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Critically assess the extent that repatriation claims are motivated by political agendas of self-determination and sovereignty.
Introduction
Many of the artefacts found within a lot of the museums across the world are often from places in which the museums are not situated, such as mummies not found in Egypt but found in Swansea. Some of these items are imbued with a sense of controversy in that they are deemed to be of great importance to the nation they originally belong to, often being a symbol of national identity and sovereignty. Similar ideas can be found in the debate as to why the United Kingdom should leave the European Union. As a result, many nations whose items were stolen, feel that they are entitled to have them returned to them. This return is called repatriation, a practice that was heavily influenced by Cicero’s testimonial, which in turn had an effect on the European enlightenment period (Miles 2008: 4). However, the debates regarding these things are most complex and hold a lot of emotional tension for the people involved. These debates often hold a political dimension that can be manipulated to suit an agenda, such as trying to hark back to the evil deeds Britain committed during the colonial periods as a logical argument for why repatriation should take place within the modern context.  This argument tends to place the blame upon people who had nothing to do with the events that led those items to being held in their hands which does not help the situation, creating a state of animosity between those involved. 
The acquisition of these items originates from a period where it was acceptable to plunder, and it held very few consequences.  During the age of antiquarianism, having items that were not of your own nation was held in high regard. The foreign item was almost seen as a status object, something to be held aloft. This was to make it seem that one person was superior to another (Silberman 1982: 249-50). This attitude towards other cultures and their history is no longer in the modern understanding of human interaction although it is sure to survive in low levels, particularly in the right part of the political spectrum.
The ideas of sovereignty and self-determination are often demonstrated through the material culture of the modern era and that which has survived from the historical contexts they originate from.  The aspects of material culture for Britain are often put down to the first examples that people think of when they think of the nation. These include: Big Ben, the Queen, tea, finger sandwiches, Stonehenge and pork pies. As highlighted in these examples, the culture that Britain demonstrates is not just that of food heritage but of architecture and the things deemed important to people from particular regions. The claims made by nations who want to get back those items that symbolise their national identity can be paralleled to the hypothetical idea of Britain having to fight to get Big Ben back from Turkey (had the Turkish taken the Big Ben clock tower). As iconic as the clock tower is to the British so are the likes of the Elgin Marbles, the Rosetta Stone and the bust of Nefertiti to Greece and Egypt respectively. These topics are very difficult to discuss because one is dealing not only with the elements of heritage but also with people’s sense of patriotism, which seems to be heavily linked to the material culture of a time long gone.
This essay aims to deal with the controversies that surround the iconic symbols of the Elgin Marbles, bust of Nefertiti and the Rosetta Stone. This will include a brief history of how the items were discovered, how they were handled and how they ended up in the places where they are currently kept. The last part will discuss the nature of the most recent discussions and the ideas that surround the legitimacy of attempting to get an item repatriated into the country of origin, notwithstanding the fact that two nations are usually involved. Finally, there will be a conclusion to highlight the main points, main themes and the overarching impression of the whole fiasco.
The Elgin Marbles
The Elgin Marbles are a set of sculptures from Classical Greece dating from around 443 to 437 BC, originally being part of the Parthenon and surrounding buildings on the Acropolis.  Many of the sculptures are of mythological figures including seven that depict the war between the Lapiths and the Centaurs. The marbles were originally obtained by Thomas Bruce the 7th Earl of Elgin in 1801 after being granted permission from the ruling people of the time, the Ottomans, in the form of a Firman (a commission)[footnoteRef:1]. Bruce was able to gain access to what was at the time a fortress and began removing the surviving marble figures between the years of 1801 and 1812. The removal of these statues also included the buildings that surrounded the Parthenon, among them a gateway and another temple. During this time, he was also issued with a second Firman to allow the shipping of the marbles home to the United Kingdom. Famously, some people did support the action taken, but even more famously, it was the likes of Sir John Newport and Lord Byron who were in fact against the removal of the statues so integral to the Acropolis. They unequivocally described these actions as vandalism (Encyclopaedia Britannica 2008:20). Bruce sold the marbles to the government for less than it cost his group to obtain them. This action was then brought up in the British Government for debate in 1816, when it was decided that the marbles were to be put into the care of the British Museum. This is where they have been kept up to date, in a purpose-built room within the museum. [1:  “House of Commons, Select Committee on the Earl of Elgin's Collection of Sculptured Marbles., 1816, Report from the Select Committee of the House of Commons on the Earl of Elgin's collection of sculptured marbles, W. Bulmer and Co. Great Britain.” – It is not clear how to do an in text citation for this however, to be clear I have put in a footnote] 

Since the Greek War of Independence from the Ottoman Empire in 1832, the Greek people set about reclaiming what they thought was theirs, the things that had been pillaged and taken without the consent of the Greek people but, instead, with the consent of those who ruled them (Woodhouse 1968: 113). Understandably, they had a desire to regain their sovereignty and their own confidence. This is when they began asking for what had been taken to be repatriated to them, namely the Elgin Marbles that had been taken thirty odd years earlier. One of the claims made in the more recent history of the marbles was to return them for political and diplomatic reasons. In the most recent incarnation of this debate, UNESCO offered to be a mediator between the British Museum and the Greek Government. However, the British Museum cancelled on the premise that the organisation did not deal with Museum Trustees but with international governments (BBC 2015).
The Elgin Marbles are a major part of the tension that is held between the Greek and British Governments, as the Greeks wish to claim them back. It is important to note that this is a view held by the government and not necessarily that of the whole nation. One of the major reasons why the Greeks feel that they are entitled to have them back is because they feel that the acquisition of these previously sacred items was undertaken illegally, although the British maintain that it was carried out under the legal procedures that were around at that time involving the people who ruled them, the Ottomans (King 2004).  The other claim that Greece maintains is that it would be good to reunite the whole of the fragments that are spread across the world.  Linking to this it is thought that reuniting the marbles in their original position will make the monument have a greater historical and modern interpretation (King 2004). However, an interesting argument as to why they should stay within the British Museum is as follows: there would be a moral responsibility to return them should the Parthenon be restored thus reanimating it to its former glory. This is not the Greek plan for the future of the Elgin Marbles, for they plan to put them into another room in another museum, the only difference being that it is in Greece (King 2004). Even according to the polls, the British public are in favour of returning the marbles to Greece which is supported again by such famous comedians as Stephen Fry who mentioned it on the BBC Programme “QI” (Fry 2010: S12.E7).
Ultimately it appears that both sides seem to be driven by their own histories and their own culture in their attempts to maintain who should own the Elgin Marbles. The Greeks want the marbles as a point of national pride and that of self-identity, but yet they seem to only want to do the exact same thing the British are doing with them. Although there is national understanding that the marbles should be returned, the government that controls Britain wants to use them as bargaining chips in the international playing field. The modern generation of Britain should not be held responsible for the actions of their forefathers for they had no influence over what has happened, and surely only now have an opportunity to make things better.






















Nefertiti’s Bust
Nefertiti (1370 – 1330 BC) is probably one of the best and well-known names from the ancient history of Egypt, being the queen and royal consort to the heretic Pharaoh Akhenaten. He was known as the heretical pharaoh because he was the one who changed the religion of the state from a polytheistic one to a monotheistic one. In this he instituted the sole worship of the Aten disk, although this did not stop the worship of the Pharaoh and his wife (Hart 2005: 39). This had many ramifications for Egypt, which can possibly be seen in the radical change of the art style that had been standardized over many centuries into a style which becomes much more realistic to the presumed figures they are depicting.  The impacts were not just in the art forms but also in the radical changes that followed such as the closing of long established temples and the moving of the capital to a newly built city of Akhetaten in hieroglyphs, al-ʿamarnah in Arabic or Amarna in English (Laboury 2011: 1-3). It is also thought that after the death of her husband she assumed the throne before Tutankhamun, under the name of Neferneferuaten, in a similar way to Hatshepsut and even possibly emulating her in the way in which Hatshepsut donned a false beard to take on the position of the masculine pharaoh (Dodson 2009: 43).
Within the ancient city of Amarna there was a bust of the ancient Queen found in what is thought to be the workshop of the Royal Sculptor called Thutmose. This discovery was made by the German Orient Company, under the supervision of an archaeologist called Ludwig Borchardt in 1912 while performing excavations out in Egypt. The Germans worked very hard to try to get the bust to go back to Germany, so that it could be shown off. The bust itself has seemingly either not been finished or was damaged at some point, for it is missing the left eye. This has led to many theories suggesting that she may have been afflicted with an eye condition, the specific nature of which was unknown. However, the nature of other statues containing the left eye would seem to make this idea invalid (Bratton 1968: 223).  
The bust itself has been part of the controversies as to who exactly owns what from items that were removed from their place of origin, in a time long before ours. In this example, ever since the first exhibit of the bust in 1924, Egypt has attempted to get Germany to repatriate it, by demanding it back. This must have been met with a cold response, leading to Egypt to threaten to ban all German excavations in 1925 unless the bust was returned to where she belonged (Breger 2006: 285). This seemingly did not faze Germany, for in 1929 Egypt attempted to offer a trade of other artefacts in exchange for the bust, but once again Germany declined. Evidently this whole fiasco became much more complex at the advent of the rise of Hitler and his party. Historically, the Weimar Government that had come before Hitler’s one-party system had opposed the repatriation of the bust. Hermann Goering had suggested it be repatriated as a political gift to the King of Egypt. This however was not agreed to by Hitler (Sieher 2006: 116).
Since then, claims for its repatriation have lessened but the allegations towards the original finder, Ludwig Borchardt, who apparently exported the item illegally, have become centre stage for the modern incarnation of the repatriation claims. According to Egypt, if the removal of the bust was not undertaken illegally then the German Government should prove that it was removed legally as they so maintain. This has since been disputed by several art specialists claiming there is a document that highlights that there were discussions between the Egyptian Government and the German archaeologists (Dempsy 2009). Ultimately the German authorities have established that even if they were to allow the bust to travel, it would not be the best of ideas as it is in fact incredibly fragile and the transportation would potentially mean that it would be in danger of being damaged. 
This matter becomes even more complicated when the validity of the bust itself is in question, even when the experts in the topic verify that it is in fact real. Two historians called Henri Stierlin and Erdogan Ercivan maintain that it is a fake copy. Stierlin thought that the leading archaeologist Borchardt had created the bust to test and observe the nature of the ancient paint pigments regarding how they would look and react; possibly an example of experimental archaeology in practice. Borchardt then presented it to a prince and because he did not wish to offend the prince he maintained that it was real. Ercivan maintains that it was Borchardt’s wife who is thought to have been the model for the bust of Nefertiti, since it was not revealed until 1924. Another theory suggests that the bust we have today is in fact a fake created by Hitler as the real one was lost during the Second World War (Connolly 2008).  All these theories were put to bed, when in 2006 a CT scan revealed that there was another face underneath the current one, dubbed the “hidden face” which proved the legitimacy of the bust.  

Ultimately it appears that the revolving debates within this discourse seem to be fuelled by self-propagated ideas of who is the authorised owner of the bust pertaining to Nefertiti’s image. The exact history of the item is disputed, highlighting an overall manipulation of circumstances from both the German and Egyptian governments, in their attempts to maintain that they have the monopoly on who should own the bust. Of course, this is furthermore complicated when it gets to the legitimacy of the bust which has since been thrown into question on at least three attempts. As with the case of the Elgin Marbles, it does not matter who should own what, so long as they look after and maintain the historical item for further generations to not only enjoy, but also to study and hopefully learn much more from the bust than we can currently. The debate is not only fuelled by self-pertaining propaganda but by the ideas of patriotism, self-determination and sovereignty. 
















The Rosetta Stone
The Rosetta Stone is an inscribed piece of granodiorite stela with a decree from Ptolemy V. This decree was written in three different forms, the hieroglyphic script, Demotic and Ancient Greek which afforded everyone who was meant to read the document access to the information held within it. It is thought to have originally been gifted to a temple near the known town of Sais then possibly relocated between the Christian and Medieval Muslim period, to eventually end up being used as parts for fort Julien near Al Rashid, which the English call Rosetta, where the stone gets its name from. 
The creation of the stela is wrapped up in a very complex history relating to the ascension to the throne by Ptolemy V and the creation of the cult of the new ruler following his coronation (Parkinson et al 1999: 25). The stela itself is very political, highlighting the need for the Ptolemies to maintain power over Egypt which they were slowly losing grip of. The ascension of the prince followed a difficult part of history as his rise to power was overshadowed by the fact his parents had died suddenly.  Contemporary sources suggest that it was his father’s mistress who had murdered them (Bevan 1927: Ch.8). This mistress became regent while the prince was young; having lost his parents only aged five. The control of the crown changed hands three times following a mob and a revolt highlighting massive instability not only in the nation but also for the young prince.  This was until seven years later when the prince was crowned in Memphis. As a result, the stela was created as a way of trying to regain control once again over Egypt. The decree highlighted a tax waiver for the priests and gives evidence of the donation the prince made of silver and grain to the temple coffers (Shaw & Nicholson 2000: 247). Since its re-discovery in 1799 by Pierre-François, on a Napoleonic campaign in Egypt, two other copies of the same degree have been found with a much more intact hieroglyphic section. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]It is not very clear how the stone got into British hands but following the defeat of France in 1801 there appear to have been some discussions between the scholars Étienne Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire, Edward Daniel Clarke and Richard Hamilton highlighting that some things should remain as the personal property of the French scholars (Beibrier 1999: 113). The exact nature of what happened for the stone to end up landing on British soil is shrouded in mystery but what is clear is that it was decided to put it into the British Museum, where it has remained for the most part ever since. The stone was only ever moved twice: once during the First World War and the second time for the 150th anniversary of Champollion’s letters in Paris, which later led to a full translation of the text.  The first translation of this document was in Greek, although Greek was well known to many of the scholars of the time, it was easy to note that they struggled with the specific terminology of governmental and religious contexts in Ptolemaic Egypt. This struggle led to a few different translations to begin with. After numerous attempts at translating the hieroglyphic and demotic, it was Jean-François Champollion who was able to crack the code that led to the Egyptian World being opened to the world. The first ever English translation was in 1858 from the University of Pennsylvania (Philomathean Society 1858).
The first claim for the Rosetta Stone to be returned to its country of origin, Egypt, was in 2005 when the head of antiquities in Egypt, Zahi Hawass, said that the Rosetta Stone was an “icon of our Egyptian identity” (Edwardes & Milner 2005). This further highlights how claims are made with national identity and association in mind. Hawass continued this claim two years later in Paris when he made claims about the bust of Nefertiti and other sculptures of important figures within Egyptian history. The British Museum evidently did not agree that the stone should be taken back, but understood the importance and came up with a substitute thought of sending a replica in 2005 being originally placed close to Al-Rashid, where the stone was thought to have been found. Eventually Hawass’ said that he would drop the claims for a permanent relocation of the stone, if the British Museum lent it to the Egyptian Authorities on a three-month loan. Unsurprisingly, the British Museum refused
Again ultimately, these claims are made with self-determination, self-identity and sovereignty in mind, although the British Museum seems to be having none of the ideas of negotiating with the Egyptian Government regarding the thought of loaning the Rosetta Stone, let alone a total relocation to Egypt full time. The actual owners of the stone have changed hands a few times making it a very complicated situation as to who has the authoritative stance regarding the ownership claims, even if the object’s origin is within Egypt. As it stands, the British Museum has looked after the stone well, ensuring that it is protected and preserved for future generations.
























Conclusion
Overall, the claims being made by the people who want to have the items repatriated to their nation of origin such as Egypt and Greece are often filled with aims of sovereignty and self-determination highlighting that their idealized view of self-identity is simply placed within the bounds of a physical item to represent this. Although this is a very emotive subject for the nationals that feel this, it does appear to be more of a case of having a monopoly upon the situation politically. As with all the examples given, each has had a history that has led to the ownership being changed from their original to the British or German hands.  The current owners of the items, such as museums, seem to have looked after them well in their efforts to preserve and maintain.  In 2002 in a group effort, the world’s leading museums announced that the items were gained in a time when things were understood differently and that museums are not limited to just one nation but open to the whole world.  This statement rings very true to the reality of the situation of attempting to discuss the ideas of repatriation and their motive. It really does not matter as to who owns the item for the item is owned by the world for the world to see. Its acquisition has very little to do with the modern people dealing with the modern incarnation of the issue thus leaving the debates about these kinds of things irrelevant and moot.  Ultimately the claims that are made are conducted in the light of self-serving ideas for the people themselves and their nations. As seen in the case of the Elgin Marbles, it is clear to see that if the Parthenon was being renovated then it would be legitimate to attempt to take the priceless artefacts from the safety of a museum and to reinstate them. However, if it was the case of throwing them into a room that was not specifically built for them, then the items should remain where they are and where they can be admired. The whole discourse is so circumstantial in that if the appropriate action should be taken, then there is no reason as to why the items should be returned to the point they were created.  However, humans being humans, they will never agree on anything especially when it comes to something worth a lot of money. 











Bibliography
House of Commons, Select Committee on the Earl of Elgin's Collection of Sculptured Marbles, Report from the Select Committee of the House of Commons on the Earl of Elgin's collection of sculptured marbles, 1816, W. Bulmer and Co., Great Britain.
Encyclopædia Britannica, The Acropolis, 2008, Volume 6, Wentworth Press
Stephen Fry, BBC TV Series “QI” (Series 12 Episode 7 extra-long), 13 February 2010 
King, Dorothy, 2004, “Elgin Marbles: fact or fiction?" in the “The Guardian”, London. Accessed 17/04/18
Miles, Margaret, Art as Plunder: The Ancient Origins of Debate About Cultural Property, 2008, Cambridge University Press.
Silberman, Neil, Digging for God and Country, 1982, Random House, New York.
Woodhouse, Christopher, “A Story of Modern Greece: The Dark Age of Greece (1453–1800)', 1968, Faber and Faber 
NA, BBC, 8 April 2015 at http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-32204548 accessed  26/04/2018
Hart, George, The Routledge dictionary of Egyptian gods and goddesses (2nd ed), 2005, Routledge.
Laboury, Dimitri, Amarna Art, UCLA Encyclopaedia of Egyptology,  2011, UCLA Publishing, Los Angeles
Dodson, Aidan, Amarna Sunset: Nefertiti, Tutankhamun, Ay, Horemheb, and the Egyptian Counter-Reformation., 2009, The American University in Cairo Press. 
Siehr, Kurt, "The Beautiful One has come – to Return". In Merryman, John,  Imperialism, art and restitution, 2006, Cambridge University Press
Bratton, Fred, A history of Egyptian archaeology, 1968, Hale Publishing. 
Breger, Claudia. "The 'Berlin' Nefertiti Bust". In Regina Schulte, The body of the queen: gender and rule in the courtly world, 1500–2000, 2006, Berghahn Book
Dempsy, Judy. "A 3,500-Year-Old Queen Causes a Rift Between Germany and Egypt", 18 October 2009, The New York Times Accessed 26/04/18
Connolly, Kate, “Is this Nefertiti – or a 100-year-old fake?", 7 May 2009,  The Guardian, London. Accessed 26/04/2018 
Parkinson, Richard.; Diffie.; Simpson, Cracking codes: the Rosetta stone and decipherment, 1999, University of California Press.
Bierbrier Morris "The acquisition by the British Museum of antiquities discovered during the French invasion of Egypt". In Davies, Studies in Egyptian Antiquities, 1999, British Museum Publications
Nicholson and Shaw, Ancient Egyptian materials and technology, 2000, Cambridge University Press.
Report of the committee appointed by the Philomathean Society of the University of Pennsylvania to translate the inscription on the Rosetta stone. Philadelphia, 1858 – Copy found at https://archive.org/stream/reportofcommitte00mort#page/16/mode/2up accessed 26/04/18
Edwardes, Charlotte & Milner, Catherine (20th July 2003, "Egypt demands return of the Rosetta Stone". The Daily Telegraph, London. Accessed 26/04/2016
Bevan, Edwyn, “A History of Egypt under the Ptolemaic Dynasty”, 1927, Methuen
1

