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ART IC L E

Learning and Knowledge Loss: Returning Antiquities from
Fordham University to Italy

David W. J. Gill

Centre for Heritage, Kent Law School, University of Kent, Canterbury, Kent CT2 7NS, United Kingdom
Email: d.gill@kent.ac.uk

Abstract

In May 2021 a group of 96 classical antiquities was seized from Fordham University where they had
formed part of their museum collection. The seizure was directly linked to the investigation by US
authorities of objects that had been handled by the dealer Edoardo Almagià. The Fordhammaterial was
dominated by objects derived from Italy: Apulian, Campanian, and Paestan figure-decorated pottery;
red-on-white ware associated with Crustumerium in Lazio; and Etruscan pottery, architectural
terracottas, and terracotta votives. The objects were all donated to Fordham by William D. Walsh
and had largely been acquired at auctions or through a narrow group of Manhattan galleries.

Keywords: Apulia; Athenian pottery; dealers; Etruria; illicit antiquities; cultural property

Introduction

The batch of 96 objects seized from Fordham University provides an opportunity to
understand how material largely derived from a single dealer entered the market. The
pieces were acquired by Fordham from a private collection at a time when there was a
heightened awareness of the problems relating to antiquities that had surfaced on the
antiquities market post the 1970 UNESCO Convention on the Means of Prohibiting and
Preventing the Illicit Import, Export and Transfer of Ownership of Cultural Property. This
raises questions about how museum curators should conduct a thorough due diligence
process when they are considering making such acquisitions. The Fordham case highlights
concerns about the ways that several university collections in North America acquired
recently-surfaced antiquities: there is clearly a need for such museums to set the highest
ethical standards. The seizure provides yet another reminder of the serious loss of knowl-
edge when archaeological contexts such as funerary assemblages are destroyed to provide
objects for the market.

Investigations into Objects Handled by Edoardo Almagià

In December 2021, two major seizures of antiquities were announced by the office of the
Manhattan DA: 96 objects worth $1.8 million from FordhamUniversity and 180 items valued
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at $70 million from the collection of Michael Steinhardt.1 In addition, there were seven
antiquities from the J. Paul GettyMuseum, three from the ClevelandMuseum of Art, and two
Athenian pots and 192 fragments of Athenian red-figured, black-figured, and black-glossed
cups from the San Antonio Museum of Art.2 In the same month, a group of impasto pottery
from Latium, Italy – perhaps even from the site of Crustumerium –was deaccessioned by the
Boston Museum of Fine Arts.3 It was made clear that these seizures were part of a wider
investigation into antiquities that had been handled by Edoardo Almagià.4 The Steinhardt
seizure included a number of pieces associated with Almagià, including four Etruscan
terracotta panels, an Etruscan terracotta antefix showing a maenad, an Etrusco-Corinthian
aryballos in the shape of a helmet, two archaic faience aryballoi, a faience baboon, and an
Athenian black-figured amphora.5 Apart from the detail relating to the price paid, there is no
further publicly available information about the named sources for the Steinhardt objects.

Research into the movement of illicit antiquities from Italy has so far been concentrated
on the key dealers: Robin Symes, Giacomo Medici, and Gianfranco Becchina.6 The Fordham
returns provide an opportunity to explore how a further dealer, Almagià, arranged for
material to enter the market. The press release from the Manhattan DA made it clear that
“All but two of the pieces seized from Fordhamwere trafficked by ALMAGIÀ.”7 Although the
two items were not specified, it seems likely that one of them was the Apulian patera
attributed to the Baltimore painter (A11) that had surfaced through Sotheby’s in London in
December 1983 at a time when the auction house was closely linked to material that had
been removed illegally from Italy.8 Almagià had been associated with earlier returns to Italy,
notably the 157 fragments of Etruscan architectural terracottas and an Etruscan white on
red pithos from Princeton University Art Museum, a pair of Etruscan silver bracelets from
the Cleveland Museum of Art, and a pair of Etruscan bronze shields and an Apulian volute-

1 The seizure from Fordham took place on May 28, 2021. The items were listed in the search warrant dated May
18, 2021. For details of the Steinhardt return, see District Attorney New York County 2021. For the report on the
Steinhardt return: Mashberg 2021a. Fifty-one items from the Steinhardt seizure were due to be repatriated to Italy
and 48 Steinhardt items were returned to Italy in July 2022: District Attorney New York County 2022. For an earlier
return from the Steinhardt collection: see Gill 2018, 319, no. 1.

2 Six of the Getty pieces had been derived from the Barbara and Lawrence Fleischman collection: True and
Hamma 1994, 182–89, nos 86, 87, 88–89 A–D; De Puma 2000, 5–10, nos 7–8, pls. 468–470, 471, 1–4. The seventh piece
was an Attic red-figured stemless cup attributed to theMarlay painter: BAPD 41037; Walsh 1987, 163, no. 13. For two
of the Athenian red-figured pots returned from San Antonio, see Shapiro et al. 1995, 171, 179, nos 86 and 90. Both
collections are discussed in Chippindale and Gill 2000. The San Antonio fragments are considered in Gill 2022a. For
the issue of “provenance” at the Getty and in San Antonio: Saunders et al. 2021; Powers 2021.

3 The Boston material had been acquired from Jonathan Kagan and Sallie Fried in early 1996, and all had been
purchased from Edoardo Almagià who, in turn, had claimed to have purchased them in Basel.

4 Almagiàmaterial from “an ongoing investigation”was among the objects returned to Italy in July 2022: District
Attorney New York County 2022. An Etruscan thymiaterion, formerly in the Fleischman collection, was seized from
the Getty Museum in August 2022 and is due to be returned to Italy: True and Hamma 1994, 354, no. 228 (inv. 96.
AC.253). Almagià supplied a number of Attic pottery fragments to the collection of Dietrich von Bothmer; e.g.,
Michael C. Carlos Museum, Emory University inv. 2006.051.011B, attributed to the Kleophrades painter; Malibu inv.
87.AE.154, attributed to the Triptolemos painter and from the same cup as 103 fragments sold by Galerie Nefer (90.
AE.35); Walsh 1987, 143, no. 6.

5 For another Etruscan antefix linked to Almagià: Stanfill 2001, “A New York-based Italian dealer, Edoardo
Almagià, became a friend andmentor; it was from him that I mademy first purchases… Among them… an Etruscan
antefix in the shape of a woman’s face, the edges of her headdress broken off in a way that only made her startling
gaze more poignant. I placed her at the center of the mantelpiece, marveling that she had survived.”

6 For Symes: Tsirogiannis 2013; Tsirogiannis 2016a. For Medici: Watson and Todeschini 2006. For Becchina:
Gill 2018.

7 The press release, “Michael Steinhardt Surrenders 180 Stolen Antiquities Valued at $70Million,”was issued on
December 6, 2021 but is no longer available on-line. The story was covered by Mashberg 2021b.

8 The issues are explored in Watson 1997c. See also Gill 1997.
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krater attributed to the Underworld painter from the DallasMuseumof Art.9 In 2010, against
the background of the investigation into Princeton, Almagià – a Princeton alumnus – gave an
interview in which he called the seizures “ridiculous,” and added:

Every American museum should fight for its right to acquire objects in the market. The
museum has a right to collect; the dealers have a right to deal.10

Such a position highlights the gulf between those who seek to protect the archaeological
record and those who offer for sale or acquire material extracted from such archaeological
sites and contexts by illicit means. The present identifications from Fordham appear to have
been made after the seizure of Almagià’s “Green Book,”which listed some 1,700 objects that
had been reported to have been derived from tombaroli in Italy.11

Learning from Past Seizures

Should those responsible for the acquisitions have been sensitive to the ethical issues
relating to antiquities? The Fordham material was donated to the university in 2006 by
William D. and Jane Walsh.12 The collection had been formed from at least 1978, though the
earliest returned item (A8) was acquired in 1984, the year after the passing of the 1983
Convention on the Cultural Property Implementation Act (CPIA).13 Moreover, it should be
emphasized that the collection was formed in the wake of the 1970 UNESCO Convention on
the Means of Prohibiting and Preventing the Illicit Import, Export and Transfer of Owner-
ship of Cultural Property and the 1973 Resolution on the Acquisition of Antiquities by
Museums by the Archaeological Institute of America.14 This was a period when North
American collectors knew that there were concerns about the acquisition of archaeological
material that had surfaced on the market in recent years. The decades after 1970 had seen
prominent public debate over the ownership of classical cultural property: items include the
Sarpedon krater (the Attic red-figured Euphronios krater), the Sevso Late Roman silver
Treasure, the Mycenaean Aidonia Treasure, and the silver Dekadrachm Hoard.15 For uni-
versity museums operating in an academic setting, curators should have been aware of the
focused studies on topics such as the material and intellectual consequences of collecting
Cycladic figures, the emergence of Apulian figure-decorated pottery on the market, and an
analysis of the scale of looting that was needed to supply the demand for antiquities.16

Yet in 2006, it is unclear why the university authorities at Fordham did not take proper
and appropriate account of material that had largely surfaced on the market since the
passing of CPIA.17 By this point, there had been a major quantification study of private

9 The items are discussed in Gill 2018. For Princeton: Gill 2020a, 106–14. Dallas returned the items unprompted by
Italian authorities after identifying Almagià material in its collection: Gill 2020a, 37–42.

10 Maynard 2010.
11 For the background to the story: Eakin and Povoledo 2010.
12 The 270 objects are discussed in Cavaliere and Udell 2012. For a review of the Fordham catalogue: Sandhoff

2014. The Etruscan antiquities from Fordham form one of two case studies discussed in La Follette 2018.
13 For the impact of CPIA on a major museum’s collecting pattern for South Italian pottery: Gill and Chippin-

dale 2008.
14 For a snapshot of Texas private collections at the time of the 1970 UNESCO Convention: Hoffmann 1970. For

the ongoing place of the 1970 UNESCO Convention as a benchmark date for acquisitions: Gerstenblith 2013;
Gerstenblith 2019; Gerstenblith 2020; Reed 2021, 223–25.

15 For the case of the Sarpedon krater: Gill 2012. The Sevso Treasure:Mundell-Mango 1990. TheAidonia Treasure:
Demakopoulou and Divari-Valakou 1997. The Dekadrachm Hoard: Rose and Acar 1996.

16 Gill and Chippindale 1993; Chippindale et al. 2001; Elia 2001.
17 Another US university museum, Duke University, faced the same question in this same year: Neils 2012, 546.
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collections, including two located inManhattan, that had raised serious concerns about how
they had been formed.18 This research on cultural property had then been presented
through the media ensuring that those outside academia were aware of the ethical and
legal issues.19 Subsequent events have shown these concerns relating to recently surfaced
material to be well-founded with returns made from collections formed by private individ-
uals, including Christos Bastis,William and Lynda Beierwaltes, Dietrich von Bothmer, Gilbert
M. Denman Jr., Barbara and Lawrence Fleischman, the Hunt brothers, John Kluge, Michael
Steinhardt, Maurice Tempelsman, and Shelby White and Leon Levy.20 Yet some of these
same collectors were quite outspoken in their defense of forming their private collections.21

There was also a series of landmark cultural property cases in the US including the one
involving the gold phiale in the Steinhardt collection and the Egyptian antiquities, including
the head of Amenhotep III, associatedwith the Frederick Schultz case.22Moreover, there had
been the scandal raised by the antiquities department of Sotheby’s in London as well as the
issues defined by the so-called Medici Conspiracy.23 Concerns had also started to be raised
about specific dealers, galleries, and auction houses that were associated with this contro-
versial type of cultural property.24 2006, the year of the Walsh donation, saw the return of
antiquities fromBoston’sMuseumof Fine Arts to Italy, the first in a sequence of returns from
major North American museums.25 These issues relating to the collecting of antiquities that
had been derived from the contemporary market may have prompted Fordham to make a
statement in the printed catalog a short time after the acquisition:

Accepting the objects and creating amuseumof Greek, Etruscan, and Roman art has not
beenwithout controversy for the University. It is an unfortunate reality about the state
of the antiquities trade that many ancient works in public and private hands today lack
a secure provenance, and such is the case with some of the objects at Fordham.26

The “lack [of] a secure provenance” is important because it can be a strong indicator, at least
for archaeologists, that the objects had been removed from their archaeological context by
illegal and destructive means. The Fordham catalog even revealed that during the research
into items in the Walsh collection, an impasto Villanovan hut “was illegally excavated,

18 Chippindale and Gill 2000: Gill 2019b, 804–6. For further observations on this approach: Marlowe 2016; Bell III
2016; Gill 2016. For a flawed response to the absence of “provenance”: Mackenzie 2005, 13–14.

19 Watson 1997a; Watson 1997b; Watson 2000; Silver 2005. One of the European collectors discussed by Gill and
Chippindale acknowledged that he had become aware of the academic research through the press coverage.

20 Fourteen objects from the Beierwaltes collection formed part of the return of antiquities from the Steinhardt
collection. For the phenomenon of the private collector, with a discussion of some of these individuals: Thomp-
son 2016.

21 For example, White 1998; White 2005; see also Ortiz 2006. For a response from Shelby White to academic
criticism of collecting: Mead 2007. A further series of antiquities from the ShelbyWhite collection were returned to
Italy during 2022 and 2023: Gill 2023a; Gill 2023b.

22 United States v An Antique Platter of Gold [1999] 184 F3d 131 (2d Cir.); United States v Schultz (2003) 333 F3d
393 (2d Cir). For the Schultz case: Gerstenblith 2006. The Schultz case drew attention to the creation of the fictional
Thomas Alcock Collection to provide a false history. For Schultz’s associate, Jonathan Tokeley-Parry: Tokeley 2006.
For a landmark case for Guatemalan antiquities: United States v Hollinshead (1974) 495 F.2d 1154 (9th Cir.). For a key
case for antiquities derived from Mexico: United States v McClain (1977) 545 F.2d 988 (5th Cir.).

23 Watson 1997c; Watson and Todeschini 2006. For the context of the issues: Gill and Chippindale 2007. For wider
discussion: Marlowe 2013. See also Silver 2009.

24 For a case study of the objects passing through a single Manhattan gallery: Tsirogiannis 2020. For other
galleries and auction houses: Gill 2017; Gill 2018. The Manhattan DA issued a press release on July 20, 2022, that
noted the return to Italy of 60 antiquities seized from the Royal-Athena Galleries in Manhattan: District Attorney
New York County 2022. For a commentary on antiquities surfacing on the market: Gill 2014.

25 Gill and Chippindale 2006. See also La Follette 2017; Gill 2018.
26 Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 11.
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exported and sold at auction”; its ownership was transferred to Italy and the object was
placed on loan.27 It is unclear why this identification did not prompt further due diligence
research for other items in the collection. Among the other controversial pieces that resided
in theWalsh collection was the bronze head of Caracalla, which seems to have been removed
illegally from the Sebasteion at Bubon and was subsequently repatriated to Türkiye in
2023.28 As such, the portrait joins a group of monumental bronzes in public and private
collections that were derived from the same location.

The Role of University Museums

The acquisition of such a controversial collection of recently surfaced antiquities by a
university museum raises several issues.29 Universities and their public galleries should be
expected to maintain the highest professional and ethical standards, not least because they
hold the responsibility for training the next generation of academics and heritage pro-
fessionals who will have to deal with cultural property as part of their responsibilities. Yet
the recent returns of antiquities to Italy and other countries have seen university collections
among the actors. For example, did the acquisition of 157 Etruscan architectural terracottas,
apparently from a single building, not raise ethical questions with the curatorial team at
Princeton? The handing-over of some 10,000 cuneiform tablets from Cornell University to
Iraq is a reminder that there has been a serious problem over recognizing questionable
acquisitions by some parts of the sector.30 There were longstanding claims by the Greek
Government against the Michael C. Carlos Museum at Emory University, in which Christos
Tsirogiannis had identifiedmaterial from images that formed part of the Becchina archive.31

It is ironic that the samemuseum, during the late 1980s, hadmade a strong ethical statement
by encouraging the loan of antiquities instead of making acquisitions from what was

27 Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 134–35, no. 37 (inv. L.2010.1). The hut urn was acquired through Christie’s
(New York) on December 18, 1996, lot 164. See also La Follette 2018, 82–83, fig. 3. One of the reviews of the catalog
missed the opportunity to explore the ethical issues raised by the Villanovan hut: Adelman 2016.

28 Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 264–67, no. 80. The head had formally been in the collection of Mr and Mrs Charles
Lipson; it was purchased from Arte Primitivo on March 14, 1997. For the Bubon bronzes: Vermeule 1980; Kozloff
1987; Inan 1993; Mattusch 1996, 150, 331–39, numbers 50–51. The bronze statue of Lucius Verus in the ShelbyWhite
collection was returned to Türkiye in November 2022 and placed on display in the Antalya Museum. The headless
statue of Marcus Aurelius acquired by the Cleveland Museum of Art is reported to be under investigation and
subject to a legal challenge, and the headless statue of Septimius Severus that had been placed on loan with
New York’s Metropolitan Museum of Art (which may go with the head of the emperor that forms part of the
collection in the Ny Carlsberg in Copenhagen) was returned to Türkiye in March 2023. For issues surrounding
recently surfaced (“ungrounded”) Roman antiquities: Marlowe 2013.

29 The tension between archaeologists and museum professionals in a university setting is explored by
Rorschach 2007. See also Lee 2023 for a discussion of the Michael C. Carlos Museum at Emory University.

30 Noted at Gill 2018, 291. For a misplaced attempt to defend the acquisition of such material: Owen 2009; for a
response Gill 2020a, 231–32. For the more recent case of the Hobby Lobby Tablets: United States v Approximately Four
Hundred Fifty (450) Ancient Cuneiform Tablets and Approximately Three Thousand (3,000) Ancient Clay Bullae, Verified
Complaint in Rem and Stipulation of Settlement, 17-CV-03980 (E.D.N.Y. 2017).

31 Zirganos 2007; see also Gill 2020a, 24; Gill 2024a; for a short discussion of some of the objects see Gaunt 2005.
Tsirogiannis notified the Hellenic Ministry of Culture about the items. Three items were returned in January 2024
(Lee 2024): a Minoan larnax, a marble figure from a funerary naiskos, and a marble statue of a Muse. The terracotta
pithos identified by Tsirogiannis remains at the Carlos Museum, although an image was found in the Becchina
archive. For a recent discussion of the Carlos Museum: Lee 2023. In August 2023 the Carlos Museum transferred the
title of three items, a Laconian cup (Jiang 2016), an Attic Band Cup, and an Apulian volute krater (Aellen et al. 1986,
24 [col. pl.], 190–99), to Italy: the two cups were derived from Palladion Antike Kunst and the krater from the Hydra
Gallery. At the same time, the Carlos Museum indicated that it would be returning a fragment of a Wild Goat style
plate from the Timpone della Motta Sanctuary in Francavilla Marittima (Mittica 2018, 39, fig. 3) and an Apulian
fishplate (apparently handled by Becchina) to Italy.

32 David W. J. Gill

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0940739124000092 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0940739124000092


recognized as a corruptedmarket.32 The acquisition by Harvard of a potsherd collection that
had been owned by J. Robert Guy, a former Princeton University museum curator, is
questionable in the light that fragments owned by the same collector (and curator) had
already been returned to Italy as part of a separate but related investigation.33 While it has
been suggested that such collections of fragments merely serve to teach students in a
university setting, compelling evidence is now suggesting that Athenian pots were delib-
erately broken up and the pieces distributed to various dealers and collectors so that they
could be reunited at some future point in a museum collection.34 If this is the case, then
members of the wider museum curatorial profession have deliberately participated in a
destructive scheme.

In theUnited Kingdom, universitymuseums, alongwith other registeredmuseums, follow
the ethical guidance of the Museums Association.35 This has meant that UK museums have
largely avoided the controversies of their North American counterparts. Yet this did not stop
one major university collection, the Ashmolean Museum in Oxford, from acquiring archi-
tectural terracottas from Cisterna di Latina.36 Even a deliberate and systematic disclosure of
the former owners in a report on acquisitions by the Fitzwilliam Museum in Cambridge
managed to overlook material that had been handled by the dealer Robin Symes.37 A further
UK university museum, the Great North Museum in Newcastle-upon-Tyne, acquired a
fragmentary terracotta antefix that clearly had been obtained from a sanctuary in southern
Italy.38 Other university museums in the United Kingdom have been formed from objects
derived as a share of finds from sponsored excavations or from objects purchased on the
market prior to the Second World War.39

What should happen to the objects when private collections are dispersed? Marlowe has
made the case that university museums should be the appropriate place for antiquities that
lack a secure history to reside, but only when the source countries do not wish to have them
returned.40 She also expects a university commitment that will allow such material to be

32 For example, Wescoat and Anderson 1989. See also Butcher and Gill 1990.
33 For the collection: Paul 1997. The acquisition was defended by James Cuno (who was at Harvard at the time of

the acquisition): Cuno 2008, 22–23; see Gill 2009; Gill 2020a, 138. For earlier discussion after the acquisition:
Robinson and Yemma 1998. The significance of these sherd collections is explored elsewhere: Gill 2022a. For the
university curator who formed the collection that now resides at Harvard: Williams 2020.

34 For an example of how the fragments were split and reunited, see the Attic red-figured cup attributed to
Makron that was returned to Italy from New York’s Metropolitan Museum of Art in 2022: inv. 1978.11.7.b–c (BAPD
6920). See Bowley andMashberg 2023; Gill and Tsirogiannis 2023. The first two fragmentswere purchased fromFritz
Bürki in 1978 (inv. 1978.11.7.b–c) along with two other fragments from a separate cup attributed to Makron (inv.
1978.11.7.a, d). Much of the rest of the returned cup was purchased from the Summa Galleries in Beverley Hills in
1979 (inv. 1979.11.8), followed by the acquisition, both by gift and purchase, of further fragments from Frieda
Tchacos (inv. 1988.11.4, 1990.120) and Dietrich von Bothmer (inv. 1989.42, 1994.172). For Tchacos and fragments
from Galerie Nefer: Gill 2020b.

35 For example, Museums Association 2010.
36 Gill 2019a.
37 For the disclosure of the history of objects (although omitting one piece that passed through the hands of

Robin Symes): Gill 1990. For the Symes material in the collection: Tsirogiannis 2013.
38 Shefton 1985. For further objects from the Shefton collection: Boardman, et al. 2015.
39 For example, The Egypt Centre at Swansea University (Prifysgol Abertawe) that forms a home for the

Egyptological collection of the pharmaceutical millionaire Sir Henry Wellcome: Gill 2005. For other Wellcome
material in UK university collections: de Peyer and Johnston 1986. For recent acquisitions by the Manchester
Museum of the University of Manchester: Prag 1988.

40 Marlowe 2022. The complexity of the issue may be illustrated by the movement of Leonard Stern’s collection
of Cycladic, which has been placed in the care of the Hellenic Ancient Culture Institute (HACI) so that it could be
displayed in part in the Museum of Cycladic Art in Athens before being placed on long-term loan at New York’s
Metropolitan Museum of Art: see Fappas 2022; Tsirogiannis et al. Forthcoming. The collection includes at least one
figure identified by Tsirogiannis from the Becchina photographic archive.
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used for teaching, research, and the display of the “provenance history.” Such items would
certainly provide students with the opportunity to explore the ownership and histories of
individual objects and to understand the material and intellectual issues relating to looting.
But imagine that this putativematerial contained groups of, say, Apulian pottery or Etruscan
terracottas: would it not be better to return the items to Italy and thereby acknowledge the
likely wrong-doing that had been committed by removing the pieces from their country of
origin?

Identifying the Sources of the Walsh Collection

Given the scale of the return from Fordham, it is legitimate to ask where Walsh obtained his
objects. When the museum opened in 2007, the acquisition process was disclosed in broad
terms.41

For some four decades, William D. Walsh browsed auction catalogs in search of the
ancient artifacts that would gratify his passion for classical antiquity.

This information, suggesting that the collecting had continued from the 1970s, received
clarification:

Mr.Walsh said he acquired every piece at public auctions – not through a private dealer
– and therefore hopes that the provenance of his artifacts is clean and accounted for.
“I’ve always focused on keeping the auction house between myself and the seller,”
he said.

It is important to remember that dealers can consign lots to public auction exactly to put
distance between themselves and the buyer. The use of anonymous terms in sales – such as
“Property of a Belgian collector” or “Property of a lady” – can disguise the identity and role
of the vendor. For example, the Attic red-figured krater returned to Italy from the
Minneapolis Institute of Arts was reported to have been “in private collections in Switzer-
land and Great Britain for ca. 15 years before 1983.”42 The identification of the krater in both
the Medici dossier seized in the Geneva Freeport and the Schinousa archive suggests that
these “private collections” can be identified as the antiquities handlers GiacomoMedici and
Robin Symes.

The assertion made by Walsh was that the purchasing of antiquities through public
auctions provided accountability and demonstrated that the objects were “clean”: the
implication was that they had not been derived from any illicit activity. The fallacy of this
claim by Walsh had been unmasked by the scandal surrounding the department of antiq-
uities at Sotheby’s in London.43 The information about the sources for theWalsh objects was
provided by Fordham’s online object register rather than in the formal printed collection
catalog (Table 1). The stated sources suggest that the returning objects were acquired from
1984 (A8) to 1999 (A3, A5, A13, A23, A41, C1, C3–27), though it is possible that some of the
objects were acquired outside this range but the information has not been either retained or
disclosed.

Although all but two of the returning Fordham objects are linked to Almagià, there is a
very limited range of stated direct sources for the items in the collection. Apart from the

41 Pogrebin 2007.
42 Padgett 1983–86 [1991]; see also Tsirogiannis 2013; Tsirogiannis 2016b; Gill 2018, 296; Gill 2020a, 34–35.
43 Watson 1997c. See also Watson 1985.
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Table 1. Recorded Sources of the Material Returned to Italy from the Walsh Collection.

Source Year Catalogue Numbers (see Appendix 1)

Almagià, Edoardo, New York market A8, A9, A12, A14, A15

Ambron, Emilio A2, A52, A53, B2–5

Arte Primitivo A14, A39

1994 A15; June 9: A21, A46, A47, C2

1996 September 24: A2, B2–5

1997 February 28: D3

1998 November 30, after: D2

1999 A23; June: A41, C13–15, C26; June 29: A5; September: C1,

C3–12, C16–25, C27

Arte Primitivo—Harmer Rooke

Numismatics

1984 A8

Charles Ede Ltd. London A3

Christie’s New York 1999 June 4: A3, A13

Ede, Charles: see Charles Ede Ltd.

Houston, William R. and Linda C.: A3

Harmer Rooke Galleries 1986 October 8: A18

1993 March 31: A17

Harmer Rooke Numismatics A7, A9, A12, A25–28, A31, A32, A38, A40, A54, A56–59, E1

1986 October 8: A20

1991 A34–37, A48–50; March 5: A51, A55

1992 January: A42; December 5: A44, A45

1994 June: A29, A30; June 9: A33, A43

1996 B1; January: A16; January 12: D1

Howard Rose Galleries A24

1996 September 24: A52, A53

Rooke, Harmer: see Harmer Rooke

Numismatics

Rose, Howard: see Howard Rose
Galleries

Sotheby’s London 1983 December 12–13: A11

1987 July 13: A11

1989 December 11: A11

Tallarico collection A18
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Apulian patera attributed to the Baltimore painter that surfaced through Sotheby’s in
London, one of the returning objects was an Athenian black-figured neck-amphora attrib-
uted to the circle of the Antimenes painter showing Herakles and the abduction of Deianeira
by the centaur Nessos (A3). It surfaced through Charles Ede in London (around 1992) before
passing into the collection of William and Linda Houston in London: it was sold at Christie’s
New York on June 4, 1999.44 An Apulian hydria, probably to be attributed to the Baltimore
painter, was reported to have been acquired from Christie’s New York at the same June 1999
sale (A13).45

Thirty-seven of the seized Fordham pieces are reported to have been obtained from
Harmer Rooke Numismatics and two from Harmer Rooke Galleries in New York between
1984 and 1996.46 The earliest recorded piece (from all of the returning pieces) to have been
acquired in this way was an Apulian patera attributed to the workshop of the Darius painter
and the Perrone-Phrixos group (A8). It is perhaps significant that Trendall and Cambitoglou
record it as being “once New York market, Almagià” (rather than as stated in the notes as
“Arte Primitivo—Harmer Rooke Numismatics”). This patera is said to have been “one of a
group of three bought in the 1990s”; the other two pieces are an Apulian patera (A10), and
another attributed to theMaplewood painter (A12). The patera attributed to theMaplewood
painter was linked to Almagià, as is a further Apulian patera attributed to the circle of the
Darius painter and the Perrone-Phrixos group (A9).

Other material acquired from Harmer Rooke appears in clusters. For example, in 1991
four Faliscan pieces were purchased from the gallery: a cup attributed to the Sokra group
with a winged hippocamp (A50), two stamnoi (A48–49), and an askos in the form of a duck
(A51). Again in 1992, three Etrusco-Corinthian olpai were acquired (A42, 44–45). A fourth
olpe, attributed like one of the others to the Vitelleschi painter, was acquired in 1994 (A43).
In the catalog it was noted that such olpai attributed to this pot decorator are rare, perhaps
implying that they came from the same unrecorded archaeological source.

Three pieces were acquired from the Howard Rose Gallery.47 They include a pair of
Volsinian stamnoi with handles in the form of sea monsters (A52–53), and both are said to
have been in the collection of Emilio Ambron; both were acquired on September 24, 1996.
The third item was a Paestan lekythos attributed to the Aphrodite painter (A24) and is
reported to have been in a private collection in Torino.

A third source for the seized Fordhammaterial was named Arte Primitivo in New York.48

Some pieces are reported to have been acquired in 1994, such as the Apulian volute-krater
attributed to the Baltimore painter (A14) and another attributed to the Virginia Exhibition
painter (A15) (Figure 1).49 Both are reported to have been “once NewYorkmarket, Almagià.”
Other vessels acquired at the same time include a Canosan vessel in the shape of a sphinx
(A21), a Faliscan column-krater (A46), a bell-krater decorated with Dionysos and satyrs
(A47), and an Etruscan terracotta votive head of a youth with tousled hair (C2). An Athenian
amphora attributed to the Swing painter (A2) (Figure 2) was acquired fromArte Primitivo on
the same day as the two Volsinian stamnoi (A52–53) from the Howard Rose Gallery; like

44 Walsh purchased at least five other items from this sale, including Apulian and Etruscan pottery: lots 26, 32,
42, 52, and 58; Cavaliere and Udell 2012, nos 31, 33, 35, 36, and 49.

45 However, the amphora does not appear to have been in the auction of June 4 [not June 6], 1999. Lot 42 was an
amphora attributed to the Baltimore painter.

46 The earliest piece purchased by Walsh from this source was a Middle Corinthian amphoriskos on February
28, 1978: Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 26–27, no. 5 (inv. 6.016).

47 A further unseized piece is the Apulian loutrophoros attributed to the Baltimore painter: Cavaliere and Udell
2012, 106–09, no. 30. This was acquired from Howard Rose on March 5, 1996.

48 A further unseized piece is an Etruscan bucchero caryatid chalice: Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 180–81,
no. 56 (inv. 10.030). This was purchased from Arte Primitivo in June 1999.

49 For a discussion of the naming of the Virginia Exhibition painter: Gill 2020a, 98–99.
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them, it was said to have resided in the Emilio Ambron collection. This also coincided with
the acquisition of four Etruscan antefixes (B2–5), also from the “Emilio Ambrun” [sic.]
collection. A large group of Etruscan (or Latium) terracotta votive female and male heads
and feet were acquired (for the most part) in September 1999, though a few had been
purchased in June 1999 (C1–27). The apparent confusion in the Fordham records between
the Howard Rose Gallery and Arte Primitivo may be explained by the fact that Howard Rose,
who had been director of Harmer Rooke Galleries from 1971 to 1993, then a director at Greg
Manning Auctions from 1993 to 1996, acquired Arte Primitivo in early September 1996.50

The scandal over antiquities handled by Sotheby’s that broke in the mid-1990s may have
meant that dealers will have started to avoid mainstream auction houses when trying to
disperse their stock. The choice of smaller, lesser-known, and less prominent auction houses
and galleriesmay have been away to distract buyers from the issue of ethical acquisition and
to provide reassurance to the collector and the final recipient of their collection.

Figure 1. Apulian Volute-krater Attrib-

uted to the Virginia Exhibition Painter.

Formerly Fordham University Collection

inv. 8.001. Image Courtesy of Fordham

University.

50 For information: https://arteprimitivo.com/scripts/aboutus.asp (last accessed March 27, 2024).
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The Italian Origins of the Walsh Collection

One of the striking things about themajority of thematerial that was seized from Fordham is
that it is unambiguously placed in Italy due to fabric or style: Apulian, Paestan, and
Campanian pottery from Southern Italy; Caeretan, Volsinian, and Faliscan pottery as well
as architectural terracottas from Etruria. For example, the returns include some Etruscan
white-on-redware associatedwith Cerveteri (Figure 3), a lidded biconical pithos (A26), and a
house-shaped cinerary urn (A27).51 Similar pottery has been included in the returns from
Princeton and the Getty.52 It is also telling that it has been well-observed that such types of
pottery are “quite rare in American collections”:53 why have so many items featured among
the returns from US collections to Italy? Four pieces of white-on-red ware dating to the late
seventh century at Fordham had been specifically linked to Crustumerium in Latium: two
lidded pyxides (A56–57) and two ollas with four attached bowls (A58–59) (Figure 4).54 It is

Figure 2. Athenian Black-figured

Amphora Attributed to the Swing Painter.

Formerly Fordham University Collection

inv. 4.022. Image Courtesy of Fordham

University.

51 For such an urn from the Banditaccia Cemetery at Cerveteri: Cristofani 1985, 155–56, no. 6.27.
52 Princeton: Gill 2020a, 110. Getty: True and Hamma 1994, 182–87, nos 86–87.
53 De Puma 2013, 113.
54 For the pieces: La Follette 2018, 87, figs. 8–9.
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Figure 3. Etruscan White-on-Red Ker-

nos. Formerly Fordham University Col-

lection inv. 5.010. Image Courtesy of

Fordham University.

Figure 4. Olla With Four Trays from

Lazio. Formerly Fordham University Col-

lection inv. inv. 2007.1.3. Image Courtesy

of Fordham University.
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reported that they were “found at the border of Etruscan, Faliscan, and Latin territories,”
suggesting but without stating a Crustumerium findspot.55 De Puma specially noted that
their “place of manufacture may have been Crustumerium, from which several good
examples of similar vessels in the White-on-Red style have been excavated.”56 De Puma
also identified a similar olla in the Linz haul from Austria and another that had been
returned from the December 1996 seizure from Antiquarium, Ltd. in New York.57 The four
Crustumerium pieces from Fordham were all acquired from Harmer Rooke Numismatics.
The two impasto amphorae that have been returned to Italy from the Cleveland Museum of
Art appear to have characteristics that are strongly similar to items that have been
excavated at Crustumerium.

The return of two Paestan pieces from Fordham – a bell-krater attributed to Python
(Figure 5) and a lekythos attributed to the Aphrodite painter – join the growing number of
Paestan pieces that have been returned to Italy from North American collections. These
include the Asteas krater and the Asteas squat lekythos from the Getty, bell-kraters
attributed to Python from New York’s Metropolitan Museum of Art and the Virginia
Museum of Fine Arts, a lekythos seized from an unspecified Manhattan gallery, and a krater
from the Speed Art Museum in Kentucky.58 In addition to these pieces, a Paestan tomb
fragment apparently consigned to Michael Steinhardt was intercepted at Newark Liberty

Figure 5. Paestan Red-figured Bell-kra-

ter Attributed to Python. Formerly Ford-

ham University Collection inv. 4.005.

Image Courtesy of Fordham University

55 De Puma 2010, 100. See also La Follette 2018, 85.
56 Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 156 under no. 46. For the removal of some information from catalog entries see La

Follette 2018, 85.
57 Aichmeir 1998, no. 79; di Gennaro 2006; Belelli Marchesini 2006. The material from Antiquarium Ltd. was

specifically linked to Almagià.
58 Gill 2018, 312, nos 28–29, 315 no. 6, 317 no. 1, 321 no. 6 (previously part of the Kluge private collection). See also

Tsirogiannis 2014; Tsirogiannis 2017; Tsirogiannis 2019, 821–29; Gill 2024b.
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Airport in April 2011,59 and three other fragments from an unspecified collection were
handed over to Italy by the Manhattan DA in July 2022.60

The looting of cemeteries in Apulia is well-recognized and documented.61 The Ford-
ham return includes 12 Apulian pieces including two volute-kraters (A14–15), a lebes
gamikos (A16), a hydria (A13), an epichysis (oinochoe) (A19), a pair of amphorae (A17–
18), and five pateras (A8–12); there are also two Canosan pieces (A20–21). These Fordham
objects join three pieces returned from Boston, a volute-krater and other items from the
Cleveland Museum of Art, two volute-kraters from the Dallas Museum of Art, three
volute-kraters, one bell-krater, two pelikai and a loutrophoros from the Getty, a dinos
from New York’s Metropolitan Museum of Art, a volute-krater, a loutrophoros and a
guttus from Princeton, a pair of lekythoi from the Virginia Museum of Fine Arts, a bell-
krater and situla seized from Christie’s, and a kantharos from an unspecified Manhattan
gallery.62 The scale of these returns from a specific region is a reminder of the concerns
about the continuing damage to the unexcavated and unrecorded archaeological record
in Southern Italy.

These areas of Central and Southern Italy, fromwhich the Fordham returns were derived,
indicate the places that were being targeted by looters who were supplying antiquities to
dealers and specifically to Almagià.

Hints at Archaeological Groups of Material?

The scientific excavation of tomb groups in Etruria and Apulia suggests that pairs or groups
ofmaterial could be placed together in the same grave or burial chamber.63 It is possible that
the pairs among the Fordham material, especially pieces that surfaced at the same point in
time, may reflect items that had been derived from the same looted archaeological context.
Such pairs include two Apulian pateras attributed to the Perrone-Phrixos group (A8–9); two
Apulian amphorae attributed to the Patera painter (A17–18), two Etrusco-Corinthian olpai
attributed to the Vitelleschi painter (A42–43), two Etrusco-Corinthian olpai attributed to
the Bearded Sphinx painter (A44–45), a pair of Volsinian stamnoi (A52–53), and a pair of
Caeretan cups attributed to the Castellani Caeretan painter (A36–37). However, little more
can be said about the contexts from which they were removed as that information has been
lost or destroyed.

The presence of architectural terracottas among the Fordham returns (B1–5) is remi-
niscent of the fragments that were returned from Princeton, those seized from Michael
Steinhardt, one from the VirginiaMuseum of Fine Arts, as well as the antefix showing a satyr
and maenad from the Getty. It is proposed that the Fordham fragments came from the
sanctuary of Vigna Marini Vitalini at Cerveteri.64 Architectural terracottas also featured
prominently in the significant return of material from the Ny Carlsberg Glyptotek in
Copenhagen to Italy.65 Although the precise details were not released, there appear to have
been around 500 accessioned objects, including architectural fragments derived from

59 Gill 2018, 320 no. 1.
60 District Attorney New York County 2022.
61 Elia 2001.
62 Gill 2018, 308 nos 7–9, 308–09 nos 3–7, 310 nos 1–2, 312, nos 21–27, 315 no. 5, 315–16 nos 2–3 and 13, 320 nos

4–5, 321 no. 5; Gill 2024b.
63 See Gill and Tsirogiannis 2023 for a discussion of the phenomenon.
64 Lulof 2012, 200–03, n. 22. See also La Follette 2018, 83–84, fig. 5. It had been incorrectly suggested that the

Fordham fragments feature in the Medici Dossier: La Follette 2018, 84.
65 Gill 2020a, 115–23. For the catalog of the collection: Christiansen et al. 2010.
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locations at Cerveteri and Veii. There is a possibility that some of the Fordham and
Copenhagen fragments came from the same structure, though this will need to be confirmed
through future research and publication. Such groups of materials are a reminder of the
scale of looting that has been sustained by archaeological sites in Etruria to supply the
market and to meet the acquisitive tastes of museum curators and private collectors not
only in North America but also in Europe.

Athenian Pottery from Italian Contexts

The Fordham returns also include three Athenian black-figured and three red-figured pots.
Attic pottery has been found in large numbers in the cemeteries of Etruria, as well as in those
associated with the Greek colonies in Southern Italy and Sicily.66 This category of material
has featured prominently in the returns to Italy and has includedmaterial that can be placed
at specific sites in Etruria.67 But where is the Fordham pottery likely to have been found?
Complete pots, even when they have been reconstructed from fragments, were probably
placed in large monumental tombs of the type found in Etruria. The amphora attributed to
the Swing painter (A2) has nine parallels on the Beazley Archive Pottery Database (BAPD);
four are reported to have been found at Vulci and five have no recorded findspot.68 Does this
suggest that Etruria is a likely findspot? Perhaps, but there is no certainty. Such an approach
is not necessarily fruitful because the object may just as easily have been found elsewhere.
The column-krater attributed to the Agrigento painter (A6) (Figure 6) has parallels with
three others listed on BAPD; of these, one is fromMegaraHyblaea in Sicily, one fromNumana
in Italy, and a fragment was found during the excavation of the Athenian agora. It is a
reminder that looting has intellectual consequences for the interpretation of pottery as key
information about context has been lost for good.69 Speculation is a very poor substitute for
academic certainty.70

This discussion of recently surfaced Athenian pottery raises serious intellectual ques-
tions. This has been implicitly illustrated by the exhibition of Athenian pottery attributed to
the so-called Berlin painter at the PrincetonUniversity ArtMuseum.71 The loss of contextual
informationmeans that scholars tend to focus on stylistic or iconographic questions relating
to the pottery rather than raising issues about how such objects were viewed and displayed
in antiquity.72 Indeed, the discussion of the distribution of pots attributed to the Berlin
painter depends more on reported (and insecure) findspots than on secure archaeological
contexts.73 It also needs to be remembered that the stylistic framework that has been
developed for such pot painters does not rest on sound archaeological foundations.

66 Spivey 1991; Gill and Vickers 1995; Osborne 2001; Bundrick 2019. For the possibility that some “Athenian”
pottery was made in Etruria: Gill 1987.

67 For example, Sgubini 1999; Godart and De Caro 2007, 78–79, no. 10. The cup, pieced together from fragments,
was dedicated to Hercle at Cerveteri. For a discussion of the fragments: Gill and Chippindale 2007, 573.

68 An amphora attributed to the Swing painter and appearing in the Becchina archive was identified by Dr
Christos Tsirogiannis when it was due to be auctioned at Christie’s (London) on April 15, 2015, lot 83. It was
withdrawn from the sale.

69 For an exploration of the issues for Athenian figure-decorated pottery through the case of the Sarpedon
(Euphronios) krater: Gill 2012. See also Silver 2015.

70 For a helpful case study see Walsh 2017.
71 Padgett 2017.
72 The issues are explored in Vickers and Gill 1994. For a response to this from those associated with the market:

Gill 2007a.
73 Saunders 2017.
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Implementing Due Diligence

University museums – indeed, all museums – need to apply the highest ethical standards for
their acquisitions and should conduct appropriately rigorous searches as part of the due
diligence process.74 The Ashmolean Museum, University of Oxford, included this statement
in its review of recent acquisitions:

It is unlikely that there will be another Museum Report quite like this one from the
Ashmolean. In 1992, the Museum registered with the Museums and Galleries Commis-
sion, and as a consequence of this, our acquisition policy is now in line with that laid
down by theMuseums Association Code of Practice for Museum Authorities. This is perhaps
no bad thing, especially in the light of the sleaziness and corruption which has recently
come to characterize some aspects of commercial dealing in antiquities, activities for
which serious scholars can only be the fall guys.75

Some responded to the crisis in the supply of uncontested objects by encouraging the use of
loans from archaeological collections.76 What actions should be put in place by university
museums to enhance their due diligence process?77

Figure 6. Athenian Red-figured Column-

krater Attributed to the Agrigento

Painter. Formerly Fordham University

Collection inv. 11.008. Image Courtesy

of Fordham University.

74 For an example from the United Kingdom that identified architectural terracottas from Cisterna di Latina: Gill
2019a, 72. However, terracottas from the same series remain in the British Museum.

75 Vickers 1992, 246. For the current Museums Association Code of Ethics, see https://www.museumsassocia
tion.org/campaigns/ethics/code-of-ethics/.

76 For the positive ethical stance taken by the then curatorial team at the Michael C. Carlos Museum at Emory
University: Butcher and Gill 1990; see also Anderson 2017.

77 For an important contribution to the North American setting: Reed 2021.
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A key place to start is with the 1970 UNESCO Convention on theMeans of Prohibiting and
Preventing the Illicit Import, Export and Transfer of Ownership of Cultural Property. If the
history of the object under consideration cannot be traced back to the period before 1970
then it should require further investigation.78 The research will require the sight of
authenticated documentation that demonstrates that the object was placed in a particular
collection or sale. Authenticated documentation requires the acquiring museum to check
that the information has not been falsified.79 A vague description froma sale catalogmay not
relate to the actual object that is under consideration. Oral histories need to be investigated
and interrogated. The cases of the Ka-Nefer-Nefer mummy case and the Cleveland
(“Leutwitz”) Apollo show how the reported histories appear to contain a number of
inconsistencies that are contradicted by other documentation.80 Those recommending
acquisitions should be suspicious of unauthenticated placement of objects in the 1960s that
may be seeking to provide reassurance to the purchaser by stating a date prior to the 1970
benchmark.

While 1970 is the recognized international benchmark due to the 1970 UNESCO Conven-
tion, individual national legislation relating to cultural property needs to be taken into
account. Curators recommending the acquisition of an object that is likely to have been
found in a particular country would need to demonstrate, again using authenticated
documentation, that the item had left the country either before the appropriate legislation
was put in place or implemented, or that appropriate export certificates had been issued.
Such a position would cover material such as fragmentary Early Cycladic marble figures
derived from the Keros haul, architectural terracottas from the temples at Düver in Türkiye,
and the Roman imperial bronze statues from Bubon in Türkiye.81

The names of previous collectors, dealers, and galleries need to be explored.82 Are any of
the names associated with previous seizures and returns? How were the collections
documented? Was there a catalog? Did the gallery feature the object in any publication or
advertisements in other magazines? Additional care needs to be taken if the object is said to
have passed through an auction at Sotheby’s in London during the 1980s and 1990s.83

Equally, there have also been concerns raised about antiquities surfacing at Christie’s in
the 1990s and 2000s.84 Athenian figure-decorated pottery can be checked against the Beazley
Archive Pottery Database (BAPD) and South Italian pottery in the various lists produced by
A. Dale Trendall and others.85 For some of the pots in the Walsh collection, such a check
indicated that the location was with Almagià rather than the gallery that was cited in the
acquisition paperwork.

Images of the object should first be checked with the Art Loss Register (ALR). While this is
an appropriate place to search for objects that have been stolen from, say, a museum or
private collection, it is unlikely that it coversmaterial that has been looted in recent years. It
should not need saying: objects were not photographed when they were placed in an
Etruscan grave 2,500 years ago. Thus, something that has been looted in recent years will

78 For a discussion of the 1970 benchmark: Gerstenblith 2019, 286–87; Gerstenblith 2023. For the importance of
this benchmark to help “articulate” a museum’s acquisition policy: Rorschach 2007, 68. For the need to develop a
new policy: La Follette 2013, 55–57.

79 For examples: Gerstenblith 2019, 288–91.
80 Gill 2020a, 43–74; Gill 2024c. The fact that the same gallery handled both pieces may perhaps be significant.
81 For Keros: Sotirakopoulou 2005, with a response Gill 2007b. For Düver: Thomas 1964/65. A fragment of the

Düver frieze was returned to Türkiye from a New York private collection in November 2022: it surfaced on the
New York market in October 2021. For Bubon: see above (p. 5).

82 For example, Gill 2019a.
83 Watson 1997c.
84 Tsirogiannis 2015; Tsirogiannis 2016c.
85 For example, Trendall and Cambitoglou 1978; Trendall and Cambitoglou 1991.
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not necessarily have been recorded on the database. It has been observed that some galleries
sold antiquities with ALR certificates but these do not provide a guarantee that the object
was not removed from the ground by illicit means. Other databases to be consulted include
those managed by Interpol (Stolen Works of Art Database), as well as by individual
countries.86 Seized photographic and documentary archives, including the Medici Dossier,
the Schinoussa Archive, the Becchina Archive, as well as Almagià’s “Green Book” deserve a
search.87 Objects that are likely to have been acquired from Italy should be checked against
the records held by the Italian authorities.

Careful curators would be wise to obtain second opinions from colleagues. While
colleagues at other museums might be considered rivals for the purchase or acquisition,
academic colleagues should be consulted. For example, in the case of the Minneapolis
Doryphoros (“Spear Carrier,” a later copy of the fifth century BCE work by the Greek
sculptor Polykleitos), a German specialist in Roman sculpture recommended to the curators
that the museum should not make the acquisition because of the declared link with Stabiae
when the statue was put on display in Munich.88 The statue is now subject to a claim from
Italy that could have been avoided if its background had been explored in a thorough
manner in the first place.

Due diligence also means making the acquisitions known and open to scrutiny. In North
America, museums are encouraged to place images and details on the AAMD Object
Register.89 Indeed, the display of a limited selection of fragments from the Bothmer broken
pot collection on the AAMD Object Register allowed a link to be made with an Attic red-
figured cup in Rome and the pieces have since been reunited.90 The simple listing of objects
with limited details and no images needs to be replaced with a fuller publication that maps
the journey of the object through various collections.91 Such information should also be
placed on themuseum’s website though not all collections have chosen to reveal knowledge
by this means.92 These print and digital presentations of the history or biography of an
object should try and establish the journey from the ground to its present location by
providing relevant details and evidence.

Past acquisitions may pose a potential reputational threat to the museum. This makes a
retrospective due diligence process essential.93 The Dallas Museum of Art responded to the
concerns about material acquired from Almagià by checking its records and offering to
return to Italy several objects that included a pair of Etruscan bronze shields and an Apulian
volute-krater attributed to the Underworld painter.94 Somemuseums may contain material
obtained from, say, Robin Symes, Gianfranco Becchina, or Galerie Nefer. For example, a
“spiky-handled impasto amphora” of a type known from Crustumerium was bequeathed to

86 Interpol: https://www.interpol.int/en/Crimes/Cultural-heritage-crime/Stolen-Works-of-Art-Database.
87 Gill and Tsirogiannis 2016. For the ALR’s access to images from the Medici Dossier: Gill 2020a, 149–50.
88 Gill 2022b.
89 For the AAMD Object Registry: https://aamd.org/object-registry. For discussion of the Object Register:

Gerstenblith 2019, 293–95. For the AAMD policy on the acquisition of archaeological material: Association of Art
Museum Directors 2013.

90 Tsirogiannis and Gill 2014.
91 Contrast the approach of reviewing and presenting recent acquisitions for the FitzwilliamMuseum (Gill 1990)

with the listings for New York’s Metropolitan Museum of Art (Picón 1990/91), Princeton University Art Museum
(Princeton University Art Museum 1990), or the J. Paul Getty Museum (Walsh 1990).

92 An exemplary museum in this respect is Boston’s Museum of Fine Arts.
93 See for example the case studies: Powers 2021; Reed 2021; Saunders et al. 2021.
94 Gill 2020a, 37–42.
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Princeton University Art Museum by John B. Elliott in 1998.95 Elliott’s acquisitions were
influenced by Robert Guy:

For several years Elliott took advice from the then curator of ancient art at themuseum,
Robert Guy, a respected authority on Greek vase painting whose tastes were nearly as
eclectic as his own. Guy watched Elliott collect and occasionally put things in his way.
The older man was grateful, and he helped his helper in many ways, underwriting
significant purchases of ancient art for the museum.96

Guy had served as associate curator of ancient art at Princeton from 1984 to 1991, suggesting
the likely window of acquisition of the amphora by Elliott. When was the Elliott amphora
acquired? Did Guy “put it in Elliott’s way”? The museum has now clarified that the amphora
was acquired by Elliot from Almagià: as has been noted above, Guy worked alongside
Almagià on material that had recently left Italy.97 Should the amphora now be returned?
Such object histories should encourage museums to consider returning objects to the
countries where they were originally found.

The discussion relates to formal acquisitions, whether by gift, purchase, or bequest. But
such an approach also needs to be applied to long-term loans as well as to temporary
exhibitions. It is clear from the Steinhardt return that at least six pieces had been placed on
loan first to the Musée de l’art et d’histoire, Geneva, and then the J. Paul Getty Museum
before being sold by Robin Symes to William and Linda Beierwaltes.98 Among the 2022
seizures fromNewYork’s MetropolitanMuseum of Art was a pair of Roman statues of Castor
and Pollux that had been placed on long-term loan.99 Although it was claimed by the
museum that “The provenance of the two Roman works on loan to the Museum is well
known and published” and that they were “probably [found] from the Mithraeum in Sidon,
excavated in the 19th century,” there were suspicions as the figures were reported in the
Schinoussa archive as coming from Syria. This contradicted the reported history of the
statues:

ex-private collection, Lebanon; Asfar & Sarkis, Lebanon, 1950s; George Ortiz Collection,
Geneva, Switzerland; collection of an American private foundation, Memphis, acquired
in the early 1980s.100

The figures also seem to have been associated with the Merrin Gallery in 1995; the
known association with Robin Symes is not mentioned. In terms of short-term loans
to exhibitions, the loan of one of the Icklingham Bronzes, apparently looted from a
Roman settlement in Suffolk in the east of England, by Shelby White to Harvard
University Art Museums raises concerns.101 It should be recalled that two of the
Fordham pieces loaned to the exhibition, “The Horse in Ancient Greek Art” at The

95 Princeton inv. 1998–406. The website for Princeton University Art Museum has started to add additional
information about acquisitions. In this case, it notes, “Purchased by John Elliott from Edoardo Almagia, NY; by
bequest to the Museum in 1998”.

96 Padgett 2002, 37.
97 District Attorney New York County 2021, 44.
98 Details may be found in District Attorney New York County 2021, 23–26, 30 (6 examples). The Ka-Nefer-Nefer

mummy mask is also reported to have been loaned to the same museum: Gill 2020a, 55.
99 New York, Metropolitan Museum of Art inv. Inv. L.2008.18.1, .2. See District Attorney New York County 2023.
100 Royal-Athena Galleries, Art of the Ancient World XII (2001) no. 12.
101 Mattusch 1996, 262–63, no. 31. For discussion of the looting of the site: Browning 1995. In England such

looting is described by the euphemism of ‘nighthawking’: Oxford Archaeology 2009.
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National Sporting Library and Museum at Middleburg, Virginia, and the Virginia
Museum of Fine Arts were returned to Italy (A11, A15).102 The histories of other
items in the exhibition are equally disturbing.

Conclusion

These returns from Fordham are a reminder of the difficulties of trying to form a collection
of classical antiquities frompurchases that have beenmade on themarket in recent decades.
This is not an issue confined to North America, as evidenced by the exhibitions of Etruscan
and Italian antiquities held by European private collectors.103

The handing over of the figure-decorated cup fragments said to have been found at
Barbarano Romano in Italy from the San Antonio Museum of Art puts renewed pressure on
Harvard University Art Museum that acquired the fragments, reportedly without a findspot
from the collection of J. Robert Guy, a former curator at Princeton University Art Museum.
Guy himself had worked with Almagià on the Barbarano Romano fragments before they
were sent to Texas.104 The identification of Almagià as a source for part of Dietrich von
Bothmer’s extensive collection of pot fragments may also prove to be significant.

Many of the earlier returns from North American collections to Italy passed through the
hands of threemain dealers: Gianfranco Becchina, GiacomoMedici, and Robin Symes.105 The
most recent returns from Fordham, as well as the Steinhardt collection, have shed light on
the actions of a further dealer, Edoardo Almagià, who was handling material from looted
archaeological sites in defined regions of Italy. In particular, the relationship between
Medici and Almagià is one that may need to be explored in more detail. But there are also
questions about the association between Almagià and the galleries selling and dispersing the
antiquities that had been derived from him. Are there objects in other US collections that
followed the same routes? Antiquities handled by Almagià are now recognized as potentially
toxic; it would be appropriate formuseums and collectors who hold suchmaterial to contact
the Italian authorities to check that their objects do not feature in the photographic and
documentary archive known as the “Green Book.” It is clear from Almagià’s “Green Book”
that there are well over 1,000 items still to be identified, and this suggests that there are
likely to be further uncomfortable revelations in coming years. The Fordham case also
serves as a cautionary reminder for museums, antiquities dealers, and all buyers to conduct
rigorous due diligence checks prior to the acquisition of potentially illegal material.106

102 Some of the issues surrounding loans are explored in a review of this exhibition: Gill 2020a, 91–102. Several
other pieces on loan to the exhibition from the VirginiaMuseum of Fine Arts were returned to Italy in 2023: Schertz
and Stribling 2017, nos 19, 20, and 26; see Gill 2024b.

103 For European collections: e.g., Aellen et al. 1986; Jucker 1991; Chamay 1994. For Etruscan material in a
European public collection, e.g., Ny Carlsberg Glyptotek in Copenhagen: Gill 2020a 115–23.

104 District Attorney New York County 2021, 44. For the fragments: Gill 2022a. Among the San Antonio returns is
a fragmentary Attic black-figured cup with nonsense inscriptions: Shapiro et al. 1995, 267, no. 178. Other such
collections of fragments are known, for example, the Cahn collection of South Italian fragments: Cambitoglou and
Chamay 1997.

105 Watson and Todeschini 2007; Tsirogiannis 2016a. See also Watson 2006. For further discussion of another
dealer: Gill 2019a. For a dealer/collector linked to material from Southern Italy: Gill 2021. Becchina and Symes
material featured in the SearchWarrant for NewYork’sMetropolitanMuseum of Art in July 2022: Supreme Court of
the State of New York 2022.

106 For example, the head of Drusus Minor returned from the Cleveland Museum of Art (and acquired in 2012)
after it was shown that it had come, not from a 19th-century Algerian collection as had been stated, but from Sessa
Arunca in Italy: Gill 2020a, 75–84. For the dangers of reported histories: Reed 2021, 229. For the issue of licit export
permits: Walsh 2017, 280–83.
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Perhaps themain lesson that needs to be learned from the Fordham return is that each of
the items lost its original context and, therefore, the ability to inform our understanding of
the object in its contemporary setting. Findspots, associated material, and chronological
markers have been lost for good. Even the publication of a scholarly catalog of the collection
has limited value when interpretation is derived necessarily from parallels and comparative
material. Such secure and reliable information and knowledge cannot be retrieved, thus the
Walsh collection and its display at Fordham is yet another stark reminder of the scale of
looting that is undertaken to provide material for the market, collectors, and museums.
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Appendix 1: Objects seized from Fordham University

A. Pottery

Corinthian

1. Corinthian alabastron. Inv. 7.057. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 28–29, no. 6.

Athenian

Black-figured
2. Athenian black-figured amphora attributed to the Swing painter. Inv. 4.022. Source:

Arte Primitivo, September 24, 1996; reported to have formed part of the Emilio
Ambron collection. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 32–35, no. 8 (Figure 2).

3. Athenian black-figured neck-amphora attributed to the circle of the Antimenes
painter. Inv. 7.031. BAPD 24304. Source: Charles Ede, London; William R. and Linda
C. Houston; Christie’s New York, June 4, 1999, lot 11. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 44–
47, no. 11.

4. Athenian black-figured hydria attributed to the Leagros group. Inv. 11.006. Bibl.
Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 48–51, no. 12.

Red-figured
5. Athenian red-figured cup attributed to the painter of Berlin 2268. Inv. 7.060. Source:

Arte Primitivo, June 29, 1999. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 36–39, no. 9.
6. Athenian red-figured column-krater attributed to the Agrigento painter. Inv. 11.008.

Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 64–67, no. 17 (Figure 6).
7. Athenian red-figured bell-krater. Inv. 7.037. Source: Harmer Rooke Numismatics. Bibl.

Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 68–71, no. 18.

South Italian

Apulian
8. Apulian patera attributed to the workshop of the Darius painter/the Perrone-

Phrixos group. Inv. 2007.2.61 [formerly 4.006]. Source: Arte Primitivo – Harmer
Rooke Numismatics, 1984; previously, New York market, Almagià. Bibl. Trendall
and Cambitoglou 1991, 160, no. 18/267a, pl. xl, 5; Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 84–85,
no. 22.

9. Apulian patera attributed to the workshop of the Darius painter/the Perrone-
Phrixos group. Inv. 11.010. Source: Harmer Rooke Numismatics; previously,
New York market, Almagià. Bibl. Trendall and Cambitoglou 1991, 160, no.
18/273a, pl. xl., 6; Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 86–89, no. 23.

10. Apulian patera with knob handles. Inv. 4.008. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 90–93,
no. 24.

11. Apulian patera attributed to the Baltimore painter. Inv. 11.003. Source: Sotheby’s
London December 11, 1989, lot 167; Sotheby’s London July 13, 1987, lot 298;
Sotheby’s London December 12–13, 1983, lot 403. Bibl. Trendall and Cambitoglou
1992, 284, no. 27/63a; Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 94–97, no. 25; Schertz and Stribling
2017, 109, 136, no. 42.

12. Apulian patera attributed to theMaplewood painter. Inv. 2007.1.58 [formerly 4.003].
Source: Harmer Rooke Numismatics; previously, New York market, Almagià. Bibl.
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Trendall and Cambitoglou 1991, 59, no. 201a, pl. ix, 3–4; Cavaliere and Udell 2012,
329.

13. Apulian hydria is probably to be attributed to the Baltimore painter. Inv. 5.001.
Source: reported to be Christie’s New York, June 6 [4], 1999, lot 42 [but not this
piece]. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 332.

14. Apulian volute-krater attributed to the Baltimore painter. Inv. 7.070. Source: Arte
Primitivo; previously, New York market, Almagià. Bibl. Trendall and Cambitoglou
1992, 271, no. 27/13a, pl. lxxi, 1; Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 340.

15. Apulian volute-krater attributed to the Virginia Exhibition painter. Inv. 8.001.
Source: Arte Primitivo, 1994; previously, New York market, Almagià. Bibl. Trendall
and Cambitoglou 1992, 332, no. 28/86-1, pl. lxxxvi, 3–4; Cavaliere and Udell 2012,
114–17, no. 32; Schertz and Stribling 2017, 109, 136, no. 43 (Figure 1).

16. Apulian lebes gamikos perhaps attributed to the Darius painter. Inv. 7.035. Source:
Harmer Rooke Numismatics, January 1996. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 338.

17. Apulian amphora attributed to the Patera painter. Inv. 5.003. Source: Harmer Rooke
Galleries, March 31, 1993. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 332.

18. Apulian amphora attributed to the Patera painter. Inv. 5.005. Source: Harmer Rooke
Galleries, October 8, 1986, lot 113; reported to be from the Tallarico collection. Bibl.
Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 333.

19. Apulian epichysis. Inv. 7.013. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 98–101, no. 27.

Canosan
20. Canosan askos with serpentine figure. Inv. 2007.1.31 [formerly 3.023]. Source:

Harmer Rooke Numismatics, October 8, 1986, lot 118. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell
2012, 327.

21. Canosan vessel in the shape of a sphinx. Source: Arte Primitivo, June 9, 1994, lot 30.
Inv. 7.011. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 336.

Campanian
22. Campanian bell-krater. Inv. 11.007. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 343.

Paestan
23. Paestan bell-krater attributed to Python. Inv. 2007.1.60 [formerly 4.005]. Source: Arte

Primitivo, 1999. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 80–83, no. 21 (Figure 5).
24. Paestan lekythos attributed to the Aphrodite painter. Inv. 5.009. Source: Howard Rose

Galleries. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 102–05, no. 29.

Etruscan

Villanovan
25. Villanovan impasto biconical cinerary urn. Inv. 7.008. Source: Harmer Rooke Numis-

matics. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 335.

White-on-red pottery
26. Etruscan white-on-red biconical pithos with lid. Inv. 7.039. Source: Harmer Rooke

Numismatics. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 142–43, no. 40.
27. Etruscan white-on-red house-shaped cinerary urn. Inv. 6.002. Source: Harmer Rooke

Numismatics. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 144–45, no. 41.
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28. Etruscan white-on-red kernos with birds and other designs. Inv. 5.010. Source:
Harmer Rooke Numismatics. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 146–47, no. 42 (Figure 3).

Caeretan
29. Caeretan impasto amphora with spirals and fish. Inv. 7.063. Source: Harmer Rooke

Numismatics, June 1994. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 166–67, no. 50.
30. Caeretan impasto amphora with spirals and bird. Inv. 7.064. Source: Harmer Rooke

Numismatics, June 1994. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 168–69, no. 51.
31. Caeretan impasto amphora with incised fish and rosettes. Inv. 7.067. Source: prob-

ably Harmer Rooke Numismatics. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 170–71, no. 52.
32. Caeretan impasto amphora with incised tree and palmettes. Inv. 7.065. Source:

probably Harmer Rooke Numismatics. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 176–77, no. 55.
33. Caeretan dolium with metope stamp of a centaur. Inv. 2007.1.53 [formerly 3.045].

Source: Harmer Rooke Numismatics, June 9, 1994. Bibl. Cavaliere andUdell 2012, 185–
87, no. 58.

34. Caeretan skyphos. Inv. 4.015. Source: Harmer Rooke Numismatics, 1991. Bibl. Cava-
liere and Udell 2012, 330.

35. Caeretan oinochoe with knotted handle. Inv. 4.028. Source: Harmer Rooke Numis-
matics, 1991. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 331.

36. Caeretan kylix with maenad attributed to the Castellani Caeretan painter. Inv. 4.034.
Source: Harmer Rooke Numismatics, 1991. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 331.

37. Caeretan Kylix with satyr attributed to the Castellani Caeretan painter. Inv. 4.035.
Source: Harmer Rooke Numismatics, 1991. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 332.

Impasto
38. Etruscan amphora with a horse and rider. Inv. 7.066. Source: probably Harmer Rooke

Numismatics. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 172–73, no. 53.
39. Etruscan impasto amphora with incised spiral ornament. Inv. 2007.1.5 [formerly

2.004]. Source: Arte Primitivo (Howard Rose). Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 174–75,
no. 54.

40. Etruscan stamnoid olla with ribs and upturned handles. Inv. 2007.1.6 [formerly
2.005]. Source: Harmer Rooke Numismatics. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 326.

Bucchero
41. Etruscan bucchero chalice with winged caryatid support. Inv. 10.022. Source: Arte

Primitivo, June 1999. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 342.

Etrusco-Corinthian
42. Etrusco-Corinthian olpe attributed to the Vitelleschi painter. Inv. 2007.1.14 [for-

merly 3.006]. Source: Harmer Rooke Numismatics, January 1992. Bibl. Cavaliere and
Udell 2012, 188–89, no. 59.

43. Etrusco-Corinthian olpe attributed to the Vitelleschi painter. Inv. 2007.1.51 [for-
merly 3.043]. Source: Harmer Rooke Numismatics, June 9, 1994, lot 33. Bibl. Cavaliere
and Udell 2012, 190–91, no. 60.

44. Etrusco-Corinthian olpe attributed to the Bearded Sphinx painter. Inv. 2007.1.29
[formerly 3.021]. Source: Harmer Rooke Numismatics, December 5, 1992. Bibl. Cava-
liere and Udell 2012, 192–93, no. 61.
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45. Etrusco-Corinthian olpe attributed to the Bearded Sphinx painter. Inv. 2007.1.37
[formerly 3.029]. Source: Harmer Rooke Numismatics, December 5, 1992. Bibl. Cava-
liere and Udell 2012, 194–95, no. 62.

Faliscan
46. Faliscan column-krater. Inv. 4.020. Source: Arte Primitivo, June 9, 1994, lot 31. Bibl.

Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 330.
47. Faliscan bell-krater with Dionysos and satyrs. Inv. 2007.1.57 [formerly 4.002]. Source:

Arte Primitivo, June 9, 1994, lot 34. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 329.
48. Faliscan stamnos. Inv. 4.031. Source: Harmer Rooke Numismatics, 1991. Bibl. Cava-

liere and Udell 2012, 331.
49. Faliscan stamnos. Inv. 4.036. Source: Harmer Rooke Numismatics, 1991.Bibl. Cava-

liere and Udell 2012, 332.
50. Faliscan kylix attributed to the Sokra group. Inv. 4.013. Source: Harmer Rooke

Numismatics, 1991. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 330.
51. Faliscan askos in the form of a duck. Inv. 4.032. Source: Harmer Rooke Numismatics,

March 5, 1991. Said to be from Cerveteri. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 331.

Volsinian
52. Volsinian stamnos with handles in the form of a sea monster. Inv. 4.039. Source:

Howard Rose Gallery, September 24, 1996; previously, Emilio Ambron. Bibl. Cavaliere
and Udell 2012, 332.

53. Volsinian stamnos with handles in the form of a sea monster. Inv. 4.040. Source:
Howard Rose Gallery, September 24, 1996; previously, Emilio Ambron. Bibl. Cavaliere
and Udell 2012, 332.

Other Etruscan pottery
54. Etruscan amphora attributed to the Michali painter. Inv. 4.019. Source: Harmer

Rooke Numismatics. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 330.
55. Etruscan dish with black bands on the rim and underside of the foot. Inv. 4.041.

Source: Harmer Rooke Numismatics, March 5, 1991. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012,
332.

Latium

56. Latium white-on-red pyxis with lid. Inv. 7.038. Source: Harmer Rooke Numismatics.
Bibl. De Puma 2010, 99, fig. 7; De Puma 2012, 283, fig. 7; Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 148–
51, no. 43.

57. Latium white-on-red pyxis with lid. Inv. 7.040. Source: Harmer Rooke Numismatics.
Bibl. De Puma 2010, 99, fig. 8; De Puma 2012; 283, fig. 8; Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 152–
53, no. 44.

58. Latium kernos with four trays. Inv. 2007.1.3 [formerly 2.002]. Source: Harmer Rooke
Numismatics. Bibl. De Puma 2010, 100, fig. 10; De Puma 2012, 283, fig. 10; Cavaliere and
Udell 2012, 154–55, no. 45 (Figure 4).

59. Latium kernos with four trays. Inv. 2007.1.4 [formerly 2.003]. Source: Harmer Rooke
Numismatics. Bibl. De Puma 2010, 100, fig. 10; De Puma 2012, 283, fig. 10; Cavaliere and
Udell 2012, 156–57, no. 46.
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B. Architectural Terracottas

1. Etruscan terracotta antefix with kneeling kore. Inv. 2007.1.53 [formerly 3.045]. Source:
Harmer Rooke Numismatics, 1996. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 204–07, no. 63.

2. Etruscan terracotta antefix with head of a woman. Inv. 2007.1.20 [formerly 3.012].
Source: Arte Primitivo, September 24, 1996; reported to be from the Emilio Ambrun
[sic.] collection. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 208–11, no. 64.

3. Etruscan terracotta antefix with head of a woman. Inv. 2007.1.17 [formerly 3.009].
Source: Arte Primitivo, September 24, 1996; reported to be from the Emilio Ambrun
[sic.] collection. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 212–13, no. 65.

4. Etruscan terracotta antefix with head of a woman. Inv. 2007.1.34 [formerly 3.026].
Source: Arte Primitivo, September 24, 1996; reported to be from the Emilio Ambrun
[sic.] collection. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 214–15, no. 66.

5. Etruscan terracotta antefix with head of a woman. Inv. 2007.1.45 [formerly 3.037].
Source: Arte Primitivo, September 24, 1996; reported to be from the Emilio Ambrun
[sic.] collection. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 216–17, no. 67.

C.Terracotta Votives

1. Italic terracotta votive head of a young man. Inv. 10.016. Source: Arte Primitivo,
September 1999. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 226–27, no. 68.

2. Italic terracotta votive head of a youth with tousled hair. Inv. 10.013. Source: Arte
Primitivo, June 9, 1994, lot 35. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 228–29, no. 69.

3. Italic terracotta votive head of a youth with two earrings. Inv. 10.014. Source: Arte
Primitivo, September 1999. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 230–31, no. 70.

4. Italic terracotta votive head of a boy. Inv. 10.018. Source: Arte Primitivo, September
1999. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 23233, no. 71.

5. Italic terracotta votive bust (?) of a youth with an earring. Inv. 10.015. Source: Arte
Primitivo, September 1999. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 234–35, no. 72.

6. Italic terracotta votive head of a young man. Inv. 10.027. Source: Arte Primitivo,
September 1999. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 236–37, no. 73.

7. Etruscan or Latium votive male head. Inv. 10.002. Source: Arte Primitivo, September
1999. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 340.

8. Etruscan or possibly Latium votive male head. Inv. 10.004. Source: Arte Primitivo,
September 1999. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 340.

9. Etruscan, possibly Falerii, votive male head. Inv. 10.006. Source: Arte Primitivo,
September 1999. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 341.

10. Etruscan votive male head. Inv. 10.009. Source: Arte Primitivo, September 1999. Bibl.
Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 341.

11. Etruscan votive male head. Inv. 10.010. Source: Arte Primitivo, September 1999. Bibl.
Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 341.

12. Etruscan votive male head. Inv. 10.011. Source: Arte Primitivo, September 1999. Bibl.
Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 341.

13. Etruscan votive head of a youth. Inv. 10.024. Source: Arte Primitivo, June 1999. Bibl.
Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 342.

14. Etruscan or possibly Latium votive head of a youth. Inv. 10.029. Source: Arte
Primitivo, June 1999. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 342.

15. Etruscan votive head of a youth. Inv. 10.032. Source: Arte Primitivo, June 1999. Bibl.
Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 342.

16. Etruscan votive female head. Inv. 10.001. Source: Arte Primitivo, September 1999.
Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 340.
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17. Etruscan votive female head. Inv. 10.003. Source: Arte Primitivo, September 1999.
Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 340.

18. Southern Italian or Etruscan votive female head. Inv. 10.005. Source: Arte Primitivo,
September 1999. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 340.

19. Etruscan votive female head. Inv. 10.007. Source: Arte Primitivo, September 1999.
Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 341.

20. Etruscan votive female head. Inv. 10.008. Source: Arte Primitivo, September 1999.
Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 341.

21. Etruscan votive female head. Inv. 10.012. Source: Arte Primitivo, September 1999.
Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 341.

22. Etruscan votive female head. Inv. 10.017. Source: Arte Primitivo, September 1999.
Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 341.

23. Etruscan votive female head. Inv. 10.020. Source: Arte Primitivo, September 1999.
Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 341.

24. Etruscan votive right foot. Inv. 10.019. Source: Arte Primitivo, September 1999. Bibl.
Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 341.

25. Etruscan votive right foot. Inv. 10.021. Source: Arte Primitivo, September 1999. Bibl.
Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 342.

26. Etruscan votive left foot. Inv. 10.028. Source: Arte Primitivo, June 1999. Bibl. Cavaliere
and Udell 2012, 342.

27. Etruscan votive left foot. Inv. 10.033. Source: Arte Primitivo, September 1999. Bibl.
Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 342.

D. Sculpture

1. Marble torso of Hercules. Inv. 9.001. Source: Harmer Rooke Numismatics, January
12, 1996. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 252–55, no. 77.

2. Child’s marble sarcophagus with lid and inscription. Inv. 2007.1.8 [formerly 2.007].
Source: Arte Primitivo, after November 30, 1998. Bibl. Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 272–
75, no. 82.

3. Marble statue of Aphrodite. Inv. 7.069. Source: Arte Primitivo, February 28, 1997. Bibl.
Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 340.

E. Bronzes

1. Bronze Near Eastern spear head. Inv. 6.013. Source: Harmer Rooke Numismatics. Bibl.
Cavaliere and Udell 2012, 334.
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Appendix 2: Concordance for Walsh Catalogue

No. 6 A1

No. 8 A2

No. 9 A5

No. 11 A3

No. 12 A4

No. 17 A6

No. 18 A7

No. 21 A23

No. 22 A8

No. 23 A9

No. 24 A10

No. 25 A11

No. 27 A19

No. 29 A24

No. 32 A15

No. 40 A26

No. 41 A27

No. 42 A28

No. 43 A56

No. 44 A57

No. 45 A58

No. 46 A59

No. 50 A29

No. 51 A30

No. 52 A31

No. 53 A38

No. 54 A39

No. 55 A32

No. 58 A33

No. 59 A42

No. 60 A43

No. 61 A44

No. 62 A45

No. 63 B1

(Continued)
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Continued

No. 64 B2

No. 65 B3

No. 66 B4

No. 67 B5

No. 68 C1

No. 69 C2

No. 70 C3

No. 71 C4

No. 72 C5

No. 73 C6

No. 77 D1

No. 82 D2

p. 326 A40

p. 327 A20

p. 329 A12, A47

p. 330 A34, A46, A50, A54

p. 331 A35, A36, A48, A51

p. 332 A13, A17, A37, A49, A52, A53, A55

p. 333 A18

p. 334 E1

p. 335 A25

p. 336 A21

p. 338 A16

p. 340 A14, C7, C8, C16, C17, C18, D3

p. 341 C9, C10, C11, C12, C19, C20, C21, C22, C23, C24

p. 342 A41, C13, C14, C15, C25, C26, C27

p. 343 A22
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