and let 

us commit the vessel to the earth, and it will be a testimony unto us. 

(1949:LXI1, 10:3) 

This evidence when coupled with the fact that these vessels are frequently 

in the tombs of children, suggest that they may be a token of a mother's affection 
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for a dead child (Zeron, 1973:328). Nevertheless, many other vessels of this 

type are believed to have held oils or perfumes, not tears (Dayagi-Mendels, 

1993:105). 

Candlestick Unguentarium. Object TTU-1997-026-07 was identified as a 

candlestick unguentarium (von Saldem, 1980:25). Candlestick unguentaria were 

found throughout the Mediterranean and can be seen in museums all through the 

region (Barag, 1985:96). Excavated examples in the Levant were found at 

Gerasa, Khirbat Al-Kerak, Pella, Dura-Europas, Nahariya, Huqoq, Wa'r Abu es 

Safa, Samaria-Sebaste, Amman, Dura-Europas, the Judean desert, and Karanis 

and the Fayoum region in Egypt (Kraeling, 1938; Delougaz and Haines, 1960; 

McNicoll, Smith, and Hennessy, 1982:144-147; Smith and McNicoll, 1992:143; 

Clairmont, 1963; Kahane, 1961; Baramki, 1935; Crowfoot et al., 1957; Harding, 

1946; Avigad, 1962; Harden, 1936; Barag, 1972:25). 

Emerging in the 1st century B.C., this form of glass bottle tends to 

disappear in the mid-3rd century A.D. (Avigad, 1962; Harden, 1936; Barag, 

1972:25). The shape of TTU-1997-026-07 is one of the eariiest forms of the 

candlestick type, dating from the eariy 2nd century to the 3rd century A.D. 

(Vessberg and Westholm, 1956:161-163). 

Two candlestick bottles were found with contents intact in the Levantine 

region. Although both bottles were unprovenienced, the authenticity of their 

contents was not questioned (Barag, 1972:24-25). Acquired in Jerusalem, these 
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bottles were assumed to be from tomb contexts as their contents were preserved 

intact (Barag, 1972:24-25). Scientific testing found that both bottles held a type 

of oil, presumably olive oil (Barag, 1972). Another bottle with oil preserved inside 

was found in a tomb of the Roman period in ancient Savaria in Hungary (Barag, 

1972:26). As the contents tested in the two candlestick unguentaria were noted 

as being "oil," it may have been a base used for perfumes (Dayagi-Mendels, 

1993:106). 

Candlestick unguentaria are found, sometimes in great quantity, in tombs 

and caves in the Levant and western Anatolia, and in certain private houses in 

Karanis and the Fayoum area of Egypt (Smith and McNicoll, 1992; Harding, 

1946; Baramki, 1935; von Saldem, 1980; Harden, 1936). It is clear from textual 

references that in some cases oil and/or perfumes were being used in tombs, 

explaining the presence of these vessels (ZIotnick 1966:82). 

Unguentaria most often are associated with women In the Roman Empire. 

Perfumes are sold in markets in the 1st and 2nd centuries in the Levant and 

bought by women getting married, people burying the deceased, worshipping or 

working in temples, and by prostitutes (Dayagi-Mendels, 1997:69). The sole 

association between these vessels and the female gender may be misleading, as 

textual sources relate men's involvement in the production and sale of perfume 

(Dayagi-Mendels, 1997:69). It is not certain if the bottles found in tomb contexts 

were left there to perfume the chamber of the tomb and ward off the stench of 
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decaying bodies, if they were left there after the body was prepared for burial in 

the tomb by the mourners, or some combination (Smith and McNicoll, 1992:143). 

Thus, the use and possession of the unguentaria cannot be restricted to women. 

Historically, these bottles were used during the height and the demise of 

the Roman Empire in the Mediterranean area. These bottles were an indicator of 

the relative affluence of Mediterranean societies under Roman rule. The 

widespread and relatively plain nature of these vessels suggested that they were 

affordable for all except the poorest of people in a society (Whitehouse, 

1997:414). Where once glass was a luxury item, the glass blowing technique 

made it available throughout the Mediterranean area (Whitehouse, 1997:414). 

The presence of these types of glass vessels in graves set them apart as having 

special significance or holding valued contents, but their common appearance in 

tombs points to widespread access and use. 

Ceramic 

Vessels 

Fish Plate. Object TTU-1997-026-08 is a shallow bowl with a depressed 

center surrounded by a narrow ridge. Referred to in scholariy literature of 

Hellenistic Period as a fish plate, this type of vessel also is called a bowl, saucer, 

or platter (Crowfoot et al., 1957:260; Lapp, 1961:206; Cornell, 1981:145). It is 

used throughout the Mediterranean region from the 4th century B.C. in Athens 
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and the 1st century B.C. in the Levant to the 1st century A.D. (Crowfoot et al., 

1957:260; Lapp, 1961:206; Cornell, 1981:145). 

The original fish plates were produced in Italy and Greece and were larger 

and decorated. This type of vessel derived its name from the depiction of fish 

that ornamented eariy Italian and Greek fish plates. Another source for the name 

was the word o|opa<j>ov graffited on the side of a 4th century B.C. plate found at 

Olynthus (Cornell, 1981:144). The word itself meant "vinegar saucer" but later 

referred generally to a shallow dish (Liddell, 1991:561). The word may indicate 

the contents of a sauce that would have filled the depression of the plates. The 

central depression, the feature common to all fish plates, was thought to hold 

sauce into which some kind of food was dipped. Some scholars contended that 

this depression is for oil or vinegar, although the likelihood that fish was dipped 

into these is small (Beriin, 1997:77, n.177). The shape of the platter was thought 

to be too awkward to accommodate a fish, particulariy the types pictured or 

mentioned on eariy fish plates (Beriin, 1997:77). Moreover, these fish depictions 

were found on other types of vessels that could not possibly have held such an 

item. Other scholars believed that the ridge surrounding the depressed basin is 

the clue to its purpose, and these vessels were created as such so as to 

"minimize marks left by the plate stacked on top" (Jones, 1950:155). 

The fish plate TTU-1997-026-08 appears to be from the Levantine area, 

as fish plates in this region were smaller, plain, irregulariy slipped, and 
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typologically parallel (Beriin, 1997:77). Examples of fish plates like TTU-1997-

026-08 were at Tel Anafa in Israel (Beriin, 1997; Comell, 1981), Pella in Jordan 

(McNicoll et al., 1982; McNicoll, 1992), Samaria in Israel (Lapp, 1961), and they 

have been noted at Hamama in Jordan and Dura Europas in Syria (Cornell, 

1981). One of the most common shapes of Hellenistic Period pottery in the 

Levant, fish plates flourished from 200 B.C. until 70 A.D. (Beriin, 1997:76; Lapp, 

1961:206). 

Unlike many of the other pieces in the Baumgardner Collection, the fish 

plate tends to originate not in tombs but in domestic contexts. Examples of this 

phenomenon can be seen in the Hellenistic city at Pella in modern northern 

Jordan. Found in contexts with cooking pots and other food preparation items, 

fish plates most likely are used as serving plates or platters (Cornell, 1981:145; 

Beriin, 1997:76). Their widespread and common nature (plain ware as opposed 

to fine ware) indicates that they could have been used in a wide variety of 

households, from the most common to the elite of society. 

Historically in the Levant, these plates are used at a time when trade was 

thriving between the Western and Eastern Mediterranean. The fish plate is an 

example of the exchange of goods, ideas, and technologies between the east 

and the west. Fish plate TTU-1997-026-08 demonstrates the impact of 

Hellenistic cultures on the Levant as it is an adaptation of a Hellenistic shape to a 

locally produced vessel. 
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Daunian Attingitoio. Heavily decorated, object TTU-1997-026-09 is 

identified as the only ladle in the Collection. The word attingitoio in Italian comes 

from the verb attingere meaning to draw and thus may be translated as a dipper 

or an instrument with which to draw liquid (Mazza, 1997:22). Particular to the 

northern part of the Apulian province in Italy, these types of vessels are found in 

the area known as Daunia, in the Tavoliere region (Herring, 1998:21). Finds of 

vessels similar to TTU-1997-026-09 have been discovered at Canosa, Ordona, 

Ascoli Satrlano, San Severe, Tiati, and Troia (DeJuliis, 1990; Mertens, 1995, 

1967; Bertocchi, 1985; DeJuliis, 1996; Herring, 1998:112). 

Dating from about 500 B.C. to approximately 425 B.C., matt-painted, 

Tavoliere Subgeometric II geometric pottery like TTU-1997-026-09 was common 

in the Italian peninsula during the period known as the Italian Iron Age (Herring, 

1998; Randall-Maclver, 1974:215). The production of these vessels was 

concentrated in the cities of Canosa and Herdonia (DeJuliis, 1977:38). Rarely, if 

at all, exported outside of this area, this type of pottery served an important 

function in Italian Iron Age society (Herring, 1998). 

The matt-painted vessels almost exclusively are found in, and intended 

for, funerary contexts (Herring, 1998:142-144). Highly decorated, these vessels 

would have required greater time and resources to produce. The high level of 

decoration and non-functional form of this type of pottery does not suggest a 

domestic, dally use, but rather a specialized function. Archaeological evidence 
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supports this notion, as this type of pottery is found almost exclusively in tombs in 

Daunia (Herring, 1998:151,152). The most significant local ceramic in burials, 

Daunian matt-painted pottery is surpassed by local wheel-made ceramic types 

and pottery imported from Greece (Herring, 1998:143). The presence of these 

vessels in tombs may indicate that they were status symbols among the Daunian 

Iron Age population (Herring, 1998:143). 

The population in Daunia, and most of Apulia, was an anomaly in the Iron 

II period (6th century B.C.). The rest of southern Italy was assimilating with 

Greek colonists that were founding cities along the coasts and the Italian areas 

were undergoing dramatic changes (de La Geniere, 1979:85). Yet Apulia, and 

especially the Daunian region, was relatively untouched by this colonization and 

extreme changes in the settlement pattern and material culture of the area are 

not evident (de La Geniere, 1979:85). Daunia was not, however, completely 

unaffected by the Greek presence in the area. The evolution of Tavoliere matt-

painted wares was triggered by the inflow of Greek imported pottery (Herring, 

1998:202). 

Juglets 

Eariy Bronze Aoe Juglet. A stylistically simple juglet, object TTU-1997-

026-10 is found in tombs throughout the southern Levant. Examples can be 

found at Tel Far'ah (north), Jericho, Megiddo, Tell en-Nashbeh, Kibbutz Hazorea, 

and Tell Umm Hamud Esh-Sherqi (Amiran, 1969:45, 53, 55; Pritchard, 1958:20; 
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Kenyon, 1960; Engberg and Shipton, 1934; Meyerhof, 1989; Wampler, 1947; 

Leonard, 1992). Most prominent during the Eariy Bronze period, these juglets 

are a dominant presence in burial contexts and a material cultural marker of this 

time and region (Amiran, 1969:55). Dating from approximately 3250 to 2900 

B.C., juglets like TTU-1997-026-10 also are referred to as high-looped handle 

juglets or handmade cups (Engberg and Shipton, 1934:21; Leonard, 1992:91; 

Wampler, 1947:26; McCown, 1947:70). 

High-looped handle juglets were found primarily in tombs. Eariy Bronze 

Age tombs in the Levant tended to be shaft tombs that contained the burial of a 

single individual (McCane, 1997:386). Examples of items that might have been 

found with a high-loop handle juglet in an Eariy Bronze tomb would be coarse 

pottery bowls, juglets, small jars, beads, metal rings, flint blades, and textiles 

(Kenyon, 1960). These juglets were not identified with a particular ethnicity or 

gender, but they appear to be concentrated at sites in the southern Levant. 

Limited thus far to a funerary context, the high-loop handle juglet's primary 

function was that of a dedicatory grave good. It may have served to provide 

sustenance to the deceased in his or her journey to the after life (llan, 1997:433). 

The Early Bronze Age in the Levant is characterized by small villages 

concentrated in the north and central areas (Joffe, 1997). Curvilinear domestic 

architecture denotes small settlements of a tribal people that dug shaft tombs in 

which to bury their loved ones (Joffe, 1997). The period also is marked by low 
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level trade contacts with the Sinai and Egypt (Joffe, 1997). The simplistic, coarse 

pottery of the high-looped handle juglet is reflective of a pre-urban society, where 

ceramics were fashioned without the aid of the wheel. The individual burials in 

which the juglets are found reflect the isolated nature of the Eariy Bronze Age 

tribal villages and the low level of communication or integration between the 

various groups in the area (Joffe, 1997). 

Middle Bronze Aoe Juolet. Object TTU-1997-026-11 is identified as a 

piriform juglet and is another material cultural representation of a period and 

location. Found throughout the Levant, concentrations of these types of juglets 

have been unearthed at Megiddo, Lachish, Jericho, Tell el-Farah, Pella, and 

Shechem (Loud, 1948:289; Tufnell, Inge, and Harding, 1940; Kenyon, 1965; 

Mallet, 1987; McNicoll et al., 1982; Cole, 1984:69-70). The flattened base, 

double handle, and vertical burnishing of the object in the Baumgardner 

Collection suggest that it was made and used from the end of the Middle Bronze 

11 A period into the Middle Bronze II B period, roughly 1800-1650 B.C. (llan, 

1996:225). 

Piriform juglets primarily are found in funerary contexts (llan, 1996:225). 

Although Middle Bronze Age burials in the Levant were in chamber tombs, cist 

tombs, and jar burials, the majority of piriform juglets are found in multiple burial 

chamber tombs (llan, 1995:318). Multiple burial chambers are familial or tribal-

owned. Older bodies and grave goods are pushed to the sides of the cave and 
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the most recent internment was placed at the center of the cave. Because of this 

jumble, it often is difficult to determine the exact grave goods that correspond to 

individual burials. Wooden bowls and furniture, ceramic bowls, juglets, storage 

jars, dipper juglets, lamps, animal bones, bone inlay, bone spindle whiris, bone 

pins, metal rings, knives, daggers, toggle pins, cylinder seals, scarabs, beads, 

and ostrich eggs are just some of the items found in these multiple burial 

chambers along with piriform juglets (Kenyon, 1965:206). 

The small repaired hole that is in the lower half of the piriform juglet 

relates to its funerary function. A phenomenon, particulariy from the ancient 

Near East, involves the ritualistic destruction of tomb objects (Grinsell, 1961). 

Bent daggers, smashed pottery, and "neatly punched" holes placed in vessels to 

render them unusable are examples of this ritual killing (Grinsell, 1961:478). 

Several reasons are given for this type of destruction, some of which include: 

• the freeing of the spirits of the object so that they may travel with the dead 

into the afterlife; 

• a protection against tomb robbers; 

• the stigma attached to funerary goods would make them unusable in daily life 

and the breaking of the objects would render them physically unusable; and 

• concern regarding impurity and contamination (Grinsell, 1961:476-478). 

The location of the small hole in TTU-1997-026-11 ensures that it came from a 

tomb context. Published reports from excavated sites note some examples of 

123 



piriform juglets with small holes in the body of the vessel, but no discussion is 

presented of these holes or their meaning (Mallet, 1987:113; Kenyon, 1965:206), 

The Middle Bronze Age in the Levant is characterized by extensive 

settlement and fortifications throughout the hill country. Societal complexity 

evolves and political competition abounds between rival city-states (Joffe, 

1997:215). Elite groups of people from the southern Levant, known as the 

Hyksos, gain power in Egypt and eventually were chased back into the Levant at 

the end of the Middle Bronze Age (Joffe, 1997:215). Their exile also brings the 

Egyptians into the Levant, where they set up garrisons and impacted the local 

society of the area in the Late Bronze Age (Joffe, 1997:215). 

Local Imitation of a Cypriot Bilbil. The Cypriot vessel type (also known as 

base-ring ware) upon which object TTU-1997-026-12 was based is ubiquitous 

throughout the Levantine Late Bronze Age. Dating more precisely to 1450 -

1200 B.C., examples of local bilbils are found at Lachish and Megiddo (Tufnell, 

1958; Guy, 1938). The true bilbils are made in Cyprus and exported widely to 

the coast of modern day Syria, Lebanon, Israel, Egypt, and the Aegean (Tufnell, 

1958; Guy, 1938; Loud, 1948; Amiran, 1969:177). 

During the Late Bronze Age, the Levantine coast was flooded with 

imported ceramics, most notably from Cyprus and Mycenae (Amiran, 1969:172). 

Local artisan's work degenerated as a result and, presumably heeding the 

demand for imported ceramics, local potters undertook to make cheaper copies 
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of the original Cypriot pottery (Amiran, 1969:172; Tufnell, 1958:210). The copies 

were wheel-made (whereas Cypriot vessels were made by hand) and thus, the 

local copies are more symmetrical than the originals (Amiran, 1969:182; Tufnell, 

1958:210). Similariy, local copies contained poorer quality clay and had a 

different firing technique, thicker vessel walls, and applied (versus inserted) 

handles (Amiran, 1969:182; Tufnell, 1958:210). 

Concentrated in tomb contexts, imitation bilbils are discovered in the 

multiple burial tombs of the Late Bronze Age (Tufnell, 1958; Guy, 1938), In 

tombs with the bilbils are ceramic bowls, goblets, lamps, jugs, dippers, cooking 

pots, imported vessels, flasks, storage jars, metal toggle pins, daggers, arrow 

heads, beads, amulets, scarabs, seals, jewelry, spindle whirls, and bone inlay 

(Tufnell, 1958:237-240, 242-245, 286). The tombs reflect the familial nature of 

the Late Bronze Age society in the Levant. 

Late Bronze Age activities are encapsulated in burial patterns. A time 

during which a strong Egyptian presence was in the Levant and active trade 

spanned the sea, graves near the coast were more likely to contain foreign 

elements (such as Egyptian scarabs or Cypriot pottery) while those areas that 

would have been less affected by trade routes would have preserved eariier 

burial practices (Bunimovitz, 1995:331). The Late Bronze Age experienced a 

shift in burial patterns from multiple or family burials to individual burials 

(Bunimovitz, 1995:331). This shift traditionally was ascribed to settlement 
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devastation and abdication and a decline in the established social order 

(Bunimovitz, 1995:331). The chaotic nature of society may have contributed to 

the loss of family tombs and the relative instability of the area. 

Apulian Red-Fioure Epichysis. Object TTU-1997-026-13 was made in the 

Italian province of Apulia. Prominent in the 4th century B.C., these types of 

vessels were manufactured in workshops along the Italian Apulian peninsula. 

Comparable examples were found at the Boston Museum of Fine Arts and at the 

sites of Canosa and San Severe (Padgett et al., 1993; DeJuliis, 1990, 1996), 

Specific workshops were identified at Arpi in Daunia, but the type of vessel is 

identified as coming from central Apulia and southern Daunia (DeJuliis, 

1996:224; 1990:121). This particular shape, called the epichysis, was used for 

holding oils, as evidenced by the narrow spout (Padgett et al., 1993:268). 

Common decorative motifs included laurel wreaths and wave designs; and 

molded heads of an unknown sex often were found on either side of the handle 

(Padgett etal., 1993:89). 

Apulian epichyses were mass-produced for dedications in tombs (DeJuliis, 

1996:224). Often found with geometric Daunian pottery and Attic (Greek) 

pottery, Apulian red-figure epichyses might have held oil to perfume the body or 

freshen the tomb. The tombs where these vessels are found were rock cut 

chambers with multiple grave goods buried with a single Individual (DeJuliis, 

1996, 1990). 
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During this time period, Apulian workshops were competing with ceramic 

traditions and exports from Greece and Ionia (the Greek settlements in what is 

now modern Turkey). Attic pottery from mainland Greece was fast gaining 

popularity throughout the Mediterranean and by the end of the 4th century, Attic 

ware became the main import in areas east (i.e., Cyprus, Levant) (Stern, 

1982:138). Apulian Red-Figure epichyses were not common in the east as only 

one example of an Apulian vessel has been discovered and published from 

excavations in Israel (Stern, 1982:283). 

In Italy, however, locally made copies of Attic pottery were on the rise at 

the end of the 5th century and continued to gain popularity in the 4th century B.C. 

(Trendall, 1989:17). A plague in Athens in 430 B.C. led to a diminishing pottery 

production and allowed the industry in Apulia to flourish (Trendall, 1989:17). 

Athens during this period was experiencing further loss with the defeat of the 

Athenian expedition at Syracuse in 415 B.C. (Trendall, 1989:17). This event 

added to the decline in Attic pottery production and the rise in popularity of 

Apulian wares. 

Lamps 

Palestinian Lamp. An open shallow bowl, object TTU-1997-026-14 is 

identified as a Palestinian lamp. The name Palestinian refers to the geographical 

origin of the lamps in the modern day Levantine region of Syria, Lebanon, Israel, 
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Jordan, and Palestine (Rosenthal and Sivan, 1978:75). Large concentrations of 

Palestinian lamps like TTU-1997-026-14 are found in the highlands of the Levant 

(Bloch-Smith, 1992:74). Well-contextualized examples are found at Tell en 

Nasbeh, Megiddo, and Lachish (Wampler, 1947; Loud, 1948; Tufnell et al., 

1940). 

Stylistically, Palestinian lamps are dated from the Late Bronze Age to the 

Early Iron Age (1550-1000 B.C.). Originally developed in the third millennium 

B.C., this form of lamp does not change drastically or fall out of use until the 

Hellenistic period (330-66 B.C.) in the Levant. Because of the relatively static 

nature of the shape of these lamps, stylistic changes are lacking on TTU-1997-

026-14 that would evidence a more precise date. 

Found in burial contexts, temples, and houses, Palestinian lamps were 

used in a variety of settings. Furnishing light and symbolizing the light they 

provided, lamps were important in the sacred and secular realms of the Late 

Bronze and Eariy Iron Ages. A Palestinian lamp may have been used to light the 

way for a burial party on its way to entomb the dead. After the lamp had served 

its primary practical purpose, often times it was left in the tomb with the deceased 

symbolically to light the way tor the spirit of the dead (Israeli and Avida, 1988:9). 

Ceramic assemblages found in tombs of this period reflected items that were 

commonly found in houses (Gonen, 1992:14). Moreover, most of the items 

found in these tombs were of local manufacture, suggesting that household 
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goods and tomb deposits were made and used locally as opposed to being 

imported (Gonen, 1992:14). 

In addition to domestic and mortuary functions, Palestinian lamps also 

were used in religious rituals of the period. Excavations at a destroyed temple at 

Lachish in modern Israel uncovered lamps in the "position as left by priests and 

devotees after the last service" (Tufnell et al., 1940:27). Lachish's lamps were 

found throughout the monumental building, but a particular cache of lamps was 

discovered on a shelf close to the shrine of the temple. Textual evidence 

explained the placement of the seemingly ordinary vessels in such an 

extraordinary setting: 

And Aaron shall burn thereupon sweet incense every morning: 
when he dresseth the lamps, he shall burn incense upon it. And 
when Aaron lighteth the lamps at even, he shall burn incense upon 
It, a perpetual incense before the Lord and through your 
generations. (Exodus 30:7-8) 

Contents of Palestinian lamps are not limited to incense. Historically, 

vegetable or bituminous oils are burned Inside the lamp. Olive oil is the oil of 

choice as it was the highest quality of the oils (Israeli and Avida, 1988:9). A wick 

is added to the oil in the lamp, typically made from entwined fibers. Flax fiber 

makes optimal wicks for lamps (Israeli and Avida, 1988:9). The use of the oil and 

wicks In lamps continues to this day in some areas of the worid (Israeli and 

Avida, 1988:9). 
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The deterioration of the Canaanite city-states of the Middle and Late 

Bronze Age is attributed to the dominance of Egypt, the influx of the Sea Peoples 

from the west, the establishment of Hittites in the north, fighting between the city 

states, and raiding semi-nomadic peoples (Mazar, 1992:232-238). Thus by the 

Late Bronze Age, the Levant is a patchwork of cultural entitles. During this time, 

Palestine was a significant thoroughfare from Egypt to northern Syria (Mazar, 

1992:237). The Late Bronze Age pottery descended from that of the Middle 

Bronze Age and gradually became more course and mass-produced (Mazar, 

1992:258-259). 

The cultural makeup of the Levant was undergoing a significant shift in the 

transitional period between the Late Bronze Age and Eariy Iron Age. The 

declining Canaanite city-states of the Middle and Late Bronze Ages were 

superceded by regional political structures ruled by different ethnic groups. In 

the western Levant, Israelites and Philistines (along with other Sea Peoples) 

lived alongside the Canaanite descendants of the Late Bronze Age. Israelites, 

Edomites, Moabites, Ammonites, and Arameans lived in Transjordan. As the 

Palestinian lamps were concentrated in the hill country of Israel-Palestine, their 

owners were most likely Israelite, Philistine, or Canaanite (Mazar, 1992:295). It 

is difficult to discern whether the lamps are Israelite or Canaanite, as the 

Israelites initially borrowed their pottery-making tradition from the Canaanites 

(Mazar, 1992:348). The pottery in this region is characteristically plain and 
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limited to functional shapes with little, if any, decorations (Mazar, 1992:345,346). 

Herodian Lamp. Herodian lamps, like object TTU-1997-026-15, are 

known for their simplistic, functional, uniform shape and arched nozzle. This type 

of lamp marked the beginning of a stylistic trend that followed Hellenistic and 

Roman traditions, displaying concavities and an arched nozzle. Widespread in 

Palestine at Masada, Bethany, and the Judean Desert, Herodian lamps are 

found to a lesser extent in the northern Levant (at Tel Dor), Transjordan, the 

Nabatean kingdom, and the Sinai (Barag and Hershokovitz, 1994; Sailer, 1957; 

Avidgad, 1962; Stern, 1995). 

Although these lamps are named after Herod, the King of the region from 

40 to 4 B.C., they generally refer to the reign of Herod's family that spans the 

time after Herod's reign in the 1st century A.D. until the destruction of the second 

temple in Jerusalem in 70 A.D. (MacDonnell, 1988:117). The eariiest contexts in 

which Herodian lamps were uncovered date to the end of the 1 st century B.C. 

and just thereafter (Adan-Bayewitz, 1993:89). The final days of the lamps also 

are linked to a secure date. Lamps have been found in the Judean Desert 

alongside coins from the Bar Kokhba War, dating to 70 A.D. (Adan-Bayewitz, 

1993:89). Other examples have been uncovered at Jalame, Jericho, Dor, 

Masada, and Bethany (MacDonnell, 1988; Pritchard, 1958; Stern, 1995; Barag 

and Hershkovitz, 1994; Sailer, 1957). 
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While it is difficult to determine the ethnicity of the owners and users of the 

Herodian lamps, these lamps were found in areas that were inhabited by Jews 

and in areas, such as the coastal plain, with mixed populations (Barag and 

Hershkovitz, 1994:46). During the time in which the lamps were used, the Levant 

had a large populace. The residents were prospering and using highly evolved 

agricultural techniques (Israeli and Avida, 1988:38). Yet, in spite of this 

prosperity, these simple, practical Herodian lamps abound. While some ornate 

ceramic lamps were in circulation during this time period, they were few in 

number and most likely imported (Israeli and Avida, 1988:38). The popularity of 

the Herodian lamps may have been the result of religious prohibitions against 

highly decorated items (Israeli and Avida, 1988:38). 

Named after Herod the Great, Herodian lamps flourished at a time of 

governmental uncertainty in Palestine. After Herod's death in 4 B.C., the 

kingdom was divided among his sons (Graf, 1997:226). The failure of one of the 

sons to manage the province of Judea led to Roman control of the area from 6 to 

41 A.D. (Graf, 1997:226). The dynasty of Herod was restored under Herod's 

grandson, Agrippa, in 41 A.D., but his rule only lasted three years and Roman 

procurators again assumed control of the area in 44 A.D. (Graf, 1997:226). The 

management style of the Roman procurators was not much better than Herod's 

descendants and the Jewish inhabitants of Judea led a revolt in 66 A.D. that 
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lasted four years and ended with the destruction of the temple in 70 A.D. (Graf, 

1997:226). 

Darom Lamp. Object TTU-1997-026-16 was identified as a Darom lamp. 

Shaped much like the Herodian lamps with a simple form and arched nozzle, the 

Darom lamps displayed aspects of Roman lamps as typified in the arched nozzle 

and concavities. The Darom lamp was named after the region from where it 

originated, i.e., Daroma. Known as the area encompassing the Judean Desert 

and its surrounding lowlands, Daroma was home to the Jews in the period 

between the two wars against the Romans (Israeli and Avida, 1988:48). In 

particular, this type of lamp was recovered from Marisa in Beit Guvrin (Sussman, 

1982:129). Darom lamps originated in 70 A.D., with the destruction of the 

second temple in Jerusalem, and were in use until the middle of the 2nd century 

A.D., around 135 A.D. 

These lamps have the distinction of being ethnically related to a specific, 

identifiable group. None of the Darom lamps have been uncovered in areas 

where Jewish settlements were interrupted and vanished after 70 A.D. 

Conversely, they are found throughout the Judean areas where Jews were 

known to have fled (Israeli and Avida, 1988:48). Furthermore, the designs that 

ornamented the lamps reflect that of Jewish spirituality. Images of a destroyed 

temple, the ceremonies performed, and the articles used within point cleariy to a 

displaced Jewish population. Agricultural depictions on the lamps may relate to 
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the population's new role in the Judean lands, but also note the "seven species 

with which Israel was blessed" (Israeli and Avidad 1988:48). Lamps also display 

depictions of household implements, tools, and make-up receptacles, and 

geometric and floral themes common in Jewish art at the end of the second 

temple period, including but not limited to the menorah, lulav or palm branch, and 

the etrog or citron (Israeli and Avida, 1988:48). While lamp TTU-1997-026-16 

does not display such clear representations of the 2nd century A.D. Jewish 

culture, it does have a geometric design common to Darom lamps. 

After the destruction of the temple in Jerusalem, the urban population of 

the area of modern Israel-Palestine, who had not already done so, retreated from 

the cities to more rural areas throughout Judea. While many of the dispersed 

people took up farming to sustain themselves, some artisans and craftsman that 

had practiced in the cities continued their trade, as evidenced by the production 

of the Darom lamps. These lamps were mold-made. Jerusalem stone cutters, 

now displaced, may have been employed to carve the molds (Israeli and Avida, 

1988:48). A second Jewish revolt, led by Simon BarKochba, from 132 to 135 

A.D. marked the end of the production of Darom lamps. 

Umayyad Lamp. Object TTU-1997-026-17 was Identified as an Umayyad 

lamp. Also known as late Byzantine or eariy Islamic lamps, the Umayyad lamp 

was popular in the 7th and 8th centuries A.D. Discovered in Syria and 

throughout Israel-Palestine, examples of Umayyad lamps were found at Bethany 
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and Gezer (Sailer, 1957:183). This type of lamp was locally produced (Israeli 

and Avida, 1988:154-155). Excavations at Ramla in Palestine revealed a pottery 

and lamp workshop, indicating one of the local production sites (Israeli and 

Avida, 1988:154). 

The Umayyad lamp differs from previous (Byzantine) lamps in that it is 

more uniform in its style. The principal subject matter develops from Byzantine 

lamps and becomes broader and fuller. This stylistic change may be a reflection 

of political changes that occurred during the Umayyad period (King, 1997). 

The 7th century A.D. in the Levant was marked by a Moslem conquest of 

the region (King, 1997:268). In 661 A.D., the balance of power shifted away from 

the family of the prophet Mohammed and to the descendants of the rulers of 

Mecca before Islam (King, 1997:268). The Beni Umayya family ruled the area 

and its first caliph moved administrative centers from Caesarea and Bosra to 

Damascus. Mohammed's descendants vied for power again in 656 A.D. with the 

murder of the third caliph of Beni Umayya (King, 1997:268). The first caliph of 

the Umayyads gained control in 661 A.D. and political power again shifted from 

Mecca to Damascus (King, 1997:268). Further murders led to the emergence of 

two leaders in the area: one in Mecca and one in Syria. This dual claim on the 

caliphate lasted for over 10 years until the Umayyads went to Mecca and killed 

the caliph there (King, 1997:268). The reunification of the caliphate and the land 
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led to a reformation of the administrative system in 695 A.D. (King, 1997:269). 

Arabic was made the official language and coins became completely Islamic. 

The end of the 7th century was marked by westward expansion that 

included North Africa, Spain, and an attempt on Asia Minor. Expansion 

continued eastward in the 8th century until the Umayyads held Pakistan in 

Central Asia (King, 1997:269). The goods acquired on these conquests inspired 

building projects within the empire and mosques were built in Jerusalem, Mecca, 

San'a, and al-Fustat. Umayyad palaces were built at Damascus, al-Kufah, 

Jerusalem, and Amman (King, 1997:270). 

While the Umayyad conquest produced little interruption in production and 

craftsmanship of ceramic lamps, it did create stylistic changes. The stylistic unity 

that is attributed to Umayyad lamps may mirror the unification of several large 

areas under one Islamic rule. Whereas lamps in the Byzantine period (363-638 

A.D.) differed stylistically between modern Israel and more northern areas, such 

as Syria and Lebanon, lamps throughout the area in the Umayyad period bore 

much more resemblance to each other (Israeli and Avida, 1988:154). 

Interpretation 

Because the objects in the Baumgardner Collection lack documentation, 

they have limited archaeological value. The objects, however, have 

museological value. Examining each object to determine what a secondary 
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context contributes to the body of archaeological knowledge versus that of a 

primary context demonstrates the archaeological value of the collection. The 

secondary context also illustrates the benefits of a material culture study of 

unprovenienced archaeological collections in museums. The secondary context 

highlights the educational and research value of these types of collections and 

thus establishes the museological value of unprovenienced archaeological 

collections. 

Metals 

Bronze Age Narrow Dagger 

Geographically, the exact location of the dagger might lend more 

information as to the nature of metal production and mortuary practices in the 

Levant during the Bronze Age. However, several provenienced examples of 

such weapons come from tombs. Aside from adding to the corpus of narrow 

daggers, the Baumgardner dagger would have had to come from an unknown 

and significant site to offer new information In the archaeological field. As very 

few examples of these narrow daggers are found outside of a tomb context 

(Philip, 1989; Gophna, 1992:147), it is plausible that the dagger in the 

Baumgardner Collection originally was found In a burial, and It would explain the 

relatively pristine condition of the object. If this object were provenienced, it 

might offer a more exact chronological date for the dagger. The problems 
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associated with dating tomb groups of this period (e.g., later disturbances, 

multiple burials in one tomb or generational tombs, the absence of sufficient data 

on skeletal material, poor recording methodology and publishing practices), 

however, might have made rendering a more precise date for the dagger 

impossible (Philip, 1989:162). 

Provenience information might have suggested to whom the dagger 

belonged and what kind of person or status he was (no published examples are 

with identified female skeletons). However, skeletons sometimes are in such 

poor condition that they cannot be studied. Whether a provenienced narrow 

dagger would have offered much more information, then, is questionable. 

Coins 

The nature of coinage makes it difficult to establish a provenience for the 

objects. Minted in a specific city, coins of the Roman Empire traveled and were 

traded throughout the Mediterranean. A coin could have stayed in the minting 

city for its entire life, or it could have traveled throughout the Roman Empire. 

Unprovenienced coins make determining provenience even more arduous. 

When the coin would have been traded and circulated is just as much a mystery 

as where. For example, although a coin bears the mint mark of a specific city 

and was created in that city, it was not necessarily circulated in that area in 

antiquity. Furthermore, in modern times, widespread circulation of ancient coins 
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continues. A coin that was made in Rome in antiquity may have been sent to 

Arabia for military use in ancient times. This same coin may be discovered in a 

fortress in Spain In modern times and it could be placed on sale in an auction in 

London today. 

Ownership is difficult to establish for the Baumgardner coins without 

contextual information. A coin could have belonged to or traveled on one person, 

or it could have been traded to several different people. When scientifically 

excavated, sun-ounding material culture remains to point to the possible owner of 

the coins. 

Glass 

The nature of the type of glass vessel that includes both the tear drop and 

the candlestick shape, is such that subtypes and chronological patterns are 

difficult to ascribe. A provenienced example of the vessels in the Baumgardner 

Collection might lend information to the corpus of vessels and help to establish 

just such a subtype. Because these vessels are found throughout the 

Mediterranean, provenienced examples add information about the nature of 

burial practices and society in the area from where they came. Spacial analysis 

at a scientifically excavated site producing these vessels might be able to lend 

more specific information about the use of the vessels in both domestic and tomb 

contexts. 
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These bottles are, however, only two examples of a large number of glass 

vessels that have come from excavated contexts. It is unlikely that their 

provenience would shed new light on glass studies, considering the size of the 

existing corpora of glass unguentaria. Similariy, only a handful of vessels have 

been found with contents (Sailer, 1957:238-239; Barag, 1972). The probability 

that these vessels would have held their contents, if found in scientifically 

excavated contexts, is relatively low. 

Although later disturbances to the tombs would skew results of a spacial 

analysis, nevertheless, such analysis may have had much to offer, were the 

Baumgardner Collection glass vessels found in a scientifically excavated site. 

Using spacial analysis, it might be possible to determine where the vessels were 

left in the tombs, where they were stored and used in households, and with what 

other types of objects they were associated. This information could be used to 

examine the roles of women in the period of the Roman Empire in the 

Mediterranean. 

Ceramic 

Vessels 

Fish Plate. Several examples have been found of excavated and 

recorded fish plates throughout the Levant (Lapp, 1961; Cornell, 1981; McNicoll 

et al., 1982; McNicoll, 1992; Beriin, 1997). A provenienced sample of afish 
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plate, such as that in the Baumgardner Collection, is not likely to render any new 

information. The chronology of this type of bowl is relatively well known. If the 

fish plate In the Baumgardner Collection were provenienced, it may offer a more 

exact date and, thus, confirm the date ranges for fish bowls in the Levant. 

Sociologically, a provenienced Baumgardner Collection fish plate might 

have more to offer. Found in a domestic context, certain aspects of new 

information would not be gained, as it has been determined that such bowls were 

used in cooking and food preparation (Cornell, 1981:145; Beriin, 1997:76). 

However, how these bowls were used, whether for serving and/or cooking, is not 

known. Therefore, a provenienced fish plate found in a domestic context might 

demonstrate the manner In which this vessel was used. 

Similarly, the contents of the bowls are debated (Jones, 1950:155; Beriin, 

1997:77) and a provenienced example might still hold the remains (e.g., bones, 

seeds) of what had been prepared or served on the bowl, A provenienced fish 

plate from a burial context might provide information on the person, most likely a 

woman, who used the item or was intended to use it in the afterlife. It also might 

provide information about the role of the vessel in burials of different classes: 

slaves versus citizen versus the elite. 

Daunian Attingitoio. The attingitoio in the Baumgardner Collection does 

not easily fit a specific type or production center. While characteristics of this 

vessel are similar to those In Daunia during the Italian Iron Age, an exact parallel 
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has not been found. This inability to find a parallel suggests that the 

Baumgardner attingitoio may be a forgery or it may be unique. A combination of 

traits seems to support the forgery notion. In the typological development of the 

vessels, the rim becomes splayed and the base becomes concave (Yntema, 

1978:51). In the Baumgardner example, a typologically early rim is with a 

typologically late base. Similarly, the design pattern on the vessel appears eariy 

in some instances (such as the lozenge decoration on the handle), late in some 

instances (such as the treatment on the bottom of the vessel), combined in some 

places (the use of lozenges and a single register on the handle), and entirely new 

in others (the leaves at the tops of the vessel) (Randall-Maclver, 1974:216; 

Herring, 1998:114). 

These elements could point to a forgery, as many times forgeries combine 

features from different periods of development pieced together on a single 

vessel. These elements, however, could be the result of an example of this type 

of pottery not yet studied. Few provenienced examples of this type of pottery 

have been found and published (DeJuliis, 1977; Herring, 1998; Small, 1992:9) 

and the corpus of these vessels is not very large. Were this attingitoio 

provenienced, it might note a new production center or manner of distribution or 

a trade pattern with neighboring areas. A provenienced example might offer a 

more specific date for this particular vessel. 
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These types of vessels are exclusive to tomb contexts and a provenienced 

example might not offer new information as to the intended use of this bowl. 

However, its placement in the tomb might render a great deal of information 

about the person with whom it was buried, revealing the class or status of the 

deceased in society. When added to the relatively small corpus of provenienced 

attingitoioi, the example in the Baumgardner Collection might help to offer more 

information about the nature of Tavlioere in the Iron Age. 

Juglets 

Eariy Bronze Age Juglet. As these types of juglets are cultural markers of 

the Eariy Bronze Age northern Levant, many provenienced examples have been 

excavated and recorded (Amiran, 1969:55). The general chronological date and 

geographical location of the juglets is fairiy well documented and their function in 

society and role in history also is well known. Were the Baumgardner juglet from 

a documented provenience, it might not lend any new archaeological information 

but would certainly add to the corpus of juglets. 

Middle Bronze Aoe Juglet. The Middle Bronze Age juglet is well 

established chronologically and geographically (Loud, 1948:289; Tufnell et al., 

1940; Kenyon, 1965; Mallet, 1987; McNicoll etal., 1982; Cole, 1984:69-70). Its 

function in society and historical role is established and provenienced cases of 

the juglet abound. While other examples of this type of juglet with kill holes have 

been published (Mallet, 1987:113), no works specifically address the 
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phenomenon of kill holes with reference to this particular type of juglet. 

Therefore, a provenienced piriform juglet might add to the body of piriform juglets 

that are killed ritually and to the nature of society and burial practices in the 

Middle Bronze Age Levant. 

Local Imitation of a Cvpriot Bilbil. The imitation bilbil has known 

chronological and geographical restraints. Similarly, the nature of the society 

that used the vessel and the historical events that shaped the time in which it 

was created and circulated are identified. These vessels, though, are better 

understood from publications about the objects that they Imitate (Gonen, 1992). 

Publications focusing on imitation Cypriot pottery are few (Amiran, 1969:172; 

Tufnell, 1958:210). As such, a provenienced example of one could add to the 

group of publishable imitation wares and help in the understanding of localized 

pottery production. 

Apulian Red-Figure Ephicysis. While Apulian red-figure pottery is well 

documented, these publications tend to focus on vessels that display figures and 

not geometric designs (Trendall, 1978; The J. Paul Getty Museum, 1988). 

Because few works discuss this small subset of Apulian red-figure pottery, a 

provenienced example of this epichysis would add a great deal of information to 

the corpus of knowledge about Apulian red-figured vessels decorated with 

geometric designs. The dating of these vessels generally is ascribed to the 4th 
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century B.C. (DeJuliis, 1996:224). A provenienced example might offer a more 

precise date for the type. 

Because a limited number of production centers and areas of circulation 

have been identified, a provenienced epichysis might present a find from a new 

area of production or trade or may strengthen arguments for identified centers. 

Use of the vessels in tombs is limited (DeJuliis, 1996,1990). A provenienced 

example could be tested to determine what the contents were (if any) and could 

present information about the relationship of the vessel to the deceased. 

Historically, the vessel notes the rise of Apulian pottery. A documented origin for 

the epichyses is not likely to offer significant information as to the historical 

events in the area. 

Lamps 

Palestinian Lamp. The Palestinian lamp, being ubiquitous in the Levant in 

the Late Bronze and Eariy Iron Age, is well documented. Published 

provenienced examples are found in domestic, religious, and funerary contexts 

(Wampler, 1947; Loud, 1948; Tufnell et al., 1940). The contents of these kinds of 

lamps have been preserved and analyzed. Their associations as per gender and 

class have been made clear through excavated examples. As such, another 

provenienced lamp is not likely to present much new Information archaeologically 

in terms of geographical distribution, chronology, sociology, or history. 
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Herodian Lamp. The Herodian lamp marks not only a specific time and 

geographical area, but also a historical dynasty. While the ethnicity of the society 

using the lamp is difficult to assess, the function of the lamp is clear and the 

contents are recognized (Israeli and Avida, 1988:38). The corpus of Herodian 

lamps is relatively large and well published (Adan-Bayewitz, David, 1993; 

MacDonnell, 1988:117; Pritchard, 1958:57; Kenyon, 1965:527). It is unlikely that 

another provenienced example would lend substantial archaeological 

information. As the ethnicity of the lamp owners is still in question, however, a 

provenienced example in an ethically identifiable context (e.g., a Roman home or 

Jewish synagogue) might offer data about the nature of the people who used 

Herodian lamps. 

Darom Lamp. While the Darom lamp appears to be a common object in 

the Judean Desert during thelst and 2nd century A.D., relatively little has been 

published on these types of lamp (Israeli and Avida, 1988:48; Sussman, 

1982:129). The lamp is confined to specific dates, a certain region, and a 

particular ethnic group. Their function is widespread, they hold secular and 

religious significance, and their contents are known. Yet few published, 

excavated examples are available. The Darom lamp of the Baumgardner 

Collection represents the most common type of Darom lamp, i.e., 

unprovenienced and in museums or on the market. A provenienced example of 

a Darom lamp would be archaeologically valuable as it would provide another 
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specific context in which the lamps would have functioned. As the corpus of 

contexts for these lamps is not large, one more provenienced example would 

lend much information. 

Umayyad Lamp. The chronological period and social function of the 

Umayyad lamp are understood (Israeli and Avida, 1988:154-155). Because of its 

relatively late date, however, the Umayyad period is underrepresented in 

archaeological publications from the Levant (King, 1997). Similariy, many of the. 

buildings from this period have been destroyed and remains are unrecoverable 

(such as at Damascus). Data are limited for the Umayyad historical period. The 

extent of the Umayyad kingdom is known and some sites with Umayyad lamps 

have been identified (King, 1997; Sailer, 1957:183), but a comprehensive corpus 

of Umayyad lamps has not been published. Because of the lack of a corpus, the 

geographical extent of the lamps is unknown. A provenienced example of an 

Umayyad lamp would add to the corpus of lamps and perhaps enhance current 

knowledge as to the geographical circulation of the lamps and their role in 

Umayyad history. 

Conclusions 

Historical Overview of the Baumgardner Collection 

The Baumgardner Collection consists of objects that span a time period of 

approximately 3,800 years and a region including several Mediterranean nations. 
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It is comprised of diverse material from varying social classes and intended for 

domestic, funerary, and ritualistic uses. Even with this diverse group of objects, 

a comprehensive view of material cultural history in the Levant is evident. 

The Eariy Bronze Age juglet dates from 3250 to 2900 B.C. and is found in 

the northern and central Levant. A prominent grave good in tombs at a time 

when the Levant was characterized by pastoral nomadism and small, individual 

settlements, the high-looped handle juglet is demonstrative of the simplistic 

nature of society in the Eariy Bronze Age Levant (Amiran, 1969:55; Joffe, 1997). 

The material and form of the simple juglet reflect the still evolving nature of 

society and technology. 

Society and technology rapidly developed In the Levant in the 

Intermediate Bronze Age. The narrow dagger dates from approximately 2250 to 

2000 B.C. and is found in northern Levantine areas (Philip, 1989). Indicative of 

tomb assemblages of this period and area, the narrow dagger also highlights 

societal and technological advances of the Intemnediate Bronze Age, As these 

daggers appear to be social markers in tombs, they serve as status symbols in a 

society that developed a hierarchy that followed the people into the grave. The 

dagger also demonstrates technological progress in metallurgy and evidences 

extensive trade networks in the area. Serving as a reminder of the tumultuous 

nature of the time period preceding the transitional Bronze Age, the dagger also 

is an indicator of the martial conflict that characterizes the Middle Bronze Age. 
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The piriform juglet is a material cultural indicator of the Middle Bronze 

Age. Found throughout the Levant in the Middle Bronze 11 B period (1800-1650 

B.C.), the piriform juglet is an example of a common Middle Bronze Age grave 

good. Typically found in multiple burial chamber tombs, the juglet in the 

Baumgardner Collection has been killed ritually to verify its funerary role. The 

proposed context of the piriform juglet notes the development of societal relations 

in the form of multiple burials in one tomb. This complexity hints at the political 

conflict evolving in the Levant during this period and lays the groundwork for the 

influx of foreign influence that would Identify the Late Bronze Age (Mazar, 

1992:232-291). 

The nature of the Late Bronze Age Levant can be seen in the imitation 

bilbil in the Baumgardner Collection. Encountered at coastal sites and spreading 

into the hill country in the Levant, these imitation wares are based on Cypriot 

imported pottery and date to approximately 1400-1200 B.C. (Prag, 1985:160; 

Tufnell, 1958:210). At a time when the Levantine coast was immersed in foreign 

products and wares from Cyprus, Greece, Crete, and Egypt, the imitation bilbil 

evidences the cosmopolitan character of the area in the Late Bronze Age. The 

vessel's presence in tombs with other imitation and imported pottery and items 

distinctly Egyptian also demonstrates the culturally diverse society of the period 

(Bunimovitz, 1995:331). The imitation of the imported Cypriot bilbil suggests an 

ability to adapt to the desires of society and local economics, and demonstrates 
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the technological limitations of the Levantine peoples in the poorer quality of 

manufacture in the imitations. 

The Palestinian lamp perhaps could have been found with the imitation 

bilbil. Circulating for a longer period of time than the imitation bilbil, the 

Palestinian lamp was common in the highlands of the Levant during the Late 

Bronze Age and Early Iron Age (1550-1000 B.C.). The lamp had a wider range 

of use than that of the bilbil. It was discovered not only in funerary settings, but 

also in religious and domestic contexts (Tufnell et al., 1940:19, 41). Having 

symbolic and functional purposes, the Palestinian lamp was widespread during a 

defining period in the Levant. Extensive trade and a cosmopolitan society set the 

stage for the collapse of the Late Bronze Age, followed by an Iron Age marked by 

regionalism. Whereas the Late Bronze Age is known for the biblical Exodus, the 

era of the judges from the Bible and the reign of King David mark the Iron Age. 

The Iron Age saw the rise of regionally ruled kingdoms and the decline of large 

city-states. 

The attingitoio in the Baumgardner Collection Illustrates the Iron Age in 

Italy (the Persian period in the Levant). The Daunian attingitoio is found in the 

northern region of the Apulian peninsula during 500-425 B.C. A vessel distinctly 

created for funerary use, the attingitoio also serves to distinguish its owner 

socially in life and death (Herring, 1998:143). The attingitoio provides information 

on the nature of a culturally isolated region of Apulia, Tavoliere, in the Iron Age, 
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While other Apulian areas were trading across the Baltic and the influx of Greek 

imported pottery in the region is established, Tavoliere keeps its ceramic 

manufacturing tradition local during this period. The Daunian attingitoio may note 

the ability of the residents of Tavoliere to adopt aspects of Greek culture while 

maintaining their own customs and practices. 

Also from the Apulian peninsula, the Apulian red-figure epichysis marks 

the next century in Italy and dates from the 4th century B.C. (DeJuliis, 1996:87; 

1990:120-121). Found in tombs in central Apulia and southern Daunia, the 

Apulian red-figure epichyses continue the Daunian trend of producing pottery 

specifically for funerary use. The Apulian red-figure epichysis historically notes 

the decline in Greek pottery production due to plague and battles in the 5th 

century B.C. and the subsequent rise in popularity of Apulian pottery in the 4th 

century B.C. (Trendall, 1989:17). 

Fish plates were popular about the same time as the Apulian epichysis in 

Italy and Greece. Originally black glazed platters with painted fish decorating the 

vessels, the fish plate was imitated in the Levant two centuries later (Cornell, 

1981:144-146). The fish plate in the Baumgardner Collection could have been 

found throughout the Levant. Dating from 200 B.C. to 70 A.D., this plain version 

of the eariier Greek and Italian fish plates was limited to a domestic context and 

was most likely used in food preparation (Cornell, 1981:145-146). The fish plate 

exemplified the exchange of products and ideas with Greece and Italy and the 
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Levant in the Hellenistic period. Not only adapting pottery styles and shapes, 

Levantine peoples also assumed Hellenistic social customs and practices, 

reflected in new burial rites (McCane, 1997:387). 

Greece and Italy also adopted Levantine customs and technologies. The 

glass bottles in the Baumgardner Collection provided an example of this 

exchange. The technique of glass blowing was developed in the northern Levant 

in the eariy to mid 1st century B.C. and quickly spread to the west. The glass 

blown bottles in the Collection could have been discovered neariy anywhere in 

the Mediterranean as these vessels were so widespread. 

The tear drop vessel had stylistic parallels popular in the 1st century A.D. 

(Sailer, 1957:328-329; von Saldem, 1980:23). Found primarily in funerary 

contexts, the bottles may have held the tears of mourners or oils to dress the 

dead and/or freshen the air In the tomb (Dayagi-Mendels, 1997:68). The 

candlestick bottle was prominent from the 1st century B.C. to the middle of the 

3rd century A.D. (Barag, 1972:24-25). While concentrated in tombs in the 

Levant, candlestick bottles were in domestic settings in Egypt (Barag, 1972:25). 

These bottles were perfume containers, holding oils and scents with which to 

anoint oneself, a deceased loved one, or freshen a tomb or a cave. The tear 

drop and candlestick bottles were common during the height of the Roman 

Empire in the Mediterranean. Their wide distribution denoted the well developed 
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network of trade under the Romans and the extent to which they were able to 

colonize and influence peoples throughout the empire. 

The Herodian lamp is another example of the influence of the Romans in 

the 1st century A.D. A relatively plain lamp found in the Levant (especially in the 

central Levant), the Herodian lamps date from 4 B.C. to 70 A.D. (MacDonnell, 

1988:117; Adan-Bayewitz, 1993:89). Perhaps used by Jewish inhabitants of 

central Levantine cities, the Herodian lamps are found in domestic and funerary 

contexts (Pritchard, 1958:22; Sailer, 1957:289; Barag and Hershkovitz, 1994:45; 

Avigad, 1962:177). Named after Herod, king of the region from 44 to 4 B.C., the 

lamps date to the era when Herod's successors were fighting with the Roman 

Empire for control of the area. The plain nature of the lamps may be the result of 

religious prohibitions against decoration (Israeli and Avida, 1988:38). This 

plainness may demonstrate the struggle between local and Roman rule of the 

Levant in the 1st century A.D. 

While the Romans were juggling power in Palestine in the eariy 1st 

century, they had firmly established control in Syria, geographically north of the 

Palestinian area. The Roman establishment founded an imperial mint at Antioch 

where Roman imperial coins were produced, as reflected by the Baumgardner 

Collection coin minted under Nero. While the nature of coinage ensures that the 

coin could have been unearthed anywhere, it was originally produced in Syria 

and distributed throughout the Levant. Inscriptions in Greek on the coin noted 

153 



the previous influence of the Hellenistic period, when Alexander the Great 

conquered the area and Greek became the administrative language. Similariy, 

the eagle Image on the reverse of the coin noted the original Seleucid founding of 

the city of Antioch. Minted at a time when the emperor had just murdered his 

mother, the coin was produced when Nero was attempting to manage a rebellion 

in Britain. 

Just after the reign of Nero, the struggle for power in Palestine continued. 

Titus' destruction of the temple In Jerusalem in 70 A.D. sent the Jewish 

inhabitants of cities to the Judean Desert where they would be free from Roman 

persecution. The Darom lamp in the Baumgardner Collection was the legacy of 

these people. Marking a specific group in a particular region during a definite 

time period, the Darom lamps were made and used by the Jewish people living in 

the Judean Desert from the destruction of the temple (70 A.D.) until the Bar 

Kochba Revolt (135 A.D.) (Israeli and Avida, 1988:48). Found in the caves and 

small settlements inhabited by the fleeing Jews, Darom lamps often displayed 

imagery important to a Jewish population. These lamps embodied a struggle 

with the Roman leadership in Palestine during the 1st and eariy 2nd century A.D. 

While the Roman administration in Palestine was crushing Jewish 

rebellions, Domitian, Emperor of Rome from 81 to 96 A.D., was defending the 

empire's northern boundaries. Fighting with the barbarian Dacians and suffering 

an attack in 87 A.D., Domitian minted coins at the imperial mint in Rome, one of 
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which is in the Baumgardner Collection. This coin displayed the bust of Domitian 

and his patron deity, Minerva. Their joint appearance materialized a divine vote 

of confidence for the Emperor during a time of military insecurity and fluctuating 

boundaries. 

Roman boundaries expanded during the reign of Trajan in 98 - 117 A.D. 

(Scarre, 1995:88). A general in the Roman army under Domitian, Trajan 

conquered the Dacians and annexed the province of Arabia during his own reign. 

The Baumgardner Collection Trajan coin referenced the accomplishments of 

Trajan during his time in power. Although minted in what is now Turkey, the coin 

could have been discovered anywhere throughout the Roman Empire. This 

particular type of coin may have been intended for distribution in the Levant 

(Sydenham, 1978:7), and may have been discovered there. The mint in 

Caesarea was important militarily for Rome as it bridged the eastern and western 

Roman Empire. The mint probably created money with which the Emperor could 

pay his army abroad and this coin may have been intended for Roman military 

personnel. 

A gap exists in the Baumgardner Collection for the centuries detailing the 

decline of the Roman Empire and the rise of the Byzantine era. The Collection 

contains an object that notes the end of the Byzantine period and the rise of the 

Umayyad Empire in the Levant. An Umayyad lamp references the empire that 

arose in opposition to the descendants of the prophet Mohammed (King, 
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1997:268). The family of Beni Umayya, although fighting with Mohammed's 

offspring for power, ruled the Levant from the 7th to 8th centuries A.D. (King, 

1997:268). Under the Umayyads, the seat of power switched from Mecca to 

Damascus and the empire greatly expanded. The Baumgardner lamp stylistically 

demonstrated the Umayyads' unification of the area. It illustrated the Umayyad 

smooth transition from Byzantine ideals and methods and the expansion of those 

thoughts and practices. 

Although chronological gaps exist, the Baumgardner Collection provides 

an excellent historical overview of the Mediterranean from 3100 B.C. to the 8th 

century A.D. Each object offers information about a specific time, place, aspect 

of society and technology, and references important period historical events that 

shaped the Mediterranean. The collection as a whole serves to illustrate ancient 

Mediterranean cultures through their material remains. 

Assessment of Material Culture Study 

A material culture study of the Baumgardner Collection allowed the 

unprovenienced objects to be assigned a secondary context. The secondary 

context ascribed a relative chronological period, geographical area, sociological 

association, and historical background for each object. The secondary context 

highlights the archaeological and museological values of the Collection. 
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The nature of unprovenienced archaeological collections means that the 

primary data of context is missing. An unprovenienced collection cannot add to 

the body of archaeological research unless the objects are unique or contain 

significant evidence of some function or society. Neariy all of the objects in the 

Baumgardner Collection are material cultural markers of certain periods, areas, 

and peoples. Because these objects are indicative, they are not unique and do 

not offer more information on their function or role in society. Provenienced 

examples of these objects have been discovered and published and the corpus 

of knowledge about them is not lacking. For most objects in the Baumgardner 

Collection, provenience would add little new information to the body of 

archaeological knowledge. 

Unlike archaeological value, the Collection's museological value is not 

dependent on context, but rather relies on the Collection's ability to communicate 

a museum's mission. As the Museum of Texas Tech University's mission is to 

research and educate with regards to arid and semi-arid lands, the Baumgardner 

Collection presents the opportunity for both research and education on objects 

from ancient arid and semi-arid lands. 

The Baumgardner Collection presents varied opportunities for further 

research. Scientific testing on some of the pieces in the Collection may offer 

more information as to their specific provenience, manufacture site, or contents. 

For example, petrographic analysis on the ceramic vessels may pinpoint a region 
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of manufacture. Metallurgical studies conducted on the dagger might note the 

chemical composition of the blade, and may provide information on the trade of 

tin and copper, as well as clues to the techniques used in manufacturing the 

weapon. This kind of information would render the objects archaeologically 

valuable as the information would add to the body of archaeological knowledge. 

The Collection also offers further opportunities for research on various areas, 

peoples, crafts, and practices of arid lands. For example, the lamps in the 

Collection present an opportunity to examine methods and manners of ancient 

lighting in arid lands. Furthermore, the coins in the Collection form the basis of a 

study of the circulation of Roman coinage in arid regions. 

Perhaps the most obvious benefit of the Baumgardner Collection is in its 

ability to educate. The Collection demonstrates 3,800 years of history in arid 

lands. As material cultural representations of periods, places, and people, the 

Collection can be used as a teaching collection or, through exhibit, to illustrate a 

great span of history and a wide range of cultures in the Mediterranean. 

Combining material of various types and different objects, the Collection presents 

a great breath of information through an examination of its objects. 

The Baumgardner Collection also was useful in its demonstration of the 

type of material culture study that can be used to glean Information from an 

unprovenienced archaeological collection. This material culture study 

deconstructed each object, noting intrinsic properties, such as shape and 
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decoration. These properties then were compared with examples in museums 

and similar objects published from excavation reports to determine a relative 

geographical location and chronological period for each piece. Items revealed in 

the identification phase of the study highlighted features that pointed to an 

object's function. For instance, the Middle Bronze Age piriform juglet was noted 

in the identification phase as having a small hole in the body of the vessel. This 

hole was a kill hole, indicating that this object was intended for deposit in a tomb. 

Further comparisons between the objects in the Baumgardner Collection 

and archaeological reports indicated the function of objects and the societies that 

used them. For example, the fact that fish plates similar to that in the Collection 

were found only in domestic settings, usually with cooking pots, suggested that 

vessel's function as a food preparation or serving dish. Likewise, the absence of 

Darom lamps in cities of the late 1st and early 2nd centuries A.D., their 

abundance in caves and settlements in the Judean Desert, and their decoration, 

imply that these lamps were used by Jewish refugees. The body of information 

gathered about each object In the Baumgardner Collection was woven together 

to present a historical overview of the Mediterranean region using the objects in 

the Collection. 

The Baumgardner Collection does not contribute much information 

archaeologically and thus the informational (scientific and academic) value of the 

Collection is minimal. Nevertheless, the associative and symbolic and the 
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aesthetic value of the Collection is significant. Its placement in an Art division, 

then, is logical and appropriate where symbolic and aesthetic values are 

emphasized more than the contextual information. 

The Collection is museologically significant. This material culture study 

demonstrates that a museum can use unprovenienced archaeological collections 

for research and education. Perhaps most importantly, the study presents a way 

to treat unprovenienced archaeological collections in museums and suggests a 

method for using the objects constructively rather than simply relegating them to 

the obscurity of museum storage. 
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CHAPTER IV 

ETHICS AND LAWS 

Ethics and legislation demonstrate some of the limitations of 

unprovenienced archaeological collections in museums. At times an ethical 

and legal liability for museums, unprovenienced archaeological collections are 

addressed in the professional ethical codes and the laws of the US. Ethical 

codes address a professional ideal, while the laws enforce the lowest 

acceptable standard of conduct with regard to unprovenienced archaeological 

collections. Ethics are voluntary, whereas laws are mandatory and carry civil or 

criminal penalties (Malaro, 1994:17). 

Ethics 

An examination of the ethical codes of organizations in the US is helpful 

in determining guidelines for approaching museum acquisition of 

unprovenienced archaeological collections. Each code Is studied to determine: 

(1) if unprovenienced archaeological collections are defined in the code; and 

(2) how the organization recommends that its members address 

unprovenienced archaeological collections. As this study focuses on a 

museum practice (acquisition), it examines the ethical codes of two museum 

occupations in addition to the ethical code of the US national and international 
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museum organizations. It also examines two of the leading national 

archaeological organization's ethical statements. 

Ethics are by definition "moral principles, social values, or proper 

behavior that transcends particular religious beliefs" (Schmiegel, 1998:277). 

Ethics are not equal to or compiled from legislation; rather, they are seen as 

dynamic and relative to the time period in which they are created. Laws, in 

contrast, are relatively more static and enforce the lowest existing standards in 

society (Kavangh, 1994:272). 

Ethics are expressed in ethical codes. Typically assembled by 

professions, organizations, and institutions, these codes offer a description of 

acceptable actions within a group, association, or establishment. Ethical codes 

provide a basis for legislation, as they represent a documented possible future 

standard. In this respect, it is beneficial to examine ethical codes to determine 

the moral Ideal of acquiring unprovenienced archaeological collections. 

Nature of United States Museums 

Both the ethics that guide and the laws that govern museums are affected 

by the nature of museums in the US. Museums in the US are defined not only 

by what they collect (e.g., general museums, art museums, science museums, 

history museums) but also by their governance (Ambrose and Paine, 1993:7). 

The US has four main types of museums: government, private, university, and 

combination (Edson and Dean, 1994:14-15). Government operated museums 
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exist on the national, regional, and local level. Privately run museums are 

supported by private organizations, such as religious foundations or individuals. 

University administered museums are those found at colleges and universities. 

The final type of museum is a combination of the previous types. The 

combination Is operated by one of the three afore mentioned groups (e.g., a 

government agency) and then switched to another group (e.g., a university) 

(Edson and Dean, 1994:14-15). 

Professional museum organizations are responsible for developing the 

profession through education and training, research and publication, and the 

dissemination and enforcement of guidelines and standards (Weil, 1994:253). 

In the US, professional museum organizations occur as international, national, 

regional, state, discipline-based, and vocational (Weil, 1994:253). Although not 

necessarily united, these associations, organizations, councils, societies, and 

committees are influential in the US (Weil, 1994:252-253). As these 

organizations provide a means for professional development, they are 

responsible for developing and publishing ethical codes for the profession. 

Ethical Codes 

Unprovenienced archaeological collections affect, and are affected by, a 

diverse group of professionals. In general terms, museologists, archaeologists, 

and art historians are three professions dealing with unprovenienced 

archaeological collections. Anthropologists, historians, art dealers, gallery 
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owners, customs officials, and cultural tourism professionals also are concerned 

with unprovenienced archaeological collections. While many viewpoints exist 

from which to explore the topic of unprovenienced archaeological collections in 

museums, this study examines only that of museum professionals, 

archaeologists, and art historians. 

Museum professionals include directors, curators, registrars, exhibit 

personnel, conservators, and preparators (Dubberiy, 1994). Because 

collections are the basis of a museum, most of these museum occupations may 

be concerned with unprovenienced archaeological collections (Boyd, 

1991:170). Two collections-based positions deal with the acquisition of 

unprovenienced collections more directly: the curator and registrar (Glaser and 

Zenetous, 1996:66). The museum curator researches a collection and is in 

employed to build up the collections in his or her division (Dubberiy, 1994:20). 

The museum registrar is charged with the processing of acquisitions and the 

legal and documentary aspects of each collection (Buck, 1998a, 1998b). Both 

of these museum positions have developed their own ethical codes through 

regional and national organizations so as to standardize the acceptable 

guidelines for each occupation. 

Although each museum occupation has different ethical interests, the 

ethical code of the national museum association in US has developed an 

ethical statement relevant to all museum professionals. Including guidelines for 

the organization and operation of museums, the AAM code of ethics must be 
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adopted by all members of the organization as of 1992 (Kavangh, 1994:272). 

Furthermore, ICOM has been a pioneering force in developing a global code of 

ethics for museums (des Portes, 1998). 

Archaeologists also include a variety of specialized professionals. The 

interdisciplinary nature of archaeology ensures professional overiap, creating a 

large and varied collection of occupational ethical codes. This study examines 

only national ethical codes with relation to archaeology. While the AIA 

traditionally focuses on classical archaeology, SAA is a global archaeological 

organization. The ethical codes of both the SAA and the AIA govern American 

archaeologists working in the US and abroad. 

Art historians also face professional overiap. Two organizations address 

the concerns of art historians in the US. The CAA is geared towards art 

historians and the AAMD towards those In charge of art museums. These two 

organizations have developed ethical codes that offer prospective on an art 

division in a museum, where unprovenienced collections usually are housed. 

Museum Ethics-Professional Positions 

The museum curator and registrar impact museum acquisitions of 

unprovenienced archaeological collections. Both museum professions more 

often are concerned with provenienced collections than those that are 

unprovenienced. In many instances, unprovenienced collections are not 
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specifically mentioned in the code of ethics, but allusions to these types of 

collections are made. 

The curator generally is an expert in a specific discipline and responsible 

for the acquisition, disposal, preservation, access, data for interpretation, 

exhibition, research, and publication of the collections under his or her care 

(Anonymous, 2000d:181). Determining appropriate acquisitions for the 

museum, curators recommend acquiring such collections for the museum, and 

then research and publish these collections (Anonymous, 2000d:181). 

The museum curators' ethical code defines unprovenienced 

archaeological collections as Including, but presumably not limited to, 

unlawfully exported or "improperly collected specimens" (Anonymous, 

2000d:182). Curators are to consider unprovenienced collections those that 

have In any way violated legal restraints. A hint of ambiguous morality appears 

in the definition. "Improperiy collected specimens" are also to be considered 

unprovenienced collections. Presumably, any object that was collected illegally 

may be deemed improper, but the nature of the word implies more. For 

instance, a curator might deem it improper to acquire a collection for which the 

primary investigator holds the field notes. Yet this situation Is not Implicitly 

illegal. The use of the word "improper" in the curator's Code of Ethics reveals 

an elastic aspect to the definition of unprovenienced archaeological material 

that allows a great deal of ethical leeway for curators to acquire 

unprovenienced archaeological collections. 
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Curators' instructions regarding how to treat unprovenienced collections 

are much more explicit. The Code states that curators are to discover the 

provenience of objects and to record such (Anonymous, 2000d:182). No 

allowance is made for a collection whose provenience is undetectable. 

Curators, however, are cautioned to make sure they are aware of national 

legislation that might affect the museum owning or acquiring an 

unprovenienced collection. Guidelines for the manner in which the 

provenience is to be recorded are absent. 

Unlike a museum curator, the museum registrar is not directly 

responsible for the acquisition of unprovenienced collections in museums. 

Registrars play an advisory role in the acquisition of unprovenienced 

archaeological collections in museums by counseling the museum on the legal 

aspects of the transaction in addition to storage space and physical liabilities. 

Registrars are charged with procuring acquisition documentation and ensuring 

that the museum's title to the collection is satisfactory. In this capacity, the 

registrar must be aware of laws, ethics, and treaties relating to unprovenienced 

archaeological collections (Edson and Dean, 1994:224, 227). 

As the registrar's position in a museum focuses more on documentation, 

so too does the Code of Ethics for Museum Registrars (Rose, 1985). In this 

respect, the Code does not specifically define unprovenienced archaeological 

collections, although it warns of such collections through documentation 

concerns. The Code requires that registrars "obtain documentation of the 
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decision to acquire [an] object, the document transferring title of an object to the 

museum, and the receipt of delivery of an object" (Rose, 1985:45). From this 

statement, it can be inferred that an unprovenienced collection is one without 

corresponding documentation. 

The Code does not demand that the registrar prove the validity of the 

documentation which he or she requires, but It does obligate registrars to 

safeguard their institutions from the threat of liability by ensuring valid 

documentation and abiding by relevant laws and rules (Edson and Dean, 

1994:222). As unprovenienced archaeological collections by definition lack 

documentation, the registrar's Code of Ethics suggests that clear title to 

unprovenienced archaeological collections be determined (i.e., the collection 

must be shown not to be illegally acquired, excavated, or transported) and then 

the collection should be documented in order to protect the museum from 

liability. 

The ethical codes of museum registrars and curators address 

unprovenienced collections in general. The clarity of the definition of 

unprovenienced collections, and the definitions themselves, differ. As an 

advisor in the acquisition of collections and a documentation specialist, the 

museum registrar's code of ethics does not directly define unprovenienced 

collections, but requires that registrars collect satisfactory documentation for the 

collection. The curator's ethical code, conversely, offers a definition of 

unprovenienced collections and specific instructions for how to address such 
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collections. The registrar's Code focuses on the importance of documentation 

and compliance with legislation, while the curator's Code emphasizes the 

research and care of the collection. 

Museum Ethics - Professional Organizations 

The AAM has been in the forefront of the development of museum ethics 

worldwide (Sola, 1989:171). In the 1980s, Americans were troubled by the state 

of public organizations and institutions. The result of many economic and 

political factors, the new attention to the accountability of public institutions 

required that museums better define their ethical obligations (Kavangh, 

1994:272). 

The AAM's code of ethics is vague in its references to unprovenienced 

archaeological collections. This code, however, must apply to a broad range of 

museums, many of which do not own archaeological collections. While not 

defined in the code, a rather unspecific reference is made to the acquisition of 

unprovenienced materials. The code relates that "a museum ensures 

that:...acquisition, disposal, and loan activities are conducted in a manner that 

respects the protection and preservation of natural and cultural resources and 

discourages illicit trade in such materials..." (Anonymous, 2000a:12). 

The statement can be interpreted to mean that museums should not 

collect unprovenienced archaeological collections. These kinds of collections 

generally are looted, and the acquisition of looted material cleariy is 

169 



discouraged in the ethical code. Additionally, looted material undoubtedly does 

not protect or preserve natural and cultural resources. The AAM's ethical code, 

however, may imply that unprovenienced archaeological collections that were 

not illegally transported, sold, or excavated, are acceptable for museum 

acquisition. The lack of documentation surrounding these collections ensures 

that it is difficult, if not impossible, to determine which unprovenienced 

archaeological collections are illegal and which are legal. When examined in 

this manner, the AAM statement discourages museum acquisition of 

unprovenienced archaeological collections. The statement may be read 

differently. Using interpretive wording such as respect and discourage, the 

statement allows each museum to perceive the ethics regarding 

unprovenienced archaeological collections in a manner most comfortable for 

the institution. 

Intending to reach a broader audience than AAM, the ICOM developed a 

global code of ethics for the museum profession. Compiling aspects of the 

museum ethical codes of several different nations, the ICOM code is divided 

into three parts: an opening statement, institutional ethics, and professional 

ethics (des Portes, 1998:142). The institutional ethics directly address the 

acquisition of unprovenienced archaeological material. 

Unprovenienced archaeological collections are defined as: 

objects...where the governing body or responsible officer have 
reasonable cause to believe that their recovery involved the recent 
unscientific or intentional destruction or damage of ancient 
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monuments or archaeological sites, or involved a failure to 
disclose the finds to the owner or occupier of the land, or to the 
proper legal or governmental authorities. (Anonymous, 
2000e:200-201) 

This definition is specific enough to note that unprovenienced archaeological 

collections must be scientifically excavated, transported, and reported. It is 

broad in that it includes a method of reporting findings to whichever political 

power might be appropriate for all nations (owner or inhabitant of land, or legal 

and governmental authorities). It does not, however, address unprovenienced 

collections for which no documentation, legal or Illegal, exists. 

ICOM's code of ethics instructs museums on how to address 

unprovenienced archaeological collections that are illegal. Museums must 

recognize the relationship between the marketplace and the initial 
and often destructive taking of an object for the commercial 
market, and must recognize that it is highly unethical for a museum 
to support in any way, whether directly or indirectly, that illicit 
market. (Anonymous, 2000e:200) 

Generally, however, the nature of unprovenienced archaeological collections is 

such that museums are not certain as to whether their collections are 

unprovenienced due to neglect (i.e., loss of, or damage to, documentation) or 

illicit behavior. According to ICOM's code, unprovenienced archaeological 

collections should be assumed illegal until proven otherwise: 

A museum should not acquire...any work of art or object unless 
the governing body and responsible officer are satisfied that the 
museum can acquire a valid title to the specimen in particular, and 
that in particular It has not be acquired in, or exported from, its 
country of origin and/or any Intermediate country in which it may 
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have been illegally owned (including the museum's own country) 
in violation of that country's laws. (Anonymous, 2000e:200-201) 

The ambiguities in the US museum ethical codes are intentional (Boyd, 

1991:174). These unspecified areas allow for each museum professional to 

adopt the ethical code to his or her specific institution. Required for national 

accreditation, an ethical code specific to a particular museum outlines that 

which is appropriate and unbefitting to that museum within the scope of its 

particular mission. International, national, professional, and other codes must 

be specific enough to provide professional guidelines, but open enough to 

allow these guidelines to work in a variety of settings. 

Archaeological Ethics 

The AIA ethical statement consists of a Code of Ethics as well as a Code 

of Professional Standards (Anonymous, 1998a). The standards address the 

archaeologist's responsibility to the field, to the public, and to his or her 

associates, while the ethics outline the organization's mission and purpose. 

The more general code of ethics addresses unprovenienced archaeological 

collections. This statement defines unprovenienced archaeological collections 

as "undocumented antiquities," or objects that were not recorded as part of a 

"public or private collection before December 30,1970," or those items that 

were not legally exported or excavated from their country of origin (Anonymous, 

1998a). This date marks the occasion when the organization endorsed the 
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UNESCO Convention on Cultural Property. The AlA's definition considers legal 

and illegal unprovenienced collections. Yet, it does not expressly define a 

recorded collection, leaving room for speculation. 

The standards code encourages members not to engage in the 

exchange of "undocumented antiquities" nor acts that affect the economic worth 

of these antiquities. This statement implies that members are not to promote 

such a collection in any way. Promotional activities are not cleariy stated, 

however, leaving the member to exercise his or her own judgement before 

studying, publishing, or exhibiting an unprovenienced archaeological 

collection. Members also are obligated to report the destruction of 

archaeological sites and the illicit transportation of archaeological objects to the 

proper authorities. 

The SAA ethical statement is organized by principles, such as 

stewardship, accountability, and intellectual property (Anonymous, 1998b:231-

233). As such, the Principles of Commercialization particularly are applicable to 

unprovenienced archaeological collections. The code focuses on the 

commercialization of archaeological objects. The definition of unprovenienced 

archaeological collections involves objects that are bought and sold "out of the 

archaeological context." Noting the destruction that these commodities bring to 

archaeological sites and to the contextual record, the code implies that 

unprovenienced archaeological collections promote the eradication of the 

archaeological context. 
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The SAA code is relatively straightforward in its recommendations for 

addressing unprovenienced archaeological collections. With regard to publicly-

held collections, the code states, "archaeologists should...carefully weigh the 

benefits to scholarship of a project against the costs of potentially enhancing the 

commercial value of archaeological objects" (Anonymous, 1998b:232). A 

warning is included against participating or in any way encouraging activities 

that would lead to the commercialization of archaeological objects. This 

warning includes privately-held collections, or "objects that are not curated in 

public institutions, or readily available for scientific study, public interpretation, 

and display" (Anonymous, 1998b:232). The code suggests that scholars treat 

these privately-owned collections as if they were a commercialization promoting 

activity, and avoid them altogether. 

Like the ethical codes of museum professional organizations, 

professional codes of ethics for archaeological organizations also are 

intentionally vague in areas (Anonymous, 1998a:191). As many types of 

professionals are Involved in the field of archaeology, a code of ethics must be 

broad enough so that those ethics may be accommodated by various 

occupations in different disciplines. 

Art Historical Ethics 

The CAA, much like the AIA, has an ethical statement that consists of a 

code of ethics and standards for professional practice. The code of ethics 
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Implies that unprovenienced archaeological collections contain "cultural 

property" that has been exported (and presumably imported into the US) after 

December 30, 1973 in violation of the laws of the nation of origin (Anonymous, 

2000c: 163). While not explicitly defining unprovenienced archaeological 

material, the code stresses the importance of corresponding documentation as 

part of a collection as it encourages art historians to "preserve cultural property 

and its documentation" (Anonymous, 2000c:163). 

The CAA code of ethics is much more specific in its recommendations of 

how to address unprovenienced archaeological collections. Art historians are 

obliged to do research in such a way that it "respects the protection and 

preservation of natural and cultural resources" and discourages illegal trade in 

such objects (Anonymous, 2000c:163). Furthermore, the code declares it 

"unethical" for an art historian to be involved in the illicit exportation and 

importation of objects from foreign countries into the US. It is unethical to 

acquire or recommended for acquisition any object that has been stolen or 

removed in violation of conventions. Buying or selling objects that art historians 

believe to be stolen Is unethical. 

When asked to give an opinion regarding the prospective acquisition of 

an object that may be from outside of the US, art historians must first satisfy 

themselves that they are not "contributing to looting." The same approach is to 

be taken when asked to contribute to the publication of an object (Anonymous, 

2000c:164). Art historians are not necessarily to damage the "trust" between 
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themselves and a museum or dealer, but rather research the provenience of the 

object in question. If an art historian suspects that the object has been exported 

or excavated illegally, they are not to have any further dealings with the object. 

Exhibition, Identification, description, and publication of the object in question 

are to be avoided unless done in accord with the country of origin (Anonymous, 

2000c: 164.). 

While the CAA addresses art historians, the AAMD focuses on art 

museum directors. The code of ethics for the AAMD does not define 

unprovenienced collections, but includes a description of objects that have 

been removed or transported in violation of conventions to which the US is 

signatory (Anonymous, 2000a:117). This description applies to the illegal 

aspect of unprovenienced collections, but does not address the lack of 

documentation fundamental to the definition of these collections. 

The code of ethics recommends that art museum directors avoid 

deliberately acquiring unprovenienced collections or endorsing such for 

acquisition (Anonymous, 2000b:117). They are not to recommend acquisitions 

that were illegally removed or transported. Conspicuously absent from the code 

are suggestions regarding objects of unknown or suspect origin and 

provenience research. The code, however, does require the adherence to 

federal legislation and relevant international conventions. 

The ethical statements of the CAA and the AAMD, like those of the 

museum and archaeological organizations, are intentionally vague regarding 
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unprovenienced archaeological collections. As with the archaeological 

discipline, art historians work in varied settings and their code of ethics must be 

broad enough to incorporate situations that may arise in different vocations. Art 

museum directors, on the other hand, have a code of ethics that is more 

specific. Because the position is focused on the legality of collections, ethical 

principles surrounding collections stress the legislative aspect of 

unprovenienced collections rather than the lack of documentation. 

Ethical Codes Summary 

All of the codes examined included a mention of unprovenienced 

collections, in one form or another. This inclusion may point to the frequency 

with which unprovenienced archaeological collections present ethical 

dilemmas for members of the museum and archaeological professions. The 

definitions of unprovenienced archaeological collections differed by 

organization. The museum organizations defined unprovenienced 

archaeological collections as illegal material or that which encouraged the 

destruction of cultural property. The archaeological organizations preferred to 

define unprovenienced archaeological collections as those without 

documentation or those more commercial in nature. Additionally, the 

archaeological organizations differentiated between public and privately owned 

unprovenienced archaeological collections. The art historical definitions were 

divided. Whereas the art historians' code of ethics noted In its definition of 
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unprovenienced archaeological collections the illegal nature of these 

collections and the lack of documentation, the art museum directors focused 

only on the Illicit aspects. The definition given by the AIA was the most specific, 

offering a distinction between private and public collections and a terminus post 

quem for the ethical acquisition of unprovenienced archaeological collections. 

Conversely, the definition given by the AAM was the most vague, mentioning 

but not really defining these types of collections. 

Recommendations on how to address unprovenienced archaeological 

collections were similar among all of the organizations. The overarching 

suggestion was to avoid activities that would encourage the market in 

unprovenienced collections. Museum and art historical organizations also 

encouraged an adherence to appropriate legislation. The SAA 

recommendation was the most straightforward. Instead of implying that 

members exercise good judgement when working with unprovenienced 

archaeological collections, their code stated it forthright and asked members to 

weigh the liabilities and assets. The CAA's suggestions were the most specific, 

detailing several actions that are "unethical." 

Museums tended to focus more on the legality of the unprovenienced 

archaeological collections and obtaining appropriate documentation. The 

archaeological organizations concentrated on the commercial aspect of 

collections and not furthering the commercial trade in these items. For the 

archaeological societies, private collections were to be avoided. Yet, as long as 
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the material is not illegal and does not encourage the illicit trade, excavation, or 

dealings in any manner, museums ethically could acquire unprovenienced 

archaeological collections. Art historical organizations were divided on their 

central point. Art historians combined the concerns of museums and 

archaeologists, noting adherence to legislation and avoiding the 

commercialization of these types of collections, along with an emphasis on 

provenience research. Conversely, art museum directors focused solely on the 

legislation surrounding unprovenienced archaeological collections and 

keeping illegal collections out of their institutions. 

By their very nature, ethical statements contain issues that can be 

problematic for an organization. The mention of, or allusion to, unprovenienced 

archaeological collections in the various codes define the ethical liabilities of 

unprovenienced archaeological collections. These liabilities involve the 

acquisition and promotion of unprovenienced archaeological material. Ethical 

codes encourage members not to acquire illegal collections and not to 

participate in activities that might encourage the circulation of unprovenienced 

archaeological material. These liabilities are expressed in a manner that 

leaves the final ethical judgement to the individual or institution. The ethical 

liability unprovenienced archaeological collections present must be weighed 

along with the legal liabilities. 

179 



United States Law 

In contrast to ethical codes, laws define archaeological collections rather 

than unprovenienced archaeological collections. As such, the manner in which 

laws address archaeological collections is examined to determine their impact 

on unprovenienced archaeological collections. Many of the laws examined 

have greater implications for museums in their treatment of cultural property. 

Legislation is discussed specifically in terms of archaeological material even 

though the laws are not limited to such objects. 

General Federal Legislation 

United States laws indirectly address the acquisition of unprovenienced 

archaeological material by museums. Four topics highlight the legislation that 

can be used to address unprovenienced archaeological collections: title, theft, 

forgery, and illegal transportation. Each of these topics is defined and 

discussed with regard to the manner in which museums acquire 

unprovenienced archaeological collections. Legislation that addresses each of 

the topics is noted and the implications for museums are considered. 

The acquisition of unprovenienced archaeological material may be 

through purchase or gift. The acquisition of a collection involves the transfer of 

title (ownership) to the collection, with or without due compensation (Burill, 

1998:986). 
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Title 

Title refers to the right of ownership of property (Burill, 1998:986). 

Several factors affect the title of an archaeological collection: the quality and 

completeness of title, the standing of the party transferring title, falsification or 

exaggeration by the party selling the title, and breach of contract (Malaro, 

1998:65-71), 

The quality of title involves the guarantee that the object or collection 

being purchased or given, is the same as that which is represented. 

Additionally, the quality of title ensures the acquirer of good title, or the 

unhampered rights to all of the rights that are held in the ownership of the 

collection (Malaro, 1998:65). Likewise, the completeness of title infers that the 

possessor of a collection has complete rights to that collection, including, but 

not limited to, copyright and trademark rights. The possessor also is subject to 

any restrictions a previous owner may have placed on a collection (Malaro, 

1998:65). 

The status of the party selling or giving a collection also can affect the 

title. Should the party transferring title of a collection not have title his or herself, 

the transfer is not considered legal and the collection may be returned to the 

original owner. Similarly, if the party offering a collection to a museum leads the 

institution to believe that either he or she is something that they are not or that 

what they are receiving is something that it is not, the museum may end up with 

collections to which they do not legally have title. 
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Finally, all parties involved in an acquisition transaction must abide by 

the terms set out in their specific contract. Some of these terms, set forth in the 

Uniform Commercial Code, provide for the assurance of a good and complete 

title (unless otherwise specified) (UCC:§2-312). For museums, these contracts 

often take the form of a bill of sale or receipt of donation. 

Presumably, when museums purchase a collection, the quality and 

completeness of the title is considered, as the museum is exchanging funds for 

the legal right to a collection. At times, however, the significance of a collection 

has blurred a museum's judgement. For example, the Metropolitan Museum of 

Art (New York) in the 1970s purchased a classical vase painted by the famous 

6th century artist, Euphronios. Although the exact provenience was unknown, 

the previous owner's title to the vase questionable, and its means of 

transportation most likely illegal, the museum nevertheless purchased the 

piece. While the vase was never proven to be stolen, controversy has followed 

the museum because of the transaction (Hoving, 1993:307-340). Commonly, 

however, museums look for proper documentation accompanying their 

purchase to legitimize the transaction. The museum's legal obligation in this 

area is a bit subjective and relies heavily on a good faith purchase that can be 

vague and depends on the specific circumstances surrounding each case. 

Gifts to a museum also require verification of title. Museums are in 

danger of receiving material that has been offered by someone who is not the 

legal owner, or collections that are not what the donor claims them to be. The 
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first instance obligates a museum to require proof of ownership of an object 

before it Is given to the institution in the form of a deed of sale, receipt, copy of a 

will, etc. In the event that no such documentation is forthcoming, the museum 

risks acquiring a collection with a falsified title attached. 

Acquisitions of archaeological collections in the form of purchases and 

gifts must transfer legal title to the museum. Possession of a complete, quality 

title decreases the possibility that an acquired collection has been lost, or 

stolen, or falsified. These acquisition concerns are especially important when 

considering unprovenienced archaeological collections. 

Theft 

Theft is defined in the law as anything involving items "stolen, converted, 

or taken by fraud" (18 USC §2314). The law is clear regarding museums and 

stolen material, as "a thief conveys no title as against the true owner" (Menzel v. 

List (267 N.Y.S. 2d 804 (1966)). This statement means that no matter how 

innocent the purchase or receiving of an unprovenienced archaeological 

collection, the true owner is always considered the legal proprietor. 

Stolen unprovenienced collections may be claimed by countries of origin 

under the 1948 National Stolen Property Act (18 USC §§2314-2315). Unlike 

the US, many foreign countries place the ownership of cultural patrimony in the 

country, not in an individual. Stating that foreign governments may claim title to 

significant works from within that country's territory, the National Stolen Property 
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Act provides a manner in which claiming countries can regain works important 

to their cultural heritage. The Act maintains that it is a felonious act knowingly to 

be the seller or receiver of stolen materials In interstate or global trade. 

The Antiquities Act of 1906, the Archaeological Resources Protection Act 

of 1979, and the 1983 Cultural Property Implementation Act all declare the theft 

of archaeological collections to be a crime (16 USC §§431-433; 16 USC §470; 

19 USC §§2601-2613). To varying degrees, these laws forbid the excavation, 

removal, or change of archaeological material without proper permission. 

Additionally, the Crime Bill of 1994 includes a Theft of Major Artwork 

Statute that makes it a federal offense to steal any work of art (archaeological 

materials included) worth $5,000 that is at least 100 years old, or worth 

$100,000 regardless of its age (19 USC §668). This statute notes that it is a 

violation to conceal or dispose of such collections, allowing someone who did 

not necessarily steal a collection to be prosecuted as a thief. The concealment 

exists past the statue of limitations that applies to the theft of the collection itself 

(19 USC §668). 

Late in the 19th century, the courts recognized the need to provide a 

means through which unprovenienced materials may be claimed legally. Wood 

V. Carpenter recommended that objects not be In an uncertain condition for a 

period of time that is too long (101 U.S. 135, 25 Led. 807(1879)). The courts 

associated a lapse of an extended period of time with confusion as to the owner 
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of a collection and a less stable lawful claim on the objects. With this ruling, the 

concept of adverse possession was instituted. 

Adverse possession allows the possessor (not necessarily the true 

owner) to claim legal title to a collection if no other party has claimed the 

collection and if certain criteria are met. The possessor first must prove that he 

or she retained the material in question for a certain amount of time in 

opposition to the true owner. That is, a museum that is holding an object or 

collection without clear title, must claim that object or collection in the name of 

the institution, knowing that it may legally belong to another party. Secondly, 

the possessor must show that his or her retention of the material in question 

was "actual, visible, exclusive, and continuous" (Malaro, 1998:73). In other 

words, a museum must have held the object or collection for a designated 

period of time without interruption and without dispute. Finally, it must be shown 

that during the possessor's holding of the material, it was freely accessible to 

the discerning public. This statement means that a museum claiming adverse 

possession of an unprovenienced archaeological collection must allow 

qualified members of the public to see the collection. The Cultural Property 

Implementation Act works to bolster this notion by providing detailed guidelines 

under which museums or public institutions may claim unprovenienced 

archaeological collections through adverse possession (19 USC §§2601-

2613). 
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When discussing adverse possession and who has legal claim to an 

unprovenienced archaeological collection, statutes of limitations become 

increasingly important. The statute of limitations, or the time in which a legal 

owner may lay claim to an object, varies according to state in the US. The 

courts in New York have ruled that the statute of limitations begins when the 

true owner claims the material in question and its return in refused (Holelzer v. 

City of Stamford. Conn.. 933 F 2d 1131 (2nd Cir. 1991); Solomon R. 

Guggenheim Found, v. Lubell. 569 N.E. 2d 426 (N.Y. 1991)). Placing the 

burden of researching the true title of the collection on the possessor, this ruling 

favors the true owner of the collection by giving him or her more time to take 

action against the possessor. In most other states, however, the statute of 

limitations begins when the true owner ascertains the whereabouts of the 

collection in question, or should have ascertained such. This view has been 

termed the discovery rule and it places the responsibility of researching the 

collection on the true owner, requiring that the legal owner of the collection 

establish his or her claim in a limited amount of time (51 Am. Jur. 2d, Limitation 

of Actions §146 at 716 (1962)). Specifically, the courts of New Jersey have 

ruled that steps to recover stolen objects or collections need to occur within six 

years of reporting it missing (Q'Keefe v. Snyder. 416 A 2d 874 (N.J. 1980)). 

Legislation that addresses theft can work with and against US museums 

depending on the status of their archaeological collections. The lack of 

documentation accompanying unprovenienced archaeological collections 
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leaves open the possibility that the collection was stolen, and subjects 

museums to legislation addressing stolen material and the punishments for 

those that are found in possession of such objects. The laws, however, do 

recognize the general principles that apply to unprovenienced archaeological 

collections through adverse possession and statutes of limitations. Museums 

may claim title to unprovenienced collections through adverse possession. 

Similariy, statutes of limitations provide a chronological framework in which 

collections may be claimed by the possessor or the true owner, either of which 

may be a museum. 

Forgeries 

Forgeries are materials received by the purchaser that are not what the 

seller guaranteed (UCC §2-313). More specifically, Webster defines forgeries 

as "the production of spurious work which is claimed to be genuine" 

(Anonymous, 1989b:556). As unprovenienced archaeological collections lack 

the necessary elements with which to determine if a work is genuine, often 

unprovenienced artifacts turn out to be forgeries. While forgeries can be among 

provenienced, well-documented collections, the nature of unprovenienced 

objects allows greater opportunity for the introduction of forged works. 

Forgeries range from distorted originals to pure fabrications of a particular artist 

or creator. 

187 



Thus far, the only protection against forgeries that exist in the law 

involves the Uniform Commercial Code. The Code specifies that items that the 

purchaser receives are that which the seller guarantees. Nevertheless, if 

certain, specific language is used to indicate that the receiver is accepting the 

work as is or if the circumstances are deemed unreasonable, the guarantee is 

negated (UCC §2-316). The vague nature of the code and the professional 

status of museums make it difficult for such institutions to collect damages 

should they discover that one of their works is a forgery. As museum personnel 

are considered experts in the media that they are acquiring, it is unlikely that 

their institutions can claim to have no knowledge or expertise In the 

archaeological materials that they are acquiring. Further recourse may be 

available in consumer protection acts or, if mail or interstate wire services were 

involved, federal mail fraud statutes (Malaro, 1998:72). 

Illegal Transportation 

The final troublesome category into which unprovenienced collections 

typically fall is that of illegal transportation. Illegal transportation or trafficking in 

archaeological material is defined by the Archaeological Resources Protection 

Act as "selling, purchasing, exchanging, transporting, receiving, or offering to do 

such activities" (16 USC §470ee(b-c)). This Act makes it an offense to cross 

state and national boundaries with archaeological material that violates any 

permit, regulation, or federal law (16 USC §470ee(a)). 
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The Cultural Property Implementation Act also addresses the illegal 

transportation of archaeological collections (19 USC §§2601-2613). Allowing 

the President of the United States to impose import restrictions on requested 

archaeological material, this Act limits the importation of archaeological 

collections from specific countries. 

The National Stolen Property Act (18 USC §§2314, 2315) allows the US 

government to restrict the importation of specified archaeological material. The 

Act provides a means of prosecution if proof of thievery cannot be presented 

(U.S. V. McClain, (545 F2d 988 (95th Cir. 1977); Republic of Turkey v. OKS 

Partners, (797 F Supp. 64 (D. Mass 1992)). It states that the mere transportation 

of stolen goods, and not necessarily their theft, is the illegal act for which the 

works are returned to the claiming country. This Act also applies when the 

statute of limitations has run out on stolen material. The thieves cannot be 

criminally prosecuted for the theft of the material, but can be charged with the 

illegal transportation of the collection. 

United States theft law protects items found on federal and Native 

American land, but does not mention archaeological material found on private 

land. Illegal transportation legislation allows for the prosecution of those 

trafficking in archaeological material from private land. While the removal of this 

material may or may not have been legal, the transportation of such must be in 

accordance with all permit, regulations, and legislation in order to be deemed 

legal. 
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Legislation regarding the illegal transportation of archaeological 

collections has a significant impact on museums. It allows for materials claimed 

by museums under adverse possession and having passed their statutes of 

limitations still to be subject to the penalties of the law if they were in any way 

illegally collected. Yet, this legislation also allows museums to claim objects 

that were stolen and later resurface, even if the circumstances are difficult. It 

requires a profound attention to documentation, as museums must be able to 

prove that their archaeological collections were not only acquired legally, but 

transported in the same manner as well. 

The nature of unprovenienced archaeological collections brings the title 

of the collection into question. A questionable title increases the likelihood that 

theft, forgery, and illegal transportation have occurred in the acquisition of such 

collections. Legislation addressing theft allows museums to punish thieves and 

recover stolen collections, but it does not exempt museum collections from the 

same treatment. In this situation, museums are not afforded the leniency given 

to "innocent purchasers" as museums are experts in their respective fields. Yet, 

the law does grant museums title to unprovenienced archaeological collections 

through adverse possession with the use of statutes of limitations. Forgery 

statutes similarly neither make concessions tor museums as museums hold 

expertise in various disciplines nor provide many legal opportunities for 

recourse. Laws relating to illegal transportation provide a means for reclaiming 
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those unprovenienced objects to which title was acquired through adverse 

possession or for which the statutes of limitations had run. 

Theft, forgeries, and illicit trafficking frequently raise legal problems for 

museums with archaeological collections with no provenience. Several laws 

and statutes have been passed in the US to deal with questions about legal title 

of these collections. A few US laws directly address archaeological collections 

and these laws further emphasize the principles that have been presented. 

Archaeological Federal Legislation 

Three federal laws specifically mention the treatment of archaeological 

collections: the Antiquities Act of 1906, the Archaeological Resource Protection 

Act of 1979, and the Cultural Property Implementation Act of 1983 (16 USC 

§§431-433; 16 USC §470; 19 USC §§2601-2613). Growing progressively 

more detailed and punitive over time, these laws have come to set limitations on 

the manner in which museums acquire unprovenienced archaeological 

collections. Five questions are asked of each of the laws examined here, 

determining how each law addresses archaeological material or cultural 

property Instead of the phrase unprovenienced archaeological collections. 

The Antiquities Act 

The Antiquities Act of 1906 was developed to protect the culturally 

significant sites and objects of the United States (16 USC §§431-433). The 
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earliest and most basic of the laws examined, the Antiquities Act paved the way 

for subsequent archaeological legislation. Archaeological material was defined 

simply as an "object of antiquity" (§432). Under this law. It was illegal to 

acquire, excavate, damage, or obliterate any "object of antiquity" that is found 

on government "owned or controlled" land without permission (§433). Should 

this law be violated, a fine of up to $500 may be imposed as may a jail sentence 

of up to 90 days (§433). This law affected anyone in the practice of examining 

or collecting any object that could fall into the category of an "object of antiquity." 

This group would include antiquity collectors, dealers, and museums In addition 

to archaeologists, geologists, paleontologists, and historians. 

Museums, in light of this law, were to make certain they obtained the 

appropriate permits for field collections. If a museum did not participate in field 

collection, they still had to insure that the collections that they received were 

removed with the proper permit and permission. While museums are just as 

affected by this law as other people and institutions, the law appeared to have 

been directed towards curbing "pot hunting" or the recreational taking of 

archaeological, ethnological, and historical objects without permission. The 

language of the law, however, lacked the explicitness required to enforce 

adequately the concept expressed. 

The vague nature of the language regarding archaeological collections 

was further defined by case law. The United States of America v. Diaz declared 

the Antiquities Act unconstitutionally vague as the law did not define "ruins" or 
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"objects of antiquity" (499 F.2d 113). Four years later, the United States of 

America v. Jones and Geneva found it more effective to try violators of the 

Antiquities Act under theft laws instead of the Act, as the court deemed the Act 

"unenforceably vague" (449 F.Supp 42). Conversely, the United States of 

America v. Smver and May stated that the vague language of the law did not 

result in a violation of first amendment rights and was, therefore, not considered 

unconstitutionally vague (596 F.2d 939). 

The vague definitions of the Antiquities Act resulted in a rather weak law 

under which it was difficult to prosecute violators. Additionally, the law provided 

minor punishments for the illegal acquisition of archaeological material hardly 

making it a deterrent to such activities. Due to the ineffectiveness of the 

Antiquities Act, a new law was enacted roughly 70 years later in the US, the 

Archaeological Resources Protection Act. 

The Archaeological Resource Protection Act 

The Archaeological Resource Protection Act of 1979 calls archaeological 

collections "archaeological resources" (16 USC §470). Defined as the results 

of human action "which are of archaeological interest," archaeological 

resources must be at least 100 years old. Several items are listed specifically in 

the law as being archaeological resources and fossilized and non-fossilized 

material expressly Is excluded from the definition unless discovered "in an 

archaeological context" (§470bb(1)). 
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Under this law, it is a crime to displace, excavate, harm, change, or 

mutilate archaeological resources without proper permission. It is also an 

offense to traffic ("sell, purchase, exchange, transport, receive, or offer to do 

such activities") any archaeological resource that was illegally taken or altered, 

or that violated any regulation or permit of another Federal law (§470ee(b-c)). 

Similarly, trafficking archaeological resources across state and national borders 

in violation of any state or local laws or regulations is a crime under the 

Archaeological Resources Protection Act (§470ee(a)). 

Punishments under this law can be punitive and may include time in 

prison. If the "commercial value" of the archaeological resource or the cost of 

"restoration and repair" is under $500, a violator of this law could be fined up to 

$10,000 and may receive up to a year in jail. If the value of the archaeological 

resource is over $500, the punishment Increases to less than $20,000 and up to 

two years in prison. Should someone be convicted a second time under this 

law, monetary punishments may reach $100,000 and jail time increases to as 

much as five years (§470ee(d)). 

The Archaeological Resources Protection Act is relatively wide reaching. 

This law most directly affects those who excavate (legally or not) on public or 

Native American land. Also influenced are those who acquire archaeological 

resources or have acquired such in the past. Those who hold collections 

illegally (knowingly or not) acquired before the date this law was enacted 

(October 31,1979) still are liable. Collections acquired before this law was 

194 



enacted are not exempt from it unless they can be proven to have been 

collected legally. 

The Archaeological Resources Protection Act has direct implications for 

museum acquisition and exhibition. The law stipulates that all archaeological 

resources and any related "equipment" that are involved in a violation of the law 

may be seized by the federal government. Similariy, the federal government 

can seize collections if it determines that archaeological resources were 

involved in a violation of the law (criminal or civil) even if the case is settled or 

dismissed (§470gg(b)). Another aspect of the law that impacts museums is the 

prohibition against revealing Information about any archaeological site that 

would require permission or a permit under this law (§470hh). This prohibition 

implies that information about archaeological sites on federal or Native 

American lands cannot be divulged. The exceptions are found in those 

situations in which the Federal Land Manager deems the publishing of 

information concerning archaeological sites would "further the purposes of the 

act" and would cause no harm to the site (§470hh). This aspect of the 

Archaeological Resources Protection Act makes exhibiting and publishing 

archaeological collections particularly precarious for museums. The museum 

must educate the public about the site or collection without mentioning the 

whereabouts or nature of the site. This educational task Is particulariy difficult 

as often the explanation of a site is closely related to its geographic location and 

topical features. 
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Museums may easily, and innocently, find themselves in violation of the 

Archaeological Resources Protection Act. As unprovenienced archaeological 

collections have little to no corresponding documentation, museums cannot be 

certain that such collections were legally part of a collection as of the date of the 

law or legally acquired and trafficked after the date of the law. As such, the 

burden of proof is placed on the museum to determine that unprovenienced 

archaeological collections in their care are, to the best of their knowledge, legal. 

The magnitude of unprovenienced archaeological collections suggests that it is 

possible that a museum may be found in violation of the law simply because it 

has not had the time or resources to research the collection in question. 

By the same token, should a museum report an unprovenienced 

archaeological collection (presumably not under the museum's care), and the 

report leads to a conviction under this law, the law designates a monetary 

reward for the museum (§470gg(a)). This reward, however, seems more 

appropriate for private individuals than for museums. Museums may be 

reluctant to report unprovenienced collections for fear collections that have not 

yet been researched, may be found illegal. A low number of cases have been 

brought to trial under this law and published (Ades, 1995:612). 

Court cases further defined the Archaeological Resources Protection Act, 

United States of America v. Austin challenged the constitutionality of the law, 

saying that the law was too broad. The courts confirmed that the law was 

indeed constitutional (902 F2d 743 (1989)). The United States of America v. 
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Tidwell relayed that "expert testimony" is enough to establish something as an 

archaeological resource on Native American land or that which would have 

required a permit (191 F2d 976 (1999)). United States of America v. Shumway 

found previous violations of the Act are admissible In court, and are not 

prejudicial in determining the sentencing of a violator of the law (112 F2d 1413 

(10th Cir 1997)). The United States of America v. Shivers reaffirmed that the 

Archaeological Resources Protection Act does not regulate private collections 

of archaeological resources under 100 years of age (96 F3d 120 (5th Cir 

1996)). The court found that the law did not, however, automatically define the 

owner of such collections. The case defined the ownership situations. If 

archaeological resources are found on private land, the objects were the 

property of the landowner. In the absence of an explicit or lawful title, the 

federal government can claim ownership of the archaeological resources. 

The United States of America v. Gerber. the first case that involved 

trafficking archaeological resources not found on federal or Native American 

land, decided that the law Is not limited to resources found on federal and 

Native American land (999 F2d 112 (7th Cir 1993)). Rather, if the violation is in 

relation to the protection of archaeological sites or objects, the Archaeological 

Resources Protection Act applies. This case is obsolete today, as a state law 

was passed forbidding the violator's actions in the state in which this case was 

tried, just after the case had been brought to trial (Ades, 1995:610-611). Yet It 

highlights the significance of the Act, as the preservation of antiquities was 
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extended to all public lands (not just federal property) protecting objects in 

states without antiquities legislation. 

The Cultural Property Implementation Act 

More internationally focused and more limited than the Archaeological 

Resources Protection Act, the Cultural Property Implementation Act takes a 

different form and emphasis than the previous laws relating to unprovenienced 

archaeological collections. Title III of Public Law 97-466, or the Convention on 

Cultural Property Implementation Act, is a realization of the UNESCO 1970 

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

and Transfer of Ownership of Cultural Property (19 USC §§2601-2613). 

The Cultural Property Implementation Act defines archaeological 

collections generally as "any object of archaeological interest" (§302(2)(A)). 

The archaeological material must be important culturally to a specific nation, at 

least 250 years old, and must have been discovered through scientific, 

accidental, or clandestine excavation or be the result of land or water 

exploration (§302(2)(i)). The Act defines archaeological collections as "cultural 

property" and as such, it lists archaeological cultural property that may be 

identified in the Act. These,archaeological objects, in addition to being the 

result of some kind of excavation, also may Include fragments of archaeological 

sites, "antiquities more than 100 years old" (these include coins and engraved 

seals that can be found in an archaeological context), and specified 
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archaeological material (any documented archaeological collections that a 

nation deems important to national history and heritage). The Act further 

protects the archaeological collections and sites in a nation If an impending 

threat is posed to those sites or collections or any archaeological objects from a 

culture whose historical and cultural record is in jeopardy. Particular collections 

are covered in the Act and are called "designated archaeological material" 

(§302(7)). This material must be referred to by an agreement signed under this 

law and listed by the requesting nation (§302(7)). 

It is illegal under the Act to import archaeological cultural property, from 

a country that is party to the UNESCO Convention and with which the US has 

an agreement. Any importation of cultural property stolen from any "museum, 

religious, or secular public monument, or similar institution" violates the law 

(§308). Several circumstances exist, however, in which transportation of 

archaeological cultural property in and out of the United States may occur 

legally. If export papers, issued by the appropriate authorities from the owning 

nation (that is also a signatory party to the UNESCO Convention) accompany 

the archaeological collections, then they may be imported legally from the 

owning, signatory nation into the US (§307(a)). The Act does not apply to 

collections that were exported from an owning, signatory nation before the date 

of the law (§307(b)(2)(B)). Likewise, if archaeological collections were exported 

from the originating, signatory nation more than 10 years ago and the person for 
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whom the collection is being imported has not transported cultural property from 

the country of origin for more than a year, the law is not relevant (§307(b)(2)(A)). 

The Cultural Property Implementation Act describes several more 

situational exemptions in which the importation of archaeological collections 

may be legal (§312). The first exemption involves archaeological material that 

is on temporary display (§312(1)). The same exemption is expressed through 

other legislation, namely the Arts and Indemnity Act and the Immunity from 

Seizure Statute Public Law 94-158 (20 USC §971; 22 USC §2549). Similarly, 

archaeological collections imported into the US and held by a museum or like 

institution for more than three years may be exempt if: 

• the collection was bought by the possessing institution "for value" and in 

good faith, not knowing that it violated this law in its importation 

(§312(2)(A)); 

• the acquisition was noted in a publication (the institution's publication, a 

repeatedly printed newspaper that reaches over 50,000 people, or a 

appropriate journal or exhibit catalog) (§312(2)(A)(i)); 

• the collection has been on exhibit at the institution for a period of time 

adding up to one year, in the three year period in which the institution 

has had possession (§312(2)(A)(ii)); or 

• the collection has been cataloged and the results have been accessible 

to the public for two of the three years during which the institution has 

possessed the collection (§312(2)(A)(iii)). 
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If the collection does not meet these requirements, it may be exempt from 

the restrictions if it has been held In the US by an appropriate Institution for 10 

successive years, during five of which the collection was on display 

(§312(2)(B)). Similarly, collections held in the US for 10 successive years 

during which the owning, signatory nation has received notice or should have 

received notice through publications or other means or held in the US for 20 

years and bought in "good faith" with no knowledge of wrong doing, are exempt 

from the regulations (§312(2)(C); §312(2)(D)). 

The punishments for violating the Cultural Property Implementation Act 

are seizure and forfeiture (§310). No specific monetary or penal punishments 

are listed. The Act details what is to be done with the archaeological material 

that has been seized under this law. All objects are first presented to the 

signatory nation from where they originated (§310(b)(1)). If the owning nation is 

not interested in the return of the objects, the archaeological collection may be 

returned to a violator if valid title is established and the violator is the true 

purchaser (§310(b)(2)). If the violator is not interested in the collection, the 

objects are arranged for as per the law relating to items forfeited for violating 

customs law (§310(b)(3)). 

A number of people and professions are affected by the Cultural Property 

Implementation Act. Professionals dealing in "cultural property" that are 

involved in the import, export, and shipping industries are impacted by the law 

as are antiquity and antique dealers. This law also affects museums. Museum 
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registrars are impacted perhaps most directly by the Act, as they are 

responsible for insuring that each museum acquisition and collection has 

proper documentation. Including import, export, and ownership certification. 

The law also affects foreign governments with archaeological collections inside 

or coming into the US, as the Act offers a means through which to claim their 

archaeological cultural property. 

The Cultural Property Implementation Act initially evoked a defensive 

reaction from some in the museum community (Kouroupas and Guthrie, 

1985:50). Concerned that the law would give the US government the power to 

set museum policy and that foreign governments would have boundless 

opportunities to empty US museums, some in the US museum community were 

not supportive of the legislation. After working with legislators on the issue, the 

AAM released a statement expressing the museum community's support for the 

1970 UNESCO Convention and subsequent implementing legislation 

(Kouroupas and Guthrie, 1985:50). 

The resulting law designates very specific and limited instances in which 

museums are subject to the seizure and forteiture punishments for violating this 

law. The law requires museums be diligent in their quest for valid, complete 

documentation, the onus of which is born by the museum registrar. The Act has 

become a manner through which museums can maintain or retain illegal 

collections and it has been a catalyst in international museum cooperation. 
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Furthermore, the law may be a manner through which museums become 

stewards of material that has been involved in a violation of the law: 

pending a final determination as to whether any archaeological or 
ethnological material or article of cultural property has been 
imported into the United States in violation of the Act, the 
Secretary shall, upon application by museum or other cultural or 
scientific institution in the United States which is open to the 
public, permit such material or article to be retained at such 
institution provided the institution takes appropriate precaution. 
(Kouroupas and Guthrie, 1985:52) 

Case law seemed to indicate that the extent of the Cultural Property 

Implementation Act is limited. The United States of America v. McClain found 

that the Act was lacking in areas where the National Stolen Property Act was 

not (545 F2d 988 (95th Cir 1977). It convicted the violators of both of those Acts 

under the National Stolen Property Act, and not the Cultural Property 

Implementation Act, as the Stolen Property Act was more applicable (Phelan, 

1994:300). Similariy. the Autocephalous Greek Orthodox Church v. Goldberg 

and Feldman Arts. Inc. noted that the defendant violated the Cultural Property 

Implementation Act, but they were tried under Indiana state law, which the court 

deemed more relevant to this particular case (717 F.Supp 1382 (7th Cir 1990)), 

The only case where someone has been convicted under the Cultural Property 

Implementation Act was the United States of America v. A Marble Torso of 

Artemis. Circa 1st Century A.D. (96 Civ 2929). In this case, the evidence of 

violation was clear, the prosecution simply needed a law that would allow the 

violating material to be returned to its owning State (Slayman, 1998a:459). The 
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prosecution chose the Cultural Property Implementation Act, but just as easily 

could have sought conviction under the National Stolen Property Act. This case 

was also the first instance in which the Act was used to repatriate an object. 

Archaeological Federal Law Summary 

Three national laws directly address unprovenienced archaeological 

collections in the US. The Antiquities Act of 1906 demonstrates the emerging 

need for cleariy and legally defined archaeological material and strong 

guidelines regarding its ownership and transportation. The first law directed 

towards the protection of archaeological collections in America, the Antiquities 

Act does not distinguish between provenienced archaeological collections and 

unprovenienced collections. The law presents a vague definition of 

archaeological collections as a whole and prescribes inconsequential 

punishments for violating the law. Geared more towards discouraging the 

recreational looting of archaeological sites, the law has implications for 

museums acquiring unprovenienced archaeological collections. Under this 

law, museums must obtain a permit to collect or excavate archaeological 

material on government land. 

The Archaeological Resources Protection Act responded to the problems 

of the Antiquities Act by offering a detailed definition of archaeological material. 

While the Act still does not differentiate between provenienced and 

unprovenienced archaeological collections, it presented a chronological and 
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typological definition of archaeological material. Prohibiting not only the 

acquisition or harm of archaeological material, the Act also made it an offense 

to traffic illegal archaeological collections. The Act prescribed punishments 

more likely to impact offenders and facilitated harsher punishment for second 

time violators. Offering a greater measure of protection to archaeological 

collections, the Act had a significant impact on museums acquiring 

archaeological collections. Not only must the provenience of each collection be 

checked so as to insure that it is not illegal as per the Act, but the location of 

field generated collections must not be disclosed, making exhibitions of 

archaeological material more difficult. 

The Cultural Property Implementation Act both protects national and 

international archaeological collections in the US and provides a mechanism 

through which other nations may make a claim for stolen or illegal 

archaeological collections in the US. Broadening the definition of 

archaeological collections both chronologically and typologically, the Act 

distinguishes between documented and undocumented objects (Malaro, 

1998:92). While not the same differentiation afforded to provenienced and 

unprovenienced archaeological collections, the two are related. 

"Documented" or "designated" objects suggest research has been 

conducted as to their provenience, whereas "undocumented objects" are more 

likely to surface in the illegal aspects of unprovenienced archaeological 

collections. The law focuses on the importation of archaeological collections 
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and does not otherwise address the protection and/or damage of such material. 

Punishments include the seizure of objects found in violation of the law, that 

may have implications for museums holding (knowingly or not) illegal 

archaeological collections. The law, however, seems to bend over backwards 

to make allowances for collections that have been in the US for some time and 

are owned by a public institution. 

All three of these laws define archaeological collections in a legal way 

and set guidelines for their excavation, discovery, ownership, transportation, 

and exhibition. The laws increasingly require a museum to research the 

provenience of each archaeological collection diligently that it owns or wishes 

to acquire regardless of the collection's reported origin. While the laws do not 

discourage the acquisition of archaeological collections (provenienced or 

unprovenienced) by museums, the legislation obligates museums to be ready 

to defend their acquisition with documentation. 

United States Law Summary 

Legislation addressing unprovenienced archaeological collections in the 

United States has evolved to approach the nature of the collections. Vague 

definitions of archaeological material have been honed to specific 

chronological and typological lists of archaeological objects. Laws aimed at 

punishing the recreational pot hunter have changed to both protect and 

prosecute museums and cultural institutions as well as individuals. Museums 
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have gone from being unaffected by legislation in this area, to having the laws 

define guidelines for museum acquisition, transportation, exhibition, and 

publication of unprovenienced archaeological collections. Museums are held 

to a higher standard as professional experts in a specific area and, thus, are not 

able to take advantage of some of the recourse the law permits. Still, laws have 

created mechanisms through which museums can acquire valid title of 

unprovenienced archaeological collections and protect their claim on a 

collection. 

The laws that relate to unprovenienced archaeological collections stress 

the importance for museum diligence. Museums that acquire archaeological 

collections must claim or determine clear title to those objects. Unprovenienced 

archaeological collections, although generated legally may be acquired or 

transported through illegal methods. The lack of documentation corresponding 

to these collections renders them likely suspects In illegal activity. 

The nature of legislation today in addition to the museum's legal role as 

an expert in the archaeological field, requires that museums support their 

acquisitions of unprovenienced archaeological collections with valid 

documentation. Instead of receiving a collection that may be misrepresented 

either in form or in title, museums must examine the objects carefully to ensure, 

to the best of their knowledge, that the collection is as reported. Following this 

research, necessary steps must be taken. These steps may include reporting 

the location of the collection to the proper authorities (nationally or abroad). 
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publicizing the location of the collection through publication or display, and/or 

making the collection available in someway to the general public. Once these 

steps are taken, the museum has begun an active pursuit of the title to the 

unprovenienced archaeological collection. Should the artifacts be discovered 

illegal, or not what was portrayed, the museum has exerted every effort to 

remedy such a situation. Passive attitudes towards these kinds of collections 

may result in litigation. 

International Treaties 

The widespread nature of the acquisition of unprovenienced collections 

and the potential danger that they pose for archaeological sites has prompted 

international legislation in the form of multi and bilateral agreements between 

different nations. These treaties attempt to regulate wartime actions, 

international trade, and the disposition of cultural property. 

The questions asked of the treaties and conventions examined here differ 

slightly from those put to the US legislation as the nature of national legislation 

versus international agreements differ. The nature of treaties and conventions 

ensures that a crime and punishment are not necessarily detailed. Instead, 

actions are advocated and discouraged. 
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The Hague Convention for the Protection of Cultural 
Property in the Event of an Armed Conflict 

The US has been involved in several international treaties that address 

the acquisition of unprovenienced archaeological collections. The 1954 Hague 

Convention for the Protection of Cultural Property in the Event of an Armed 

Conflict protects objects that are culturally significant to a country in times of 

"international and civil" armed conflict or occupation (Kersel, 2000:121-141; 

Phelan, 1994:297). The Hague Convention also applies to materials stolen 

during times of armed conffict or occupation, but transported or trafficked during 

peace times (Autocephalous Greek Orthodox Church v. Goldberg and Feldman 

Arts. Inc. 717 F.Supp 1328 (7th Cir 1990)). 

The Hague Convention was the first convention to define archaeological 

material as "cultural property." This definition focuses on items of significance to 

the global cultural patrimony. Some of these items include "archaeological 

sites" and "objects of archaeological interest" (Kersel, 2000:122; article 1(a)). 

The Hague Convention opposes placing archaeological cultural property 

in jeopardy regardless of its owner. Similariy, it denounces the use of 

archaeological cultural property In acts of retribution (Kersel, 2000:123; article 

3(4)). Harming archaeological cultural property in any manner during 

transportation also is discouraged by the Convention (Kersel, 2000:126; article 

12(3)). 
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The Convention encourages the protection of archaeological cultural 

property during "armed conflict" and suggests that museums develop measures 

and train personnel during peacetime to protect these items during tumultuous 

times (Kersel 2000:122,124; article 3, article 7(1 )(2)). As part of this, the 

Convention also promotes the designation of specific protected places for 

archaeological cultural property (Kersel, 2000:124-125; article 8). These safe 

houses cannot be a militaristic target or used for such purposes and should be 

designated as a place of refuge with an appropriate symbol (Kersel, 2000:125-

126, 123; article 11,6). Transportation of archaeological cultural property 

requires advance notification of the other appropriate parties (if at all possible) 

as per the Convention and mandates that all parties respect the transaction and 

the personnel assigned to it (Kersel, 2000:126, 127; article12,15). Finally, the 

Convention encourages the preclusion and restriction of the harm, pillage, or 

"misappropriation" of archaeological cultural property (Kersel, 2000:123; article 

4(3)). 

The Hague Convention directly impacts those signatory nations in which 

conflicts commonly arise and, to a lesser extent, influences party countries that 

are more politically stable. Still, as the Convention stresses the protection of a 

global cultural heritage, all world nations should be affected. Politically 

unstable countries are bound by the Hague Convention to protect the 

archaeological cultural heritage of their own country and are required not to 

endanger that of their opposition. Stable nations are obligated to take 
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measures to secure the protection of their cultural property should a situation 

arise and must also discourage the looting and vandalism of cultural property of 

all nations, especially of those at war. 

Museums are protected by the Hague Convention during a period of 

armed conflict and are designated repositories of archaeological cultural 

property. As such, the Convention suggests that museums safeguard their 

cultural property and implement appropriate security measures. Furthermore, 

museums are to respect the global archaeological heritage and not participate 

In actions that might encourage the theft or desecration of archaeological 

cultural property woridwide. 

The Hague Convention was defined further In US case law. Menzel v. 

List offered guidelines for the legalization of wartime plunder through the act of 

state doctrine (267 NYS2d 804 (1966)). To retain rights to an object taken 

during war times, the possessor must be considered a "foreign, sovereign, 

government" recognized by the US at the time of the case (Phelan, 1994:281). 

The possessor must have taken the materials or objects within the provincial 

boundaries of the government (not in territories or protectorate nations), and 

cannot have violated any relevant treaties in its seizure of the objects. Menzel 

v. List, also defined "pillage" or "plunder" as the seizure of personally owned 

property that is in no way obviously necessary to the war effort (267 NYS2d 804 

(1966)). Materials that were taken specifically for the cause of war were called 
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"booty" and Included objects that involved transportation, food, communication, 

and ammunition. 

Known as a "flagship agreement" (Caruthers, 1998:148), the Convention 

aims to protect cultural property during times of conflict and has wide support 

(Lehman, 1997:532). The Convention also develops legislation addressing 

"stolen cultural property" as a subgroup of war legislation (Lehman, 1997:532). 

Although a pioneering effort, the effectiveness of the Convention is limited and it 

remains largely ineffective in the protection of cultural property during times of 

war. The supporters of the agreement include few market nations, thereby 

restricting the reach of the agreement (Forbes, 1996:243). The Convention 

makes no mention of repatriation or enforcement. The few punishments cited 

are not universal, but differ according to each member State. Finally, the 

Convention has proved ineffective in the protection of cultural property in recent 

conflicts such as the Iraqi-Kuwait War and the Serbo-Croatian War (Lehman, 

1997:535). 

The Convention on the Means of Prohibiting and 
Preventing the Illicit Import. Export, and Transfer of 
Ownership of Cultural Property 

UNESCO's 1970 Convention addresses the theft of archaeological 

material during times of peace (Kersel, 2000:146-159). The Convention defines 

archaeological material as "cultural property" (Kersel, 2000:147; article 1). 

Objects with particular relevance to archaeological cultural property are those 
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that were found on land that belongs to a particular nation and that the nation 

regards as important for cultural patrimony. Archaeological cultural property 

also may be the result of archaeological excavations (scientific or othenwise) or 

of "archaeological discoveries" and may include portions of sites that were 

dismantled (Kersel, 2000:147; article 1(c)). The definition of archaeological 

cultural property is relative to each worid nation and only those objects found in 

national territory are applicable to this Convention (Kersel, 2000:148; article 4). 

Exceptions to the territorial definition are: 

• archaeological collections gathered through excavation in another nation 

and (presumably exported) with the consent of the proper authorities 

(Kersel, 2000:149; article 4(c)); 

• archaeological collections that have been the focal piece of a "freely 

agreed" exchange between nations (Kersel, 2000:149; article 4(d)); and 

• archaeological collections that were purchased legally or were received 

as a gift with proper national consent from another nation (Kersel, 

2000:149; article 4(e)). 

The 1970 Convention forbids the illegal transportation and transfer of 

ownership of cultural property. Instead, the Convention suggests that signatory 

nations set up national "services," in areas where they are not already present, 

with a skilled and ample staff (Kersel, 2000:149; article 5). This team of 

professionals is advised by the Convention to aid in the creation of national 
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legislation to curb the illegal transportation and ownership of archaeological 

cultural property (Kersel, 2000:149; article 5(a)). The service should establish 

and maintain a national inventory of protected archaeological collections, on 

which significant collections should be noted whether they are held-in-trust for 

the public or privately owned (Kersel, 2000:149; article 5(b)). Advocating the 

advancement of institutions that promote archaeological cultural property (i.e., 

museums, libraries, archives, etc.), the service also is obligated to coordinate 

the oversight of archaeological excavations and to maintain particular aspects 

of the nation's archaeological cultural property in situ, preserving it for future 

generations (Kersel, 2000:149; article 5(d)). The service is responsible for 

instituting the Convention through regulations, educating their nation with 

regard to archaeological cultural property, and announcing the disappearance 

of archaeological cultural property to the proper agencies (Kersel, 2000:149; 

article 5(e-g)). 

Signatory nations are requested to create a certificate for the legal export 

of archaeological cultural property, prohibit the export of objects without the 

certificate, and make this prohibition known to the public (Kersel, 2000:150; 

article 6). Nations also are asked to prevent museums from collecting illegally 

transported or owned archaeological objects and to pressure antique dealers to 

keep a detailed list of their Inventory and transactions (Kersel, 2000:150,151; 

article 7(a), 10). 
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Each nation is responsible for the limitation of movement of 

archaeological cultural property from other signatory nations and is required to 

help these nations return archaeological cultural property to its original home 

(Kersel, 2000:152; article 13(a-b)). Along these lines, signatory nations are to 

allow requests for recovery from other rightfully owning, signatory nations and 

honor the limited sovereignty of territorial property by enforcing the illegal 

transportation of archaeological property from these areas (Kersel, 2000:152, 

151; article 13(c-d), 12). 

Those who trade in antiquities, house and care for archaeological 

property, and transport such materials are affected by the Convention. Nations 

both "rich" and "poor" in cultural resources are impacted as well. Countries that 

have a wealth of archaeological assets often do not have the resources to 

police the vast number of areas where objects may be taken. The Convention 

allows these nations a manner through which to recover objects of 

archaeological significance that illegally left the country of origin. For nations 

that have fewer archaeological resources and/or tend to import such items, the 

Convention requires that they honor claims for the restitution of archaeological 

cultural property and prohibit the movement and acquisition of illegal 

archaeological collections. 

The Convention has mixed implications for museums. The Convention, 

on the one hand, directs more governmental funds to museums. It asks 

signatory nations to aid in the protection of archaeological cultural property in 
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museums. Conversely, signatory nations are asked to prohibit museums from 

collecting illegally removed archaeological cultural property. Under the 

Convention then, museum acquisition policy is set by the national government. 

These governments also are responsible for monitoring antiquity dealers and 

curbing the flow of Illegal cultural property. Museums, for their part, must 

ensure that all archaeological collections have the proper provenience 

documentation (i.e., import and export papers and permits) to demonstrate they 

were acquired legally by the museum. 

While the UNESCO Convention Is used by most countries to claim 

cultural property, it is largely regarded as "futile" (Lehman, 1997:540). The 

effectiveness of the Convention is limited by the nations that have signed it. 

Only a few market nations have ratified the agreement because it offers 

restricted protection for "good faith purchasers" (Lehman, 1997:540). The 

Convention language is obscure, indistinct, and "inconsistent" and the 

agreement lacks a cohesive structure (Lehman, 1997:541-542). Although 

commonly invoked, the UNESCO Convention is considered ineffectual in the 

curbing of illicit trafficking in cultural property. 

The UNIDROIT Convention of 1995 

The UNIDROIT Convention of 1995 offers standards and guidelines for 

the return of stolen cultural property and illegally exported objects (Kersel, 

2000:178-191). The Convention describes archaeological collections as 
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"cultural objects" that are important to archaeology. These materials may 

include items generated from excavation (legal or illegal) or any 

"archaeological discovery," objects dismantled from archaeological sites, and 

any "antiquity more than 100 years old" (Kersel, 2000:188; annex 1(c-e)). 

The Convention discourages the possession of stolen archaeological 

cultural property or illegally exported archaeological property (Kersel, 

2000:179; Chapter I, article 1(a-b)). "Stolen" archaeological property includes 

objects legally or illegally excavated or illegally held, if such agrees with the law 

of the nation where the excavation took place (Kersel, 2000:179; Chapter II, 

article 3(2)). 

The Convention encourages the reparation of stolen archaeological 

objects (Kersel, 2000:179-182; Chapters II, 111). In relation to this, the 

Convention sets out differing statutes of limitations for the return of stolen 

objects, between three and 75 years, based on the discovery rule (Kersel, 

2000:179-180; Chapter II, article 3(3-5)). The Convention also advocates the 

return of illegally exported archaeological cultural property (Kersel, 2000:181-

182; Chapter 111). 

Any person or nation that has once held and lost archaeological cultural 

property and those who collect such objects are most affected by the 

Convention. Similarly, shippers, import-export specialists, antiquity dealers, 

museums, universities, and cultural institutions also are impacted by the 

Convention. Archaeologically "rich" and "poor" nations are impacted in much 
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the same way as the UNESCO Convention in that the archaeologically rich 

nations may request the return of stolen or illegally transported items and 

archaeologically poor nations must entertain these requests. 

This Convention differs from the UNESCO Convention in whom it affects. 

Whereas the UNESCO Convention applies to national archaeological cultural 

property, UNIDROIT allows for private individuals, and not just party nations, to 

seek reparations under the Convention. Individuals, then, could make claims 

for allegedly illegal archaeological objects in museums for their return. 

Requiring stringent attention to valid documentation (as with the other 

Conventions and laws), the Convention places the onus of researching the 

provenience of a collection and proving ownership on the original owner and 

not on the possessor. Still, museums are considered experts in their field and 

are not likely to be seen as an innocent purchaser. As of yet, the United States 

has not signed or ratified the Convention. 

The effectiveness of UNIDROIT has yet to be determined, as the 

Convention is still relatively young. Critics place the success or failure of the 

agreement on the number of signatory nations (Lenzer, 1994:469,492). 

Specifically, the ratification of the agreement by market nations is crucial to the 

effectiveness of the Convention. 
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International Treaties Summan/ 

The three International agreements that address archaeological 

collections demonstrate different attitudes towards archaeological material. The 

Hague Convention of 1954 emphasizes the international, global ownership of 

archaeological collections, by mandating the protection of all archaeological 

material, regardless of national claim, during times of conflict (Merryman, 1986). 

Conversely, the 1970 UNESCO Convention stresses national ownership of 

archaeological material during times of peace, encouraging nations to protect 

their own archaeological heritage (Merryman, 1986). The 1995 UNIDROIT 

Convention further underscores the principles in the UNESCO Convention by 

providing nations with a mechanism through which to claim and repossess 

archaeological collections from their country. All three Conventions are limited 

by their signatory nations, and are only as effective as national governments 

make them. As international treaties move away from the idea of a global 

archaeological heritage and highlight a national claim to archaeological 

collections, it is beneficial to examine two of the countries from whence the 

Baumgardner Collection may have originated. 

Israel and Italy-Legal Considerations 

The political nature of the Near East, especially In Israel-Palestine, 

makes determining which nation or territory's legislation to apply difficult. As the 

US government recognizes Israel as a sovereign State and does not recognize 
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the State of Palestine, Israeli law is examined (Farsoun and Zacharia, 1997:1-

2). Archaeological cultural property agreements between Israel, Italy, and the 

US are important for their implication on the legal status of the Baumgardner 

Collection. 

Israeli National Legislation 

The 1989 Antiquities Law of the State of Israel defines an antiquity as 

•'any object whether detached or fixed, which was made by man before the year 

1700" and any related parts (Israel Antiquities Law 5738-1978: chapter 1,1(3)). 

Additionally, the law defines "excavation" and "digging" and notes that "where 

an antiquity is discovered or found in Israel after the coming into force of the 

Law, it. ..becomes the property of the State. A person who discovers or finds an 

antiquity...shall notify the Director [of the Israel Antiquities Authority] within 

fifteen days of the discovery or find. [Should anyone allege] that any antiquity 

was discovered or found...[he] shall bear the onus of proof (chapter 2, 2-3). 

Furthermore, the Law requires a permit for anyone of any nationality to 

"dig on any land, or otherwise search, for antiquities" (chapter 3, 9). It does not 

forbid the sale of antiquities but necessitates a license to sell such items 

(chapter 4, 15). The Law does not allow for the sale of antiquities that are "of 

national value... [or] any other antiquity" unless the Minister of Education and 

Culture has approved the transaction, in the case of nationally valued pieces, or 
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the Director of the Israel Antiquities Authority in all other instances (chapter 

4,19). 

The Antiquities Law in Israel, while allowing for the sale of artifacts, does 

not permit the export of such items: "A person shall not take out of Israel an 

antiquity of national value save with the written approval of the Minister [of 

Education and Culture]. A person shall not take out of Israel any other antiquity 

save with the written approval of the Director" (chapter 4, section 22). This 

section provides a manner in which antiquities may leave Israel for a specific 

and seemingly significant purpose (e.g., traveling exhibition, research or 

conservation project by means not available in Israel) but prohibits the transport 

of any antiquity across State boarders without permission. In this manner, Israel 

protects objects of national significance and those to which the State lays claim. 

No mention is made in this law, however, of the importation of cultural 

material, either legally or illegally. As implied in the law, once an antiquity 

enters Israel, whether it is the property of the State or not, the consent of an 

official is needed in order to transport it out of the country. This provision serves 

two purposes: it forces either the Minister of Education and Culture or the 

Director of the Antiquities Authority to have full knowledge of all items leaving 

the country; and it discourages the export of cultural property from Israel. 
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Italian National Legislation 

Italy's Law of 1939 defines archaeological collections as "items of 

archaeological interest" and lists a set of items that serve as examples for what 

may be of archaeological interest including items from "primitive civilizations" 

(Schairer, 1998:39, note 33). The Law of 1939 and the Italian Civil Code 

(article 826, paragraph 2) state that any item excavated after 1901 on Italian soil 

is owned by the State, regardless of the manner in which it was discovered or 

by whom. The Constitution of Italy also protects items of "historical and artistic 

heritage" and relies less on aesthetic properties than the Law of 1939 (Schairer, 

1998:9). The State of Italy also conducts many of the excavations in the nation 

(Slayman, 1998b:44). Archaeological excavation by a qualified individual is 

possible with the possession of an appropriate permit (Slayman, 1998b:44). 

Under Italian law, only certain archaeological collections may be sold 

and the State has the right of preemption. Collections owned by the State and 

public institutions may not be sold and privately owned collections may be 

barred from sale if the government deems them important to Italian cultural 

heritage. In this circumstance, the State is required to notify the owner of the 

archaeological collection of the status of their collection and should the owner 

decide to sell the collection, the State must be notified in advance. If the sale is 

not reported, it may be declared null. Archaeological collections may be sold, 

however, if they are not considered to be part of Italy's "national patrimony" and 

if their sale does not in any way "lessen public enjoyment" (article 2, article 35; 
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Schairer, 1998:39). When archaeological cultural property is sold, 

documentation of provenience is required as proof of title (Schairer, 1998:12). 

Under the Criminal Regulation Concerning Forgery or Alteration of Works of Art, 

Italy requires that the party selling archaeological cultural property furnish 

evidence of their "authenticity and their provenience." Failure to comply results 

in penalties of three months to four years in prison and fines ranging from LIT 

200,000 - 6,000,000 (Schairer, 1998:14-12). 

State law allows the export of archaeological material if it does not harm 

the "cultural or historical patrimony" of the State of Italy (Law of 1939, article 35; 

Schairer, 1998:40, note 45). The European Community laws also govern the 

export of archaeological cultural property from Italy. Regulation 3911/92 

requires a license for the export of archaeological material that is addressed by 

protective legislation in that State. This license is necessary whether 

collections are travelling outside of the European Community or throughout the 

Community (Schairer, 1998:20). Archaeological objects that are "of modest 

value" and that can be shown to be part of an eariy collection and acquired and 

traded legally are exempt from this EEC export license requirement. Italy's 

export laws have been eased with the creation of the European Community and 

their more relaxed export laws. Nevertheless, for someone found illegally 

exporting archaeological cultural property from the State of Italy, or even 

attempting to do so, the punishment includes up to four years in prison and fines 

ranging from LIT 600,000 to 9,000,000 (Schairer, 1998:41, note 52). 

223 



The importation of archaeological cultural property is regulated by EEC 

Directive 93/7. This directive addresses the return of stolen or illegally 

transported cultural property within the European Community. All Community 

members are encouraged to identify significant items and their owners, alert 

Member States when something is missing or found, help deter the pillage of 

items during a period of return, and aid in the authentication and conservation 

of the items. The Community Members are required to act as an arbitrator 

between the possessor of illegal archaeological cultural property and the 

claiming Community Member (Schairer, 1998:21,22). 

International Treaties 

Italy and Israel are party to several international treaties and conventions 

relating to the acquisition of unprovenienced archaeological collections. These 

agreements vary as per country and help to highlight the priorities of each 

nation. When compared with those agreements that the US has signed, the 

conventions relating to the Baumgardner Collection are clear. 

Multilateral Agreements 

Unlike the US, Italy and Israel have signed the 1954 Convention for 

Protection of Cultural Property in the Event of Armed Conflict or the Hague 

Convention (Kersel, 2000:25, 139). The relative Instability of the national 

boundaries of the State of Italy and Israel at that time versus the US, puts Italy 

224 



and Israel's signing of the treaty and the US's lack thereof into perspective. Italy 

and Israel have both signed and ratified the Convention, making it law in their 

respective countries (Kersel, 2000:139). The US has signed but not ratified the 

Hague Convention because it would limit the potential use by the US of nuclear 

weapons (Kersel, 2000:25-26). 

Italy and the US are signatories to the 1970 UNESCO Convention on the 

Means of Prohibiting and Preventing the Illicit Import and Transfer of Ownership 

of Cultural Property (Kersel, 2000:157-158). The State of Israel, however, is not 

a signing party. As Israel is not a party of this Convention, requesting recovery 

of archaeological objects from the US would be fruitless under this agreement. 

Italy, however, could solicit the return of stolen or illegally transferred 

archaeological material from the US under this agreement and vice versa. 

Italy, Israel, and the US have been involved in the development of the 

1995 UNIDROIT Convention on Stolen or Illegally Exported Cultural Objects, 

but only Italy has signed and ratified the Convention (Kersel, 2000:40). While 

the regulation and requirements for the return of such objects are strenuous and 

detailed, the UNIDROIT Convention does provide a mechanism for the 

repatriation of unprovenienced collections. As Italy is the only nation party to 

the Convention among the three examined, the impact of the Convention is 

lessened. 

225 



Bilateral Agreements 

Generally, agreements relating to archaeological material are signed 

under the auspices and guidelines of the 1970 UNESCO Convention. As the 

State of Israel is not a signatory to the UNESCO Convention, neither Italy nor 

the US has entered into any archaeologically related agreements with Israel. 

The US and Italy, however, have signed a bilateral agreement under the 

UNESCO Convention. This US-Italy agreement places import restrictions 

"on archaeological material originating from Italy and representing the pre-

Classical, Classical, and Imperial Roman periods" (19 CFR Part 12). The 

agreement forbids the importation of specific archaeological material as noted 

in the Federal Register from Italy into the United States. As of January 23, 2001, 

the following items of relevance to the Baumgardner Collection will not be 

imported to US: South Italian and Italic ceramic vessels. These items include 

decorated vessels locally produced, Including hand-made 
Daunian pottery from northern Apulia; Italiote red figure pottery of 
Attic derivation produced in Apulia, Lucania, Campania, and 
Paestum; pottery with plastic and polychrome decoration 
produced in Sicily and Magna Graecia; overpainted pottery with a 
shiny black glaze dated roughly from the 8th to the 3rd centuries 
B.C.E. (Federal Register Notice, 2001:lll(B)(1)(b)) 

Relatively few import restrictions exist relating to archaeological material 

from Italy, Israel, and the US. While the import of Italian archaeological material 

of a specific nature recently has been restricted in the US, no import restrictions 

exist for Italian archaeological material in Israel or Israeli archaeological 
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material in Italy. Similariy, the import of archaeological material from Israel is 

not illegal in the US. 

International Treaties Summary 

The US, Israel, and Italy all have national legislation that addresses 

archaeological collections and each nation has signed at least one treaty or 

convention relating to international treatment of archaeological material. In all 

three countries, archaeological material is described as being found on national 

soil. Only in the US is a distinction made between federal and tribal lands and 

privately owned property. Italy seems to have the youngest date for 

archaeological material as such is defined as material excavated after 1901, 

seemingly irrespective of its age. The US follows with archaeological material 

that is anywhere from 100 to 250 years old depending on legislation. Israel's 

archaeological material is the oldest, being any man-made item over 300 years 

old. All three countries require a permit and subsequent permission to excavate 

on national soil. The US permits the sale of archaeological material as long as 

the objects have not violated any laws or regulations, whereas Israel and Italy 

allow the sale of archaeological collections that are not of national cultural 

significance. Similariy, the US forbids the transportation or export of any illegal 

archaeological collections, while Israel and Italy allow exports only with specific 

permission, unless the objects are determined by the proper authorities to be of 

little value. Importation is restricted in the US on a case by case basis, but in 
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Israel no such restrictions exist. Italy is bound by the UNESCO Convention and 

EEC regulations to limit the importation of archaeological material from 

requesting countries. 

Conclusions 

Law and Ethics-Applications for the Baumgardner 
Collection 

Little is known about the Baumgardner Collection. Mr. and Mrs. 

Baumgardner purchased the Collection from an antiquities dealer in California 

in 1981 and 1982. Nothing is known as to how the dealer acquired the 

Collection. The Baumgardners offered the Collection to the Museum of Texas 

Tech University. Reportedly from "tells in Israel," the Museum accepted the 

donation of the 17 objects and accessioned the material in 1997. A bill of sale 

accompanied the Collection along with 17 certificates of historical authenticity 

that outlined the general date of each object and the historic events of that time 

period. No permits or import-export documentation were acquired with the 

Collection. 

A study of the objects in the Baumgardner Collection reveals that many 

objects indeed originated in what is modern day Israel. Some objects, 

however, are generic enough to have originated in several places throughout 

the Mediterranean. Still others have come from Italy. 
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As the majority of the objects in the Collection are from Israel, their export 

from the country should have added to the Collection a written consent from the 

Director of the Antiquities Authority and a letter of sale or receipt from a licensed 

antiquity dealer in Israel. None of the objects in the Collection would be 

considered culturally or historically significant to Israel, so their sale and 

subsequent export would not have been illegal under Israeli law. The fact that 

no documentation exists to record this action, however, is suspect. The two 

objects that originated in Italy also have no corresponding documentation. 

According to Italian law, the objects in the Collection would require an export 

permit. The objects are not significant to the cultural patrimony of Italy and their 

sale and export would have been legal under Italian law. While the sale and 

export of the Baumgardner Collection from its countries of origin would not have 

been illegal according to Israeli and Italian national laws, the paperwork that is 

required to accompany the Collection is absent. 

International treaties signed by Israel, Italy, and the US apply to the 

Baumgardner Collection in varying degrees. The Hague Convention would not 

directly apply to the Baumgardner Collection. As Israel has not signed the 

UNESCO Convention and neither Israel nor the US has signed the UNIDROIT 

Convention, these agreements would not apply to most of the objects in the 

Collection. The two objects that originated in Italy, however, would be subject to 

the UNESCO Convention, as both the US and Italy are signatory nations. 

Furthermore, the bilateral agreement between the two countries signed in 
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January of 2001 expressly forbids the importation of at least one of the objects 

in the Collection. Because the object was imported into the United States 

before this agreement, it is not subject to the restrictions. 

Although the Collection did not originate in the US, it is now owned by an 

American museum and thus subject to US legislation. The Antiquities Act is 

vague enough and old enough that it does not directly affect the Baumgardner 

Collection. Similariy, the Cultural Property Implementation Act, while allowing a 

bilateral agreement with Italy to be made law, is enacted too late to affect the 

Baumgardner Collection. Should the objects in the Collection be found stolen, 

however, that Act would subject the Collection to possible seizure and forfeiture. 

The Archaeological Resources Protection Act also may address the 

Baumgardner Collection in this manner. As the Collection lacks transportation 

documentation (e.g., import, export documentation), a real possibility exists that 

it was transported In violation of some Israeli or Italian law or regulation. To 

violate the Archaeological Resources Protection Act, however, the Collection 

would have to violate a US law or regulation. If the objects can be shown to be 

stolen, then the Archaeological Resources Protection Act may apply. 

With all of the legislation that focuses on illegal transportation of 

archaeological collections, the collection first must be shown to be illegal. One 

of the manners through which this may be demonstrated is through forgeries. 

High quality forgeries are difficult to detect even for experts. Some indicating 

clues to forged archaeological objects may include oddly placed wear marks or 

230 



the absence thereof, strange patinas, the combination of too many stylistic 

features that do not appear to coincide, and the absence of dirt or discoloration. 

None of these is a foolproof way in which to determine the genuine nature of an 

object, but when combined, these factors help to establish the validity of an 

archaeological object. 

The only object in the Baumgardner Collection that may be suspect is the 

Daunian bowl. Stylistically, the bowl combines features of a couple of time 

periods and regions with a new plastic (or applied) anthropomorphic design for 

which no parallel has yet been found. While this combination of designs could 

point to a forgery, it could just as well suggest the unique and cross-cultural 

nature of the piece and the under representation of these objects in 

publications. All of the other objects in the Baumgardner Collection appear 

genuine. 

The final and most probable way In which the Collection may be termed 

illegal is if it was stolen. All of the objects in the Baumgardner Collection are 

archaeological objects. Most of these objects likely have come from tombs. 

Materials in tombs and archaeological material in general must be excavated 

by permit in Israel and Italy. Once excavated, the material is the property of the 

government. Therefore, if the objects in the Baumgardner Collection were 

excavated before about 1900 (the relative dates put forth by Israeli and Italian 

law), were sold and became part of a private collection, their subsequent sale 

and transportation would be legal in all three countries being considered. 
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Similariy, if the items were sold by the governments of Italy and Israel, 

their subsequent sale and transportation would be legal. If, however, the 

Collection was found in a tomb by someone not holding an excavation permit 

and then sold and transported, the Collection would not be legal by Israeli or 

Italian law. While the latter circumstance is most likely, no evidence exists of 

such a transaction. No evidence exists of the eariier legal scenarios either, 

placing the legitimacy of the Baumgardner Collection in question. Should the 

Baumgardner Collection be discovered stolen from Italy and/or Israel, those 

countries could claim the Collection under the National Stolen Property Act. 

The Crime Bill does not apply to Baumgardner Collection, as the Collection's 

commercial value is not high enough. 

The Museum of Texas Tech University has acquired valid title to the 

Collection in as much as it was able. The Museum has a bill of sale from the 

antiquities dealer, a letter of donation from the previous owners, and a deed of 

gift to demonstrate their claim. The quality of title, however, is questionable. 

While the status of the sellers (and donors), and adherence to terms In a 

contract all seem to be in order, some questions are raised by the lack of export 

documentation. Additionally, if the Collection was initially stolen, then the title is 

threatened as a thief cannot convey valid title. 

The Collection, unless found to be stolen from Its countries of origin, has 

violated no US national laws. The lack of documentation accompanying the 

Collection makes its acquisition from its countries of origin suspect, but not 
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necessarily illegal. The Museum may bolster its legal claim by following the 

guidelines set out in the Cultural Property Implementation Act with regard to 

exhibit, publication, and access to the Collection. 

While not expressly violating US, Israeli, or Italian laws, the acquisition of 

the Baumgardner Collection highlights ethical issues involved in the acquisition 

of unprovenienced archaeological collections. Museum professional-position 

ethical codes require specific actions be completed with regard to an 

unprovenienced archaeological collection such as the Baumgardner Collection. 

The Museum registrar is bound ethically to ensure that the Museum has 

documentation transferring title to the Museum and showing receipt of delivery. 

Both of these types of documents are in the accession file. The Curator's ethics 

obligate the discovery of the provenience of the Collection and the recording of 

such. 

A strong emphasis in museum ethics is placed on an adherence to 

relative legislation. The Baumgardner Collection examined in terms of pertinent 

national and international laws, fulfills the museum ethical responsibility to be 

aware of and comply with legislation. Museum ethics further discourage any 

activity that would promote illicit trade in archaeological material and lead to the 

destruction of archaeological sites. The Museum's acceptance of the 

Baumgardner Collection may be seen to go against this ethical principle. The 

acquisition of an unprovenienced collection whose transportation and original 

manner of acquisition are questionable cannot be seen as actively 
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discouraging the illicit market and subsequent damage to sites. However, as 

the provenience of the Collection is unknown, the acquisition cannot be said 

with certainty to encourage the market and destruction of sites either. 

ICOM's ethical code is the most explicit with regard to the Baumgardner 

Collection. It states that the Museum must make sure it can acquire valid title to 

the Collection. The Museum has the corresponding documentation from the 

donors and their bill of sale from the antiquity dealer. The Code also indicates 

that the Museum make sure the Collection has not violated any laws of any 

country in which it originated or traveled. Because the original provenience, 

method and manner of excavation, and transportation are unknown, the 

Museum cannot fully meet this ethical obligation. However, from what can be 

determined, the Collection was not acquired in violation of any laws. 

Archaeological ethics are concerned with the increase in the commercial 

value of unprovenienced archaeological collections. According to the AIA 

ethical code, the Baumgardner Collection is an "undocumented collection" and 

as such the Museum is charged not to accept such a collection. The Museum is 

required to report the illegal transportation of archaeological objects to the 

proper authorities. The Museum appears to have violated the AlA's ethical 

code by accepting the donation. The Code does not specify whether the 

possibility of illegal transportation should be reported, or information concerning 

confirmed illicit activity is to be forwarded to appropriate persons. As the 
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transportation of the Collection and its original method of acquisition are 

unknown, this action is left up to the discretion of the Museum. 

Similariy, the SAA ethical code obligates members to avoid private 

collections of archaeological material. While avoiding private collections may 

be a plausible ethical action for Individual members of the organization, it is 

perhaps less feasible for museums because of their historical reliance on 

private collections (Burcaw, 1997:24-25). The code also requests that the 

Museum not engage in activities that would lead to the commercialization of an 

archaeological collection. The tax deduction that the Baumgardners received 

for their donation seems to defy this ethical principle. However, when the 

Museum "weighs the benefits of scholarship against enhancing the value" of the 

Collection, as the code suggests, the benefits of scholarship prevail. The 

Collection is an excellent teaching collection. The relatively small commercial 

value of the Baumgardner Collection when combined with the educational 

potential of the Collection make its acceptance by the Museum ethical under 

this SAA principle. 

A point of concern common to both art historical ethical codes is an 

adherence to legislation. The Baumgardner Collection may fit the CAA's 

definition of an unprovenienced archaeological collection as it is unknown 

when the Collection was exported (before or after December 30, 1973) and 

whether or not it was legal. This definition also applies to the AAMD, as their 

code requires an adherence to relevant treaties and the stipulations in the CAA 
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code of ethics are similar to that of the UNESCO 1970 Convention. The lack of 

documentation and the "unknown" factor expose the discretionary nature of 

both ethical codes in terms of defining unprovenienced archaeological 

collections. The absence of importation documentation with the Baumgardner 

Collections indicates It is an unprovenienced collection according to the CAA 

and the AAMD's ethical statement. 

Art historical ethical statements emphasize not knowingly acquiring 

unprovenienced archaeological collections. As the Baumgardner Collection 

was not known to be stolen or illegally transported, the Collection appears to be 

in compliance with the art historical ethical codes. However, the lack of 

documentation regarding the transportation of the Collection is suspect. To 

comply fully with the ethical codes, transportation documentation must be 

sought. The Collection follows the specific recommendations found in the 

CAA's code of ethics, with two exceptions. First, the search for proper 

exportation documentation has not been accomplished. Second, the assent of 

the "country of export" for further "exhibition, identification, description, or 

contribution to the public" has not taken place (Anonymous, 2000c:164). 

While not meeting every obligation of art historical and archaeological 

ethics, the acquisition of the Baumgardner Collection agrees with most of the art 

historical and archaeological ethical principles. An institution with 

archaeological materials in both its art and anthropology divisions, the Museum 

has an obligation to abide by art historical and archaeological ethics, to the best 
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of its ability. As the Baumgardner Collection was acquired by a museum, 

however, the ethical ideals of museum organizations are paramount in the 

acceptance of the Collection. After careful examination, the Baumgardner 

Collection conforms to the ethics embodied in museum ethical codes. 

The areas legally and ethically where the Baumgardner Collection is 

questionable are linked directly to its unprovenienced nature. Because the 

original site of discovery, method and manner of removal, initial sale, and 

transportation are unknown, the Collection may make the Museum liable legally 

and ethically. These same qualities that place the Collection in question are 

those same ones that define it as an 'unprovenienced' collection. Using the 

Baumgardner Collection as an example, it can be inferred that all 

unprovenienced archaeological collections are questionable legally and 

ethically under the same principles. As such then, museums that acquire 

unprovenienced archaeological collections must be diligent in taking measures 

to ensure valid title to the collection. 

Museum acquisition of unprovenienced archaeological collections is not 

expressly prohibited legally or ethically. However, the nature of these 

collections ensures that they cannot be proven to have been acquired or 

transported legally. Museums that chose to acquire such collections must be 

aware that unprovenienced archaeological collections present a legal and 

ethical liability to the museum. 
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CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSIONS 

Unprovenienced archaeological collections present a unique set of 

opportunities and challenges for museums. These are collections for which no 

origin-identifying documentation is known. Unprovenienced archaeological 

collections often are stolen, illegally excavated, and/or illicitly transported (Stone, 

1992:213; Ford, 1984:135; Wiseman, 1984). While ethically and legally 

problematic, these collections, nonetheless, hold significant teaching potential for 

museums. Recent trends have relegated unprovenienced archaeological 

collections to museum storage, neither researched nor exhibited, because of 

their questionable source and perceived liabilities (Wiseman, 1984). The 

educational value of these types of collections warrants a closer look at the 

practice of ignoring potential benefits of unprovenienced archaeological 

collections. 

The goal of this study was to illustrate the assets and liabilities of 

unprovenienced archaeological collections for museums, through three 

objectives. The first objective was a material culture examination of a particular 

unprovenienced archaeological collection, the Baumgardner Collection at the 

Museum of Texas Tech University. The examination provided secondary 

contextual documentation for the Collection and a basis from which an exhibit 
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may be developed. The second objective was a study of the ethical and legal 

considerations in museum acquisition of unprovenienced archaeological 

collections. This information was used to determine if the Baumgardner 

Collection was acquired ethically and legally and the implication for other 

museums holding or acquiring unprovenienced archaeological collections. The 

third objective was an assessment of the importance of unprovenienced 

archaeological collections for museums. Using the Baumgardner Collection as a 

case study, the educational benefits of unprovenienced archaeological 

collections were presented. 

Utilizing material culture studies and museum ethical and legal studies, 

two different models were developed through which unprovenienced 

archaeological collections in museums can be studied. A material culture model 

provided a framework for recontextualizing unprovenienced archaeological 

collections. Similariy, an ethics and law model provided the means with which to 

examine relevance of unprovenienced archaeological collections. 

The material culture model developed a secondary context for the 

unprovenienced archaeological objects in the Baumgardner Collection. Using 

four steps, each object in the Collection was examined for its intrinsic qualities 

and compared to stylistically similar objects to establish a typological style, 

Provenienced examples from scholariy literature or museum collections were 

documented to determine a relative geographic area of origin, time period of 
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creation and use, and societal association, use, and function. Each object was 

placed in an historical cultural context. Finally, the Collection was evaluated in 

terms of the kind of information that it presented. This evaluation included a 

material culture historical overview and an assessment of the Collection and the 

model used to study it. 

The Baumgardner Collection contains 17 objects from the Mediterranean 

region that span 3,800 years and represent several cultures. This Collection 

illustrates the material culture of the Mediterranean from 3100 B.C. to the 8th 

century A.D. Each object contributes a piece to the puzzle that serves to 

illustrate ancient Mediterranean cultures. As such, the Baumgardner Collection 

is an important study and teaching collection for the Museum of Texas Tech 

University that addresses research into the material culture history of ancient 

peoples in arid lands. 

The unprovenienced nature of the Baumgardner Collection insures that 

the objects are of relatively little archaeological value. As the Collection lacks the 

principal contextual data that is so important for archaeology, it cannot 

significantly contribute to archaeological research unless the objects contain 

unique information about some aspect of society. As neariy all of the objects in 

the Baumgardner Collections are material culture indicators of a period, area, or 

people, they are not unique and do not offer unparalleled information about 

society. 

240 



The Collection, however, retains aesthetic, symbolic, and associative 

value. These values are important for objects in art collections (Lipe, 1984). As 

such, the Baumgardner Collection appropriately is housed in the Museum's Art 

Division. 

The Collection also holds great museological value. This value is not 

dependent on context or aesthetic values but on a collection's capacity to convey 

the museum's mission (Malaro, 1998:50). As such, the Baumgardner Collection 

is important museologically because it furthers the mission of the Museum of 

Texas Tech University to research and educate about arid and semi-arid lands. 

The Collection offers additional opportunities for study and presents a lens 

through which to learn about ancient cultures of the Mediterranean. The 

Baumgardner Collection further contributes to museological studies as it offers a 

guide to the manner in which unprovenienced archaeological collections may be 

studied. The research model attributes a secondary context to the Collection and 

may be used with similar unprovenienced archaeological collections in other 

institutions. 

In order to research and use an unprovenienced collection responsibly, 

ethical and legal studies are just as important as material culture studies. The 

lack of contextual information and accompanying documentation inherent to 

unprovenienced archaeological collections like the Baumgardner Collection 

suggests a greater possibility that the collection was excavated, collected, or 
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transported illegally or unethically. Therefore, collections first must be 

researched through a material culture approach to develop a secondary context 

and to determine a possible modern country of origin. Next, the ethics of the 

discipline into which the collection falls must be examined to ascertain the 

guidelines for approaching the objects. Finally, the laws of the country in which 

the collection is held along with the laws of the country from which the collection 

may have originated must be studied to ensure that the collection was acquired 

legally. 

This study examined museum, archaeological, and art historical ethics 

with respect to the Baumgardner Collection. Noting the differences between 

museum, archaeological, and art historical professional codes of ethics, this 

study found that the Baumgardner Collection was acquired within the scope of 

museum ethics. While the acquisition of the Collection did not meet all of the 

standards set forth in the archaeological and art historical codes of ethics, it did 

conform to the majority of their principles. Considering museum ethics as the 

primary guide, the Baumgardner Collection was acquired ethically. 

United States federal laws, international treaties, and archaeological law 

of two foreign countries were examined. The Baumgardner Collection did not 

violate any laws of the United States, Italy, or Israel based on available 

information. Should the Collection be found to have been stolen from the 

proposed countries of origin, however, the acquisition of these objects would 
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violate laws and treaties in all three nations. As the Collection is 

unprovenienced, no documentation exists to prove whether or not the Collection 

was stolen. As such, the Museum may strengthen its claim to the Collection by 

following specifications detailed in the Convention on Cultural Property 

Implementation Act. 

This study has shown the assets and liabilities of unprovenienced 

archaeological collections for museums. The assets are: (1) an ability to provide 

material for research; and (2) an ability to act as educational tools. The liabilities 

are: (1) these types of collections come dangerously close to violating 

professional ethics; and (2) they may subject museums to litigation. 

Unprovenienced archaeological collections may have significant potential 

for use in museums, but also carry risks. In order to be useful, unprovenienced 

archaeological collections already owned by museums must be researched 

rather than being relegated to storage facilities. The liabilities of unprovenienced 

archaeological collections when weighed against the assets strongly indicate that 

active acquisition of these types of collections is not in the best interest of 

museums. The efforts and resources directed towards acquiring such collections 

would be better spent researching those already owned. 
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