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zitiert, wie unter den Nazis einige soge-
nannte Weltanschauungswissenschaften
gefördert wurden. Allerdings beginnt,
wie vieles am oder im Nationalsozial-
ismus, auch dieser Aufschwung lange vor
1933. (p. 165)
Weder das Jahr 1933 noch 1945 haben für
das Fach Ur- und Frühgeschichte die
Bedeutung einer Zäsur. Einem deutlichen
qualitativen Aufschwung nach 1933 
folgt 1945 ein minimaler quantitativer
Rückgang. Keines der beiden Jahre stellt
für das Fach einen ‘historischen Graben’
dar. Das Phänomen der ausgeprägten
personellen Kontinuität über das Jahr
Null hinweg teilt sich das Fach mit vielen
anderen Disziplinen und ‘Legitimations-
wissenschaften’. Trotz der Entnazifizierung
oder vielleicht eher wegen deren
Spezifika im Sinne der ‘Mitläuferfabrik’
erfolgt fast bruchlos die Einbindung in
zwei neue ideologische Konzepte. Die
‘flinke Geschmeidigkeit’ nach 1945 steht
der von 1933 in nichts nach. (p. 192)

If we remember that Gustaf Kossinna was
claiming the national relevance of prehistory in
1911, the connection between the Nazi times
and the emergence of the field has
undoubtedly to be revisited.

Several of the contributors asked about the
international relevance of this topic and, in fact,
the published chapters provide some interest-
ing lessons for the present. The importance of
prehistory in the Nazi period had relied on the
search for ethnic elements in the remote past as
a means for providing symbols for the present.
The brutality of the Nazi times reveals the
arbitrary and non-historic character of this
procedure: it can therefore help to analyse and
to create distance with current situations where
it seems correct to help to convert the things
from the distant past into narratives of ethnic
identity. There is nothing new about making
the past a battlefield for contemporary wars.
What has to be clear is its implications.

As I mentioned in the beginning of this
review, the practice of prehistory deserves a
place as a scientific ‘object’ in the history of
science. These volumes contribute some bricks
to this endeavour. They display the historical
and social conditions of the discipline and
teach younger generations something that the
majority of prehistorians know perfectly well:

we are working with transitory objects
embedded in local, material, practical, and
ideological networks.
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CONFERENCE REVIEW

Illegal Archaeology? International conference about
future problems with illicit traffic in antiquities,
23–25 May, 2003 at Berlin, on the occasion of
the fifteenth anniversary of the Berlin
declaration.

During the second half of the twentieth
century, evidence of the destruction of
archaeological sites all over the world has
increased immensely. There are two main
causes for this, one being increased building
activities and changed agricultural exploitation
of land and forest. These activities are in most
cases followed closely by archaeological rescue
excavations. The other reason is a much more
devastating one: the looting of archaeological
sites with financial gain as the sole goal. This is
what is called ‘illegal archaeology’.

The history of looting is even older than
archaeology itself. The Roman geographer
Strabo (Geography VIII, 6, 23) wrote in the first
century BC how Romans were opening ancient
graves near the city of Corinth in the
Peloponnese in order to sell the objects on the
antiquities market in Rome. The early history
of archaeology is full of histories similar to this,
collecting objects being a main force in the
study of the past. New in this history is the
development since the Second World War 
of the looting of sites as part of a network of
organized crime requiring a high degree of
planning. The conference offered new and very
disturbing examples of this, notably in a report
given by Nadezbda Gavriluik from the
Ukraine. Gavriluik pointed out that the
number of legal excavations in 2002 was 400,
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whereas the number of sites known to be
illegally excavated was 1417. These illegal
excavations are carried out by well-educated
teams working according to ‘order catalogues’
familiar to rich (often newly so) private
collectors many of whom are active in
parliament and in the trade of antiquities. A
new law of cultural heritage protection was
implemented in 2000, but the Ukrainian
archaeologists do not consider it efficient to
stop or punish looters who destroy
archaeological sites. In the Ukraine, there is no
law against private possession of antiquities.
The number of private collectors in the Ukraine
is up to about 5000. In June this year, a large
exhibition called For You, Ukraine, opened in
Kiev showing the collection of the ‘Platonow
family and their friends from Kyiv and the
Industrial Union of Donbfs’, who are among
the country’s most active collectors. The small
exhibition folder informs the visitor that more
than 4000 objects are to be seen, all of which
were ‘found at the Ukrainian territory at
present time’. In other words, we have looting
exposed and admitted openly and celebrated
with national pride. For archaeology, this is
devastating.

One of the main incentives of the conference
was to gather information on the actual
situation in regions all around the world. The
initiative was begun in 1999 at a conference in
Cambridge organized by the Illicit Antiquities
Research Centre at which the International
Standing Conference on the Traffic in Illicit
Antiquities (ISCOTIA) was established. The
papers published from this conference are one
of the first major attempts to gather hard facts
about the looting and the damage done to
archaeological research (Brodie et al. 2001). In
Berlin, one afternoon was reserved for
workshops on the situation in northern Europe,
southern Europe, eastern Europe and central
Asia, the Americas and Africa, and the Near
East. It was unfortunate for the conference that
several representatives did not turn up; for
example, in the section on the Near East,
Dessar Ghanem from the Syrian Antiquities
Service was the only participant. The Near East
has been very much in focus recently since the
media exposed and hyped the robberies at
Iraq’s National Museum of Antiquities in
Baghdad on 10–11 April last year. Fortunately,
many of the objects were found in storage or
were delivered back to the museum during the

ensuing months. Unfortunately, the inversion
of the media scandal – in which it was reported
that the scandal was actually not so scandalous
– may have given the impression that the
situation is under control. This is far from the
case in Iraq. The threat to our understanding of
the Iraqi past has continued unabated since the
Gulf War in 1991. How to protect archae-
ological sites during war and other crisis times
was the subject of a conference in Bonn
(Archäologie im Niemandsland: Kulturgüterschutz
und Forschung in Krisen- und Kriegssituationen:
Afghanistan, Irak, Bosnien-Herzegowina)
immediately after the Berlin conference.
Unfortunately, I was unable to attend.

There were several papers at the conference
discussing legal and ethical initiatives as a
means of preventing illegal archaeology.
Notably, Geoffrey Lewis from Leicestershire
spoke on the ICOM codes of ethics, Kurt Siehr
from Hamburg on national and international
laws and conventions and Cordelia Eulé from
Berlin on developments since the Berlin
Declaration from 1988 (Akten 1990:642–643).
During the presentation of the workshop
results it became clear that the problems of
illegal archaeology are to a very large extent
deeply rooted in the political development in
the regions. Three main situations may
unwillingly support illicit excavations: (1)
changing political structures as in the former
Soviet republics, (2) war as in the Near East,
and not least (3) poverty as, for instance, in
Africa. This should underline how protection
and prevention is likewise a highly political
issue – and should be a high priority political
issue as well.

This is the situation in the so-called source
countries. But there are also problems with the
way illegal archaeology is dealt with in the
countries where finds from illicit excavations
end up. Colin Renfrew from Cambridge most
directly approached this issue by arguing that
it is a group of important museums that
indirectly causes further looting. He
exemplified this by some examples. The Boston
Museum of Fine Arts is today displaying the
upper torso of a second century AD Roman
statue of Herakles, known since the early 1980s
and belonging partly to the American collectors
Leon Levy and Shelby White, partly to the
museum. The lower part of the statue was
found in Perge, Turkey, in 1980, but the
museum has refused to return the fragment
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because there is no evidence that it was looted
after Turkey’s antiquities law was enacted in
1906 (Renfrew 2000:32–34). The Badisches
Landesmuseum in Karlsruhe showed an
exhibition on art and culture from the Cyclades
in 1976, an exhibition often used as an example
of how museums show objects without
documented provenance and thus stimulate
illicit trade in unprovenanced antiquities
(Chippendale and Gill 1993). Renfrew pointed
out that a museum should not be blamed for
mistakes of the past, there would however be
reason for blame if mistakes were continued. In
2001 the museum showed the exhibition The
labyrinth of Minos and included two groups of
objects with no provenance from the Borowski
collection, Borowski being one of the dealers
involved in the 1976 catalogue, as well as a
group of unprovenanced Kamares vases that
Greek archaeologists believe have been looted
recently on Crete. Renfrew underlined the
responsibility of the museums, and especially
the archaeologists in the museums, to reject
orphaned objects because they reinforce the
ethos of the private collectors.

As an alternative to stimulate exchange of
cultural objects through means other than
buying objects offered on the art market,
German and Italian museums formed the
Italian–German Museum Network in 2002. The
network’s aim is to facilitate long-term loans of
archaeological objects. Thus, museums in Italy
with a large amount of excavation material in
storerooms may offer collections to German
museums for study, conservation and
publication. In return, the German museums
may exhibit the material for a certain period
and make copies for the future. The network is
open to all museums following the ICOM
Codes of Ethics. In Greece, a new law was
enacted in 2002 opening up the long-term loan
of objects and thus enabling Greek museums to
join the network. Cornelia Isler-Kerenyi from
Zürich strongly recommended that Swiss
museums join the network.

The conference in Berlin also had two
representatives from the trade in antiquities,
Jean-David Cahn from Basle and James Ede
from London, who presented their suggestions
on how to prevent illegal archaeology. Both
were asking for a more realistic, open-market
oriented, approach: the trade is there, will
always be there because collecting will
continue. Thus it is necessary to strengthen the

legal market in antiquities. Several suggestions
were actually discussed during the conference.
Luca Giuliani from Munich suggested a model
where threatened areas could be excavated and
afterwards finds could be divided in two parts
from which one would be kept by the local
museum and one sold at a public auction in
order to finance the excavation. Several con-
ference participants suggested the possibility of
selling or lending decontextualized objects in
museums. The question is in how far this
would really prevent looting: how many
prestigious objects like the Herakles torso
would be offered this way? One suggestion
was included in the resolution – the necessity
to give every object a ‘pedigree’, a kind of pass-
port to document site and date of excavation,
present and previous owners. It is, however,
discouraging to hear representatives from the
trade reject such a suggestion by arguing that
the system would become too bureaucratic.

Many participants emphasized the need for
cooperation between all parties involved in
cultural heritage in order to prevent effectively
illegal archaeology. However it was very clear
that archaeologists and dealers, for instance,
are speaking very different languages. Whereas
archaeologists use numbers and analyses to
prove a point, dealers only argue on the basis
of their experience. And unfortunately, com-
mon understanding was generally a problem
during the conference because of the simple
fact that many of the participants had difficul-
ties following the talks in German. For dealing
with future problems of illicit trade, one of the
first steps is to facilitate communication and
the flow of information.

In spite of this, the conference was very
successful. A main reason for choosing Berlin
as the place for the conference was that Germany
was one of the last northern European countries
to ratify the 1970 UNESCO Convention on the
Means of Prohibiting and Preventing the Illicit
Import, Export and Transfer of Ownership of
Cultural Property. This came after a major
breakthrough in ratification by France in 1997,
Finland in 1999, Great Britain in 2002, Denmark
and Sweden in 2003. In Switzerland, the neces-
sary legislation (the Kulturgütertransfergesetz)
for the ratification was adopted in June 2003
and came into force in January 2004. In
Belgium, ratification is at the moment being
prepared by the parliament. The day before the
opening of the conference, the German
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government announced that it plans to ratify
the convention as well – the first positive result
of the conference (see also ‘Berlin Resolution
2003, Berlin, 25.05.03’, in TEA 19:11–12).
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EXHIBITION REVIEW

Quark, Strangeness and Charm: Reconstructing
the Medieval in European Museums and
Galleries

During 2001–2002, a number of exhibitions
across Europe opened, all of them concerned
with presenting aspects of the medieval world
and its continuing influence. The exhibitions
were: Medieval Ireland 1150–1550 at the National
Museum of Archaeology and History, Dublin,
Ireland; The Quest for Camelot – The Arthurian
Legend in Art, held at the City Art Centre,
Edinburgh, Scotland; Image and Idol: Medieval
Sculpture, at Tate Britain, London, England;
Hieronymous Bosch, at the Museum Boijmans
Van Beuningen, Rotterdam, Netherlands; A
Noble Art – Burgundian Tapestries in a New Light,
at the Historisches Museum, Berne,
Switzerland; The Treasury of Basel Cathedral, at
the Historisches Museum, Basel, Switzerland
and Wonder, Painted Sculpture from Medieval
England, at the Henry Moore Institute, Leeds,
England.

Dublin’s Medieval Ireland 1150–1550 is a
stimulating new permanent gallery that on the
one hand encourages its audience to think
about identity (not least through a recurring
theme of Anglo-Irish interaction) and on the
other firmly grounds its approach in the
evidence and its historical context. It skilfully
asks us to think about whether we should think
of medieval identity in terms of being English
or Irish or rather as royal or aristocratic or
ecclesiastical or entrepreneurial. These ques-
tions are reflected in the tripartite structure of
the new displays, focusing on ‘Power’, ‘Work’
and ‘Prayer’. This deliberately echoes a
medieval perception of social structure as
expressed in the tenth century by Bishop
Adalbero of Laon, France, who wrote: ‘The
house of god, which people believe to be one, is
divided into three: those who pray, those who
go to war and those who work’.

This stimulating use of a medieval outlook
allows objects to be displayed in a way that
reflects the lived-in medieval world and more
practically allows the use of the difficult,
available space of the museum’s historic
interior. The structure is a useful one, offering
insights into the material without being over
rigidly applied. One is implicitly aware that
Adalbero’s comments were made by one who
was involved in giving medieval society a
particular form and hierarchy but that this
would always have been open to redefinition at
a local and at a personal level. Bishops could be
warriors, commoners could rise through the
accretion of wealth and make their contribution
to prayer by being parishioners and born
warriors could become monks and bishops.
There was fluidity between these notional
boundaries and the exhibition reflected this
through the judicious use of the material
chosen for display. Thus copper-alloy weights
decorated with images of beasts of the chase
are used in both the sections on ‘Power’ (to
discuss the lordly pursuit of hunting) and
‘Work’ (to discuss the process of commerce).

The new gallery displays a real wealth of
material, effectively interpreted and striking a
balance between a concise, economic text and
the need to explain and promote under-
standing to a wide audience. Space precludes
the use of large-scale reconstructions but where
original material is absent or highly
fragmentary replicas are not eschewed and
include examples of aristocratic dress and
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