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KUZEY KIBRIS’I KAPSAYAN ULUSLARARASI
SOZLESMELERIN UYGULANABILIRLIGI: 2009 KARPAZ
DENIZ MIRASI YUZEY ARASTIRMASI
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Ozet: Yaklasik otuz yil aradan sonra Kibrista sualti mirast belgelendirme ¢alismalari, Karpaz Yari-
madast’nin giney kiytlarinda Karpaz Sualtt Mirast Yizey Arastirmast Projesi’yle birlikte 2008 ve 2009 se-
zonlarinda yurutilen calismalarla yeniden baslatilmistir. Bélgedeki kiltiirel miras idaresinden sorumlu yet-
kili yerel kurumlarin koruma ve alan yonetimi girisimlerine de katkida bulunmay1 amaglayan bu proje, Bir-
lesmis Milletler tarafindan isgal topraklar seklinde algilanan alanlarda, ne tiir arkeolojik ¢alismalarin yapi-
labilecegini ve bu calismalarin ne sekilde yurttilecegini gostermesi bakimindan 6nemlidir. Bu proje,
UNESCO 1954 Lahey Sézlesmesi’nin ve 1999’da kabul edilen Ikinci Protokol’iin Kuzey Kibris’ta uygu-
lanmast kapsamlarinda iki 6nemli olanagi degerlendirerek hem UNESCO’nun y6nlendirici esaslart dogrul-
tusunda deniz baglantili yiizey arastirmalart yiriitmeyi ve bu dogrultuda yontemlerin nasil gelistirilmesi ge-
rektigini hem de UNESCO’nun y6nlendirici kurallarinin sundugu olasilik derecelerinin arazi ¢alismalari ile
sinanmalarina dair olanaklart degerlendirir. Gorilecegi gibi, UNESCO yontemlerinin islevselligi zaman
icerisinde biytik Slgiide azalmis ve 6zellikle Kuzey Kibris baglaminda, Birlesmis Milletler’in tasarlayamadi-
&1 bir politik dinamik igerisinde anlamsizlagmistir.

FIELD-TESTING INTERNATIONAL CONVENTIONS IN NORTHERN CYPRUS:
THE 2009 KARPAZ MARITIME HERITAGE SURVEY

Keywords: Cyprus * Maritime Archaeology © Cultural Heritage Management « UNESCO

Abstract: The 2008 and 2009 expeditions of the Karpaz Maritime Heritage Survey along the southern
shore of the Karpaz Peninsula, Cyprus, were opportunities to re-start the documentation of the maritime
cultural resources along the northern-Cypriot coastline after a hiatus of over three decades, and an effort
to aid local efforts to manage this resource. In light of the ongoing application of the UNESCO 1954 Ha-
gue Convention and the 1999 Second Protocol in northern Cyprus, both of which recommend what, and
how, archaeological activity may proceed in regions considered by the United Nations to be occupied ter-
ritory, this was also a rare opportunity to do two things. First, to develop underwater survey methodolo-
gies that operate within the UNESCO guidelines and, second, to test the UNESCO guidelines in the field.
As will be demonstrated, the efficacy of the UNESCO mechanisms diminishes over time and, particularly
in northern Cyprus, within a political dynamic for which they were not intended.
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Kuzey Kibris's Kapsayan Ulnslararas: Sozlesmelerin Uygnlanabilirligi

Giris

Kibris’in gliney kiyilarinda
1960’lardan itibaren bir¢ok arkeolojik
calisma yurttilmesine karsin, sualtt aras-
tirmalart agisindan adanin kuzey kiyilari-
na neredeyse hic dokunulmamistir'.
19507lerden  1970lerin  basina kadar,
adanin timini iceren arkeolojik sualtt
aragtirmalarinin sayist giderek artmustir.
Ancak 1970’lerden sonra yasanan askeri
miudaheleler sonucunda adanin %82’sini
kapsayan kuzey bolgesinde strdirilen
arkeolojik  calismalar, “1954 Hukuk
Usultine Dair Sozlesme” ve daha sonra
da “1999 Ikinci Protokol” baglaminda
ele alinmistir. Bu protokollerin yant sira,
Kibris’in karmagik politik yapist Kuzey
Kibris’ta kara ve sualtt arastirmalarina
ciddi boyutta kisitlamalar getirmistir. Bu
durum Ozellikle adanin kuzey tarafinin
deniz tarihi arastirmalart ve deniz bag-
lantilt kaltiirel mirasi calismalarini biytuk
sekteye ugratmistir.

2008 yilinda Kaleburnu / Galino-
porni’de uluslararasi bir ekip tarafindan
yurtitilen Geg¢ Tun¢ Cagt arkeolojik
arastirmalarina baglt olarak olusturulan
“Karpaz Deniz Mirast Yiizey Arastirma-
st Projesi” (Karpaz Maritime Heritage
Survey/KMHS) kapsaminda yatimada-
nin giney kiyilarinda calismalar basla-
tmustir.  Projenin  Oncelikli  amaglar,
adanin deniz baglantili kiltirel mirast
lzerine arastirmalarin uzun bir aradan
sonra yeniden yuritilebilmesi ve bu
arastirmalardan ortaya c¢itkacak kiltir
varliklarinin yerel yonetimler tarafindan
ele alinarak koruma ve gelistirme prog-

1 Ornegin bkz. Frost 1970; Engvig — Beichmann
1984; Leonard 1995; Leidwanger 2007; Demestic-
ha 2011.
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ramlart Gretilmesine katkilar olarak iki
baslik altinda toplanabilir. Ayrica proje
aracitligiyla, UNESCO’nun sualti arkeo-
lojisi i¢in 6ngordigu esaslarin pratikte
uygulanabilirliginin  stnanmast  olanagi
dogmustur.

Kuzey Kibris’ta Deniz Baglantili
Arkeolojik Aragtirmalarin Gegmisi

19507lerde sualti dalislarinin skuba
donanimi ile birlikte geliserek yaygin-
lasmasindan 6nce, Kibris’ta yiritilen
deniz baglantili arastirmalar Joan du Plat
Taylor’un baslatmis oldugu arastirmalar-
la sinirliydr. Ayrica bu arastirmalar, Ro-
ma Donemi’ne ait sahil kenti olan Ayios
Philon’da 1935, 1937 ve 1938’de yapilan
calismalarda oldugu gibi liman kalintila-
rina odaklanarak agirlikli olarak karada
yiriitilmekteydi (Res. 1)°. Sualtinda ger-
ceklestirilen sistematik ylzey arastirma-
lar1 ilk defa 19507erin sonlarina dogru
Ingiliz ordusu mensuplart tarafindan
Kibris’in batisinda, Paphos ve Lara sa-
hillerinde  yurttilmis olup ancak
1965’te, Witold Daszewski’nin Nea
Paphos’un antik limanindaki ylzey aras-
tirmalariyla profesyonel boyutlara ulas-
mistir’. Bu arastirmalarin énemini algila-
yan Michael Katzev, 1967 yilinin Eylil
ayinda Dogu Akdeniz’de arkeolojik de-
niz arastirmalarinin ytritilmesini amag-
layan Kibris Sualtt Arkeolojik Arastir-
malar’ni (Cyprus Underwater Archaeo-
logical Sarch/CUAS) baslatmistr. Bu
enstitli kapsaminda ytritilen arastirma-
lar kisa soluklu olmalarina karsin, Kib-
r1s’in bu dénemde Dogu Akdeniz’de su-
altt arkeolojisinin merkezi konumuna

2 Taylor 1980; Hirschfeld 2007.
3 Frost 1970, 22; Daszewski 1981; Hohlfelder 1995,
196-197.
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gelmesinde 6nemli rol oynamistir®. M.
Katzev, adanin batisinda bulunan Aka-
mas Yarimadasi, Paphos kiyilari ve ada-
nin dogu ucundaki San Andreas bur-
nunda ¢alismalar yuritmustir.

Bu calismalarin ardindan CUAS
grubu Girne sehrinin hemen kuzeyinde
denizin altinda ge¢ 4. - erken 3. yizyila
tarihledikleri seksen Rodos ve Samos
amphorasindan olugan bir tepe saptaya-
rak buluntularin deniz tabaninda kismen
gémuli bir gemi batigina ait oldugu so-
nucuna varmistir’. 1968 ve 1969 yilla-
rinda yurttilen arkeolojik kazilar saye-
sinde Ge¢ Hellenistik - Erken Roma
donemlerine tarthlenen denizcilikle bag-
lantillt benzersiz buluntular ortaya ¢ikar-
tilirken, %060’1in korunageldigi anlagi-
lan, dolayistyla zamanimiza dek deniz
tabaninda bulunan ve denizaltindan ¢i-
kartilan en iyi korunagelmis antik tekne
ozelligine sahip, olduk¢a 6nemli bir ba-
tik kalintis1 daha ortaya ¢tkartilmistir. O
gine kadar bulunan en 6nemli 6rnek-
lerden biri olan bu batik, yerel yetkililer
tarafindan Girne’nin Hacli Seferleri’ne
tarihlenen kalesindeki galeriler restore
edildikten sonra, devamli korunacagi,
konservasyonunun yapilacagt ve kalinti-
larinin teshire sunulacagr alanlara yerles-
tirilmistir. Kisa stre icerisinde Girne ba-
tiginin, antik Salamis sehir kalintilarin-
dan sonra, Kibris’taki en poptler ikinci
turist odagt konumuna geldigi saptan-
mistit’. Kibris'ta calismalarina  devam
eden M. Katzev'in tesvikleriyle Lefko-
se’de 1973’te George Bass tarafindan
Amerikan  Sualti  Arkeoloji  Enstiti-

4 Katzev 1974, 177.
5 Katzev 1974, 182-184.
6 Katzev 1975, 339.
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si’nin (American Institute of Nautical
Archaeology/AINA) temelleri atilmigtir.
Bundan sonra iki yil boyunca AINA ta-
rafindan Turkiye sahillerinde yuritilen
ylizey arastirmalart Kibris’taki bu mer-
kezden yonetilmistit’. CUAS fyelerin-
den Jeremy Green 1969 yilinda San
Andreas Burnu’na geri donerek (Res. 1)
dort sezon stirecek yeni ylizey aragtirma-
larint baslatmistir. Buradaki calismalari
stresince, daha sonra Akdeniz’in baska
bolgelerinde de etkin olacak metal de-
tektor, manyetometri ve yankili derinli-
kolcer (echo spounders) ile islevsellik
kazanacak yeni yontemler {iretmistir®.
Israil kokenli Elisha Linder ve Avner
Raban tarafindan 1971°de Kibris kiyila-
rinda liman arastirmalart baslatimistir.
Nicholas  Flemming tarafindan da
1973’te Salamis kiyilarina odaklanidmis-
tir’. Bu calismalarin ardindan, Cambride
Universitesi’ne baglt Sualtt Arastirmalar
Grubu (Underwater
Group) 1974te arkeolojik arastirmalar
yuriitmek amaciyla Salamis’e gelmistir.

Exploration

Ancak, ayni yilin Temmuz ve Agustos
aylarinda adaya yapilan Rum ve Turk
askeri mudahelelerinden dolayt bu giri-
sim yarim birakilmak durumunda kal-
migtir'’,

UNESCO  Yonetmeliklerinin
Kuzey Kibris Uygulamalari

Askeri mudaheleler nedeniyle ada
kapsaminda yiritilen tim sualtt arkeo-
lojik ¢alismalart durdurulmustur. Bu do-
nemin ardindan ilk uluslararast calisma-

George Bass ile kisisel goriisme, Kasim 2007.

8 Green 1970, 4, 40; 1973, 171; Parker 1981, 326-
329.

9 Flemming 1974, 163; Raban 1995, 163, 165-168.

10 Anonim 1974.
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lar yedi yilik bir aradan sonra 1980°de
Kiti Burnu kiyilarinda Isvegli bir grup
tarafindan yeniden baglatlmistir''. Bu
donemde gelisen yeni politik dengelerle
baglantili olarak Kibris topraklarinin ku-
zeyde kalan ve ylzde otuzsekiz kadar bir
alanint kontrol altina alan Turk ordusu-
nun da, adadaki arkeolojik ¢alismalarin
gidisatin1 yakindan etkilemis oldugu go-
rulmektedir. Askeri gliclerin adadaki
varliklarinin devamliligt ve bununla bag-
lantili olarak yerel yonetimdeki altyapi
eksikligi, bu bolgede, “1954 Hukuk
Usultine Dair Lahey S6zlesmesi” olarak
da anilan UNESCO Silahli Catisma Ha-
linde Kiltirel Varliklarin Korunmasi
Sozlesmesi’nin kabuliine neden olmus-
tur. Huzursuzluk dénemlerinde, ulusla-
rarast muhalif taraflar arasinda olusabi-
lecek siddet ortamlarinda veya kaza eseri
dogacak zararlara karsi tasinabilir kilti-
rel mirast korumayl amaglayan yonetim
prosediitleri iceren bu sézlesme, tasina-
bilir kiltiirel mirasin givenli bolgelere
nasil nakledilebilecegine dair malumatin
yani sira, tasinmaz nitelikteki yapilarin
ve sanat eserlerinin nasil askeri amacla
kullanimdan ve hasardan korunabilecek-
lerine dair bilgiler de igermektedir. Ada-
nin Rum tarafinin da kabul ettigi (1954)
sozlesme ilkeleri, Turk tarafinin da ka-
bul ettigi ve kullandigi (1965) yegane
uluslararast nitelikte ve yonlendirici
mevcut prensipleri icermekte ve dolayi-
styla 1974 sonrasinda olusan gelismeler
baglaminda her iki tarafin da benimsedi-
g1 ve uyguladigr kurallar1 kapsamakta-
dir', Aslina bakilirsa bu ilkeler, II. Diin-
ya Savast sirasinda yasanan genis c¢aplt

11" Engvig — Beichmann 1984, 181.
12 Toman 2010, 2-3.
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tahribat  ve  yagmaciik  nedeniyle,
UNESCO tarafindan hazirlanan ve yu-
rurlilige konulan 2. Sézlesme’nin igeri-
ginden olusmaktadir. Ancak Kibris’taki
politik ortamin gittikce artan karmagikli-
g1 ile baglantili olarak gittik¢e uzayan ba-
ris sureci dahilinde Sozlesme’nin Kuzey
Kibris kapsamindaki etkinliginin devam-
liliginin ne 1954’teki Sozlesme’nin ilke-
lerini hazirlayan Devletler Grubu’nun,
ne de 1974’te Birlesmis Milletler’in tah-
min edebilecekleri boyutlarda kalmadigi
gorilmektedir.

Yaklastk yirmibes yil boyunca Ku-
zey Kibris’ta yuruatilen arkeolojik calis-
malar, 6ncelikli olarak Bitlesmis Millet-
ler 1954 Lahey Sozlesmesi kapsaminda
yonlendirilmistir”. Ancak, II. Diinya
Savas’nin son evrelerinde UNESCO ve
Birlesmis Milletler tarafindan tretilen
sozlesmenin ilkelerinin, bu dénemin di-
namiklerine 6zgt bir idealizme dayandi-
g1 aciktir. Oncelikli olarak, bir devletin
baska biri tarafindan isgalini iceren du-
rumlar g6z 6ntne alinmustir. Bu kap-
samda, iki muhalif arasinda en az du-
zeyde isbirligi olabilecegi varsayilarak,
isgal edilen tarafin yuriitecegi tehlike al-
tindaki kilttrel mirasin koruma calisma-
larinda isgal eden tarafin da destek su-
nacagl varsaytlarak cesitli tavsiyeler ige-
ren sézlesme prosedirleri hazirlanmistir
(UNESCO 1954: Madde 5). Ikinci ola-
rak, Sozlesme’nin Onerdigi ¢ozumler,
tamamen ileride olusabilecek anlagsmaz-
lik ve mucadele streglerinin kisaligina ve

13 Bunun yant sira, “1970 Kiltir Varliklarmin Ka-
nunsuz Ithal, Thra¢ ve Milkiyet Transferinin On-
lenmesi ve Yasaklanmast Icin Alinacak Tedbirlerle
Tlgili S6zlesmesi”nin 11. maddesi Kibris'ta kiiltiirel
mirasin kanunlara aykir olarak tasinma veya ticati-
ne karst 6nlemler alinmasini 6ngérmistiir.
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catismalarin akibetinde uzun sireli belir-
sizlik dogurmayacagi varsayimlarina da-
yanir. Gergek anlamiyla kazi ve yuzey
aragtirmalart konularina hi¢ deginmeyen
Sozlesme, istila durumlarinda yapilmast
gerekenleri ele alirken, igerik olarak sa-
dece korumadan bahseder. Ugiincii ola-
rak vurgulanmast gereken nokta ise
1983’de Kibris Tirk toplumu tarafindan
kurulan Kuzey Kibris Ttrk Cumbhuriyeti
sayesinde durumun daha da karmagik
bir boyuta ulagmis oldugudur. Ayrica,
Kuzey Kibris'in kultiirel mirast Gzerinde
sorumluluk sahibi olan bu siyasi idari
sistemin sadece Turkiye Cumhuriyeti ta-
rafindan taninmis olmasi vurgulanmast
gereken bir husustur. Lahey Sézlesmest,
baska olasiliklar ve dengeler g6zetmek-
sizin, ilgili taraflart sadece "isgal eden"
veya "isgal edilen" olarak tanimlayan,
hi¢bir esneklik gostermeyen ve ustelik
bu iki ilgili tarafin ancak farkl tgtnct
bir tarafin gézetimi altinda faaliyet gos-
terebilecegi bir duruma disirir. Adanin
sahip oldugu kiultirel varliklarin idaresi,
zaten on yil stren politik bir karmasa
silsilesi kapsaminda yuritilmekteyken,
Lahey Sozlesmesi dahilinde ¢ok daha
karmasiklasarak verimsizlesen bir siste-
min kontroliine mecbur birakilmistir.

1974°teki askeri mudaheleleri izle-
yen yirmi yil stresince Kuzey Kibris’in
kulttirel varliklari tizerinde uluslararasi
arastirma veya c¢alisma girisimleri tama-
men durmustur. Bu bolgenin kiltirel
varliklart tizerinde hem Kibris Rum hem
de Kibris Turk kesimleri yetki sahibi ol-
duklarint savunmustur. Ancak, Birlesmis
Milletler tarafindan Kibris Rum kesimi
hukuki kontrol ve miidahele haklarina
sahip gorilse de Kibris Tirk kesimi ha-
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len erisim yetkisine sahip konumdadir.
Iki taraf arasinda kabul gérecek bir an-
lasma saglamayt basaramayan Birlesmis
Milletler ile birlikte askeri miidahele ve-
ya istila sirasinda koruma amaglayan
oneriler iceren “1954 Lahey Sozlesme-
si”, uzun vadeli ve karmagik bir politik
ortam icerisinde ¢6ziim yerine kasitsiz
da olsa hig bir yonde eyleme izin verme-
yen, tamamen islevsiz ve verimsiz bir
ortam olusmasina neden olmustur.

1999°da onaylanan UNESCO’nun
Ikinci Protokoli’niin sagladigi ek diizen-
lemeler 1954 Lahey Sozlesmesi’nin ige-
riginin guncellenmesine yardimct olmus-
tur. Birlesmis Milletler tarafindan isgal
alunda olarak gorulen bolgelerdeki ey-
lem ve etkinliklere diizenlemeler getiren
Lahey So6zlesmesi’'ndeki 5. Madde’nin
icerigini olusturan tavsiyeleri tekrarlayan
9. Madde arkeolojik kazilart da kapsa-
maktadir. Madde 9, paragraf 1, fikra
(b)’ye gore: "...[ baska bir Taraf iilkenin st-
nerlarina kismen ya da tamamen isgal eden bir
diger Taraf ulkenin isgal edilen bilgede] kiiltii-
rel varlygy koruma ve kaydm: tutma amact di-
stndaki her tiirlii arkeolojik kazi [calismast
ydriitmesine yasaklama getirilmesi gerekir]".
Bu sozlesme kurallarinin  alisilagelmis
yorumlarina bakilirsa, isgal altinda olarak
kabul edilen bolgelerde yuritilecek ar-
keolojik kazilarin Birlesmis Milletler’in
ctkarlariyla cakismamasi gerekmektedir.
Buna ek olarak, kiltir varliklarinin sa-
dece insanlar tarafindan tehdit altina
alinmis olduklarinin gosterilmesi gerek-
mektedir. Bu olgu uygulamaya dokildi-
gunde, sozlesmenin igerigindeki anlam
belirsizliklerinin ciddi sorunlar yarattigt
goriilmektedir. Ornegin, sézlesmenin
uygulanmasinin Karpaz Deniz Mirast
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Yuzey Arastirmast kapsaminda 2009’da
yurttilen arastirmalart anlamsiz bir hu-
kuki celiskiler silsilesine strtkledigi ve
bilimsel anlamda ciddi boyutta kisitla-
malara neden oldugu dile getirilebilir.

Yiizey Arastirmasinin  Arka
Plan1 ve Kullanilan Yéntemler

2008’de baslayan sualti arastirma-
lari, Karpaz Deniz Mirast Yiizey Arag-
tirmast Projesi kapsaminda Kibris Dogu
Akdeniz Universitesi ve Almanya Ti-
bingen Universitesi'nden arastirmacilar
tarafindan alinmis izin cercevesinde, Ka-
leburnu/Galinoporni yakinlarindaki
Kral Tepesi’nde bulunan Geg¢ Tung Ca-
g1 kalintilarina odakli arkeolojik ¢alisma-
laria baglt olarak baslatilmistir'®. 14 km
uzunlugunda bir alani igeren arastirma
bolgesi, giineybatida Tung Cagi yerlesi-
mi Nitovikla’dan kuzeydoguda Melissa-
ros Ormani yakinlarindaki liman islevi
goren dogal barinaga kadar uzanir (Res.
1). 2008 ve 2009 sezonlarinda gergekles-
tirilen projeye Kibris Turk tarafindan
universite 6grencileri ile Turk, Alman ve
Amerikalt arastirmacilar katilmis, 2009
sezonunda da Ingiliz bir arastirmact eki-
be dahil olmustur.

Kibris’taki  toplumlart  etkileyen
hassas politik denge ile 1954 Lahey So6z-
lesmesi ve 1999 Ikinci Protokol tarafin-
dan sunulan 6neriler g6z 6ntinde tutula-
rak, Karpaz Deniz Mirast Projesi kap-
saminda metodolojik olarak, buluntula-
rin incelenerek yerlerinde belgelendiril-
mesine 6zen gosterilmistir. Kyt seridin-
de ytriiyerek gerceklestirilen ylzey aras-
tirmasina ek olarak, sualtt ylizey aragtir-
mast denizin sahile yakin alanlarinda

14 Bartelheim ve dig. 2008; Harpster 2010.
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snorkel, sahile daha uzak ve derin alan-
larda ise skuba donanimi kullanilarak
gerceklestirilmistir. Kuzey Kibris sahille-
rinde bulunan kultirel varliklarin sual-
tinda arastirilmasina yeniden baslamak
ile toplanan bilgi ve alinan sonuglarla ye-
rel yonetimlere kiltiirel alan yOnetim
programlari konusunda katkilarda bu-
lunmak, Karpaz Deniz Mirast Proje-
st’nin 6ncelikli iki amacint olusturmus-
tur. Dolayisiyla, Karpaz Deniz Mirast
Projesi’nin ¢alismalari sadece gemi ba-
tiklarina odaklanmakla kalmayarak, de-
niz tabaninda bulunan tim arkeolojik
kalintllarin belgelenmesini amaglamustir.
Arastirma yontemleri kapsaminda, 20 m
capinda bir yiizeye yayilmus buluntular
‘arkeolojik alan’ olarak belirlenmistir.
2008’de bes veya daha fazla buluntu ige-
ren alanlar belgelenirken, 2009°da bu
yontem daha fazla rafine edilerek, 20 m
capinda bir ylzeye yayllmis on veya da-
ha fazla buluntu igeren alan arkeolojik
alan olarak ele alinmistir. Gorsel kayit-
lama amaciyla buluntularin fotografla-
malart 7z situ olarak deniz tabaninda ya-
pilirken alan planlar iki farkli yontem
kullanilarak olusturulmustur. Deniz al-
tinda bir metreden daha az derinlikte yer
alan buluntular kiyida kurulan Total Sta-
tion ile daha derinde yer alan buluntular
ise 3H Site Surveyor programu ile kayit-
lara gecirilmistir. Buluntu alaninin orta-
sindaki tanimlanabilir bir obje merkez
alinarak bu objenin 10 m kuzey, glney,
dogu ve batsina birer veri/data noktast
yetlestirilmis ve buluntu alaninin sinirlari
belitlenmistir”. 3H Site Surveyor prog-
rami ile her veri/data noktasindan ol-

15 Harpster 2010.
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¢im alinarak buluntu alanindaki objele-
rin konumlart sabitlenmistir.

Yiizey Aragtirmasi Sonuglar ve
Celigkiler

2008 ve 2009 ylzey arastirmast se-
zonlarinda, Cilaes Adast civarinda yo-
gunlasmis sekiz arkeolojik alan belge-
lenmistir. Kral Tepesi Sualtt (Kral Tepe-
si Underwater/KTU) 4 ve 5 olarak ad-
landirilan iki buluntu alaninin kiyiya ya-
kin oldugu, diger alt1 alanin ise 18 m’den
daha derin olan bdlgelerde bulundugu
saptanmistir. KTU 6’da kulplu dort adet
Kibris kékenli Arkaik amphora pargasi,
bunlarin yant sira MO 7. ve 3. ylizyillar
arasina tarihlenen Kibris veya Levant
kokenli, tipoloji olarak B, C veya D’ye
ait alt1 adet sepet seklinde kulp ve taban
parcalart saptanmistir. MO 1. yiizyila ta-
rihlenebilecek Dressel 1B amphora tipi-
ne ait iki ayr1 par¢a da bu alanda bulun-
mustur. Bunlarin yani sira, bir adet MS
3.-4. yuzyillara tarihlenebilecek Kapitit
Tip 2 amphoranin Gst kismi buluntular
arasinda sayilabilit'®. KTU 7°de ise Girit,
Knidos, Samos veya Kos amphoralari,
sepet seklinde kulp parcalart ve bir adet
kiiiik tas capa saptanmistir'’. Incelenen
bolgelerden en derinde yer alan KTU
8’de ise Sakiz, Kos, Filistin ve genel Ege
kokenli Helenistik ve Roma Doénemi
amphoralari yer alir (Res. 2)'.

2008 sezonunda bulunan, ancak
2009 sezonunda ziyaret edilerek calis-
malar yurtatilmis 6nemli alanlardan bi-
risi olan KTU 2’de bes tas capa tespit
edilmistir. Bu alanda ayrica MO 5. veya
4. yuzyila tarthlenen bir Sakiz amphorast

16 Peacock — Williams 1986, 89.
17 Whitbread 1995, 82, 107-108.
18 Whitbread 1995, 81-82, 135.
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ve 26 adet Roma Dénemi’ne tarihlenen
mermer opus sectile bulunmustur. Yag-
macilarin 6zellikle bu malzemeye odak-
lanmalarindan ¢ekinildiginden, 2008’de
alandaki tim gpus sectile buluntularini ice-
ten plan calismalarina  baslanmistir™.
Renklerinin gbzle gortlebilir nitelikte
beyaz ve agik sari olmalarindan, oldukca
s1g bir alanda bulunmalarindan (yaklasik
8 m) ve ebatlarinin kiiciikk olmasindan
dolayt hem su ylizeyinde fark edildikleri
hem de tasinmalarinin oldukea kolay ol-
dugu tespit edilmistir (Res. 3 - 4). 2008
sezonunda mermer buluntularin  kayit
altina alinmalarina odaklanan arastirma-
lar, alanin giineyindeki seramik buluntu-
larin1 ancak kismi olarak kayit altina ala-
bilmistir. Eksik kalan calismalar ise 2009

sezonunda tamamlanmistir®.

KTU 2ye 15 Agustos 2009°da geri
donen ekip, alanin bir yil igerisinde zarar
gordigunu tzilerek fark etmistir. Alan-
dan 5 adet opus sectilenin yok oldugunu
fark eden ekip, bunlarin 2, 8, 9, 22 ve 23
numarali mermerler oldugunu saptamis-
tir (Res. 5). Bu buluntularin en azindan
bir kisminin denizin hareketliligi sonucu
deniz tabanina goémilmus olabilecekle-
rini umarak alanin bazi yerlerinde, taba-
nin 5 - 10 cm altina bakilmis ancak ne
yaztk ki herhangi bir bulguya rastlan-
mamustir. 5 numarali mermer ve diger
par¢alar tzerinde yapilan arastirmalar,
bu parcalarin halen orijinal yerlerinde
bulunduklarina, fakat 6 numarali gpus sec-
tile parcasinin yerinden kaldirilarak goti-
ruldigune isaret etmektedir. En az bes
mermer parcanin daha yerlerinden oy-
natlldigini gbsteren bulgular, durumun

19 Harpster 2010.
20 Harpster 2010, 15-16.
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daha da karmagik hale gelmesine neden
olmus ve 16, 17, 19, 21 ve 24 numarali
pargalarin yerlerinin en az 20 cm degis-
tigini gdstermistir. Ornegin, orijinal bu-
luntu yerinden yaklasik 5 m kadar gi-
neybatiya tasinan 19 numarali parca yeni
bir buluntu olarak kayda gegirilse de kisa
stre icerisinde durum anlasilarak arkeo-
lojik alana yapilmis miidahale kapsa-
minda olusan hatalar diizeltilmistir. Tk
olarak pargalarin dogal yollarla yerlerin-
den oynamis olabilecekleri diistinilse de
bu olasiliktan kisa siirede vazgecilmistir.
Dogal etkenler kapsaminda tim bulun-
tularin yerlerinin ayni yonde gtineye
dogru degismesi gerekirken bazi bulun-
tularin giineye, ikisinin glineybatiya, iki-
sinin gineydoguya ve bir tanesinin ise
giineye dogru hareket ettigi anlasilmistir.
Aynt zamanda, alandaki mermerlerin
hepsinin ayni sekilde yer degistirmedigi
gorilmistir. 22 cm uzunlugunda ve 15
cm genisligindeki 16 numarali mermer
parganin glineybatiya dogru kaydigi, an-
cak bu parcadan bir metreden daha az
bir uzaklikta bulunan ve daha kiicik
olan 14 numarali altigen bir mermer
parganin yerinden oynamamis oldugu
gozlenmistir. Mermer parcalarinin segi-
lerek yerlerinden oynatiddiklarina iliskin
veriler, teknelerden sallandirilan balik
aglarinin deniz tabanini tarayarak alana
zarar verme olasiigint da azaltmustir.
Buna karsin, kuvvetli riizgarlarda yavas
da olsa glineye dogru surtklenen gemi-
lerin ¢apalarinin, deniz tabanini taraya-
rak bazt mermerleri yerlerinden oynat-
mis olmalari ihtimalini de giindeme ge-
tirmistir.  Olasiliklara, dalgiclarin  bu
mermerleri yerlerinden rastgele oynat-
malarini da eklemek gerekir. Ancak, ha-
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reket etmis tim mermerlerin glineye
dogru kaymalari bu olasiligr ¢urttir. So-
nugta, mermerlerin bulundugu alanin
olast yagma ve daha fazla hasara maruz
kalma tehlikeleri goz ardi edilemez. Pro-
je 2009’da, KTU 2’deki arkeolojik alanin
haritalanmas1 ve belgelenmesi ¢alismala-
r1 tamamlanamadan sonlandirilmistir.
Yurutilen ¢alismalarin gergeklestirildigi
alanin tehdit altinda olmasi, tim Karpaz
Yarimadast’nin arastirilarak belgelendi-
rilmesinin gerekliligini bir kez daha g6z-
ler 6ntne sermistir.

Benzer tehlikelerin varligi, alanin
en kisa zamanda sistematik arkeolojik
kazilarla kurtarilmasi gerekliligini agikea
o6n plana c¢ikarmustir. Birlesmis Millet-
lerin Kuzey Kibris’t isgal edilmis top-
raklar olarak nitelendirmesi ve 1999’daki
Ikinci Protokol, 9. Madde’nin bu niteli-
ge sahip alanlarda bulunan tehlike altin-
daki kultir varliklarinin kazilarla kurta-
rilmasint 6n gormesi goz ardr edilemez.
Kibris adasindaki politik dengelerin has-
sas karakteri ve Kuzey Kibris’taki yetki-
lilerin konumlarinin uluslararast olarak
yasal belirsizligi, arkeolojik kazilarin ne
yazik ki gortuldugt kadar basit olmadigi-
nt vurgular. Arkeolojik alanin butiinli-
guni etkileyen tehlikelere karst ¢6ziim
olarak kazilar 6ngoriliyor olsa da bu
uluslararasi diizenekler, hangi taraflarin
arastirma izni verme, calismalari denet-
leme ve arkeolojik malzemeyi koruma
yetkisine sahip olabilecegi konusunda
herhangi bir yonetmelik sunmamakta-
dirlar.

1954 Lahey So6zlesmesi'nin iceri-
gine bakarsak, Turkiye Cumhuriyeti’nin
Kibris Cumbhuriyeti ile isbirligi icinde
Kuzey Kibris’in kulttrel varliklarini ko-
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ruma sorumlulugunu Gstlenmesi gerek-
mektedir. Ancak, Tirkiye Cumhuriye-
ti'ne 1999 Ikinci Protokolii yetki imkant
tamimadigindan, tehlike karsisinda kazi
iceren herhangi bir arkeolojik c¢alisma
kapsaminda protokolin mevzuatlarina
sadik kalma zorunlulugu da tanimamak-
tadir. Ayrica, Kuzey Kibris Turk Cum-
huriyeti’nin bagimsizlig1 sadece Turkiye
Cumbhuriyeti tarafindan taninmakta, do-
layistyla Turkiye tarafindan Kuzey Kib-
ris topraklarinda arastirma hakki sadece
Kuzey Kibris yetkililerine verilmektedir.

Kibris’taki glincel politik dengeler
kapsaminda, hem Kuzey Kibris’taki yet-
kililer hem de Kibris Cumbhuriyetine
bagli Eski Eserler ve Mizeler Dairesi,
adanin %38’ini kapsayan kuzeyinde de
yuritilecek arkeolojik calismalarin izin
ve denetleme haklarini ellerinde tuttuk-
larint savunur. Kibris Cumhuriyeti, Bir-
lesmis Milletler tarafindan mesru taraf
olarak taniniyor olsa da erisimi kontrol
eden taraf Kibris Tiirk kesimidir. Ustelik
kendi topraklarinda Kibris Rum kesimi-
nin hi¢ bir olast yetkisini tanimamakta-
dir. Bir alanda ¢alisma yiiritmek icin ay-
ni zamanda iki taraftan birden izin talep
edilip alinamayacagina gore, calisma iz-
ninin arkeolojik alana sahip olan Kibris
Tirk kesimine baglt oldugu s6ylenebilir.
Ancak alinacak iznin Birlesmis Milletler
tarafindan taninmayacagi olasiligt da g6z
oninde tutulmalidir. Giincel durumun
kendi icinde gelisir bir boyuta ulastigt
actktir.

Son olarak da vurgulamak gerekir
ki, bu bolgeye hakim olan Kuzey Kibris
yetkililerinin izni disinda hi¢ bir arastir-
ma yuritilemeyecegi gibi, kazilardan ele
gecen tum kultir varliklarinin buluntu

M. Harpster

alanlarina hakim yonetimlere, yani Ku-
zey Kibris yonetimine ait olacagr da ka-
bul edilmesi gereken asikar bir durum-
dur. Ancak, Kibris Cumbhuriyeti tarafin-
dan, hatta uluslararasi bir¢ok toplum ta-
rafindan, bu durum Kuzey Kibris kap-
saminda yagmacilik olarak algilanmakta-
dir. Buna karsin ortaya konulan tutum
kapsaminda, buluntularin Kibris Cum-
huriyeti Eski Eserler Dairesi’ne teslim
edilmesi, ozellikle iki toplumu ayiran ve
Birlesmis Milletler tarafindan denetlenen
Yesil Hat’tin 6bur tarafina kiltir varlik-
larinin herhangi bir nedenle tasinmast,
Kibris Turk toplumu tarafindan, soz-
lesme kurallarina dayandirilarak da, hir-
sizlik olarak nitelendirilecektir. Ayni za-
manda, bu malzemenin koruma amaclt
arkeolojik kazilara tabi olmasi, Birlesmis
Milletler’in 1999 ikinci Protokolii kap-
saminda 6ngorilen mevzuatin kendisini
cignemek anlamina gelir ki bu durum
olanaksiz politik oneriler sunmakta ve
imkansiz bir durum yaratmaktadir. Bu
kisirdéngti kapsaminda, arkeolojik mal-
zemenin duzenli araliklarla ziyaret edil-
mesini ongoren Karpaz Deniz Mirasi
Yizey Arastirmasi, sualtinda saptanan
kultirel varliklart ileride takip edilmek
tzere buluntu alanlarinda 7z situ birak-
mustir.

Calismalarda Ilerlemeler ve
Duraklamalar

Karpaz Deniz Mirast Yizey Arag-
tirmast, proje olarak ¢ok kisa bir zaman
sirmis olsa da birka¢ alanda sonug
alinmasina 6nemli katkilar saglamustir.
Oncelikle, Kibris'in kuzey kiyilarinda
bulunan deniz mirasinin belgelenmesi ve
korunmasi yoniinde o6ncil ve 6nemli
adimlar atilmustir. Ayrica, Kibris Turk

163



Kuzey Kibris's Kapsayan Ulnslararas: Sozlesmelerin Uygnlanabilirligi

tarafindan projeye katllan tniversite 6g-
rencileri yerel kilttirel miras ve koruma-
cilik konularinda bilgi ve deneyim kaza-
narak, Kibris Tirk toplumunun ileride
yurtitecegi calismalarda yonlendirici kat-
kilarda bulunabilecek bir egitim zemini-
ne sahip olmuglardir.

Ikinci ve aynit derecede Gnemli
olan bir diger nokta ise, Karpaz Deniz
Mirast Yuzey Arasttrmast’'nin, 1954 La-
hey Sozlesmesi ve 1999 Tkinci Protokol
icerigindeki yonlendirici mevzuatin, de-
niz mirasinit iceren arkeolojik ¢alismalara
etkilerini ve uygulanabilirligini sinamig
olmasidir. Yuritilen ylizey arastirmalari,
bu iki anlasmaya uyularak gerceklestiri-
len ilk sualtt calismalarint temsil etmek-
tedir. Actk ve net bir sekilde gorilmiis-
tur ki fillen yuratilen calismalardan ali-
nan sonuglar bu anlasmalarin hedefledi-
g1 amaclardan ¢ok daha sinirl kalmistir.
Bu nedenle yurittlen bu yuzey arastir-
malarinin kisitlt sonuglarina bakarak di-
yebiliriz ki yiizey arastirmalariyla deniz
tabanindaki kiltirel mirasi bulmak, in-
celemek ve haritada isaretlemek mum-
kiin olsa da deniz tabanindaki herhangi
bir buluntuya belgeleme amaciyla bile
dokunulamamast ve hi¢ bir sekilde yer-
lerinden  oynatlamamasi,  arkeolojik
malzemeler Uzerinde ayrintili bilimsel
calismalari ciddi boyutta sinirlamaktadir.
Ustelik 7z situ malzeme iizerinde her-
hangi bir mtdahele olmadan yapilan ¢a-
lismalar nitelik olarak kisitlt bilgi sundu-
gundan bu raporun icerigindeki hi¢ bir
tipolojik tanimin kesin olamayacagint
vurgulamak gerekir. Bu kisitlamalardan
dolay1 aragtirmalarin sadece deniz taba-
ninda gozle gorilen buluntularla sinirh
kaldig1, belgeleme ve fotograflama ama-
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ciyla kumlardan veya tortulardan arin-
dirma gibi yiizeysel temizliklerin dahi
elestiri kaynagi olusturdugu dile getirile-
bilir. Bir buluntunun fotograflama ama-
ctyla tGzerindeki kumlardan arindirilmast
icin yapian temizligin hangi kademesi
arkeolojik kazi, dolayistyla ihlal olarak
nitelendirilebilir? Ayni zamanda olusan
bir baska olumsuz durumun da 2008 ve
2009 sezonlarinda kaydedilen opus sectile
buluntularinin korunmalarinin  yetersiz
oldugu vurgulanmalidir. Hi¢ kuskusuz
bu nitelikteki malzeme, dogu Akde-
niz’de, hatta Kibris’ta nadir goriilen bul-
gulardir. Buna karsin, belirsiz, tehdit al-
tinda veya zarar verici politik ortamlar-
daki kiltirel varliklarin  kurtarilmasin
ongoren 1954 Lahey Sozlesmesi ve
1999 lkinci Protokoliin herhangi bir
kurtarma galigmast yuritilmesine imkan
tanimamasinin da olumsuz bir ortam ya-
rattig1 gozler onune serilir. Bu sézlesme-
lerin kendi iceriklerindeki statik nitelik-
ler, uygulandiklari sartlarin ve ortamlarin
hi¢ de statik olmayan yapilari ile karsitlik
yaratmaktadir. Ornegin, Kuzey Kibris
Turk Cumbhuriyeti’nin kurulmasi, Kibris
toplumlari arasinda devam etmekte olan
ikili goriismeler ve 2003 yilinda gegise
actlan Yesil Hat, halen etkin olan sosyal
ve politik durumun hem degiskenligini
hem de devamliligini g6sterir. S6zlesme-
lerin esnek olmayan niteliklerinin ve ka-
sitsiz da olsa, on yillar boyunca uygu-
lanmalarindan kaynaklanan anlam belir-
sizliklerinin, arastirma ve kurtarma c¢aba-
larinda engelleyici boyutlara ulastigt ve
hatta kultiirel mirasin kendisine zarar
yaratabilecek tehlikeli durumlara neden
olduklarint maalesef vurgulamak yerinde
olacaktir.
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Tesekkiir

Kaleburnu/Galinoporni’deki sual-
t1 ylzey arastirmalarinin tasarim, yurit-
me ve tamamlanma asamalari bircok bi-
reyin katkilariyla gergeklesmistir. Once-
likle Emine Pilli ve Figen Caner’e uz-
manlik ve bilgileri ile bizleri yonlendir-
dikleri ve Uwe Miller, Martin Bartel-
heim ve projelerinin tim ekip tyelerine
bizlere verdikleri destek icin tesekkiirle-
rimi sunar, Lothar Herling’i rahmetle
anmak isterim. Dalis Guvenlik Gorevlisi
olarak her iki arastirma sezonunda da
bizlerle ¢alisan Tuncay Sadikoglu’nun
gosterdigi sabir ve bize sagladig: lojistik
yardim son derece degerliydi. Arazi ca-
lismalarimiz, azimli, hevesli ve caliskan
ekip tyelerimiz, Michaela Reinfeld, Sevil
Peker, Giles Richardson, Hasan Istilézli
ve Hiuseyin Aydinl’'nin  bagarlart ve
2009’da almis oldugumuz National Ge-
ographic Konservasyon Vakif Bursu
(Conservation Trust Grant) sayesinde
tamamlanmistir. Son olarak, Elif De-
nel’e bu makalenin Turkce cevirisinde
ve Fahri Dikkaya ile Zeynep Cizmeli
Ogiin’e de redaksiyon yardimlarindan
dolay1 tesekkiitlerimi sunarim.

M. Harpster

Resim Listesi

Resim 1: Karpaz Yarimadast’'nin haritast.
Gri alanlar 2008 ve 2009 sezon-
larinda yapilan yiizey aragtirma-
lar1 sirasinda taranan bolgeleri
icermektedir (Matthew Harps-
ter).

Resim 2: KTU 8de bulunan Koan veya
Sakiz tipi amfora (Michaela Re-
infeld).

Resim.3: KTU 2’de bulunan iki parca gpus
sectile. Altigen mermer pargasl-
nin her bir kenart 9.2 cm uzun-
lugundadir (Matthew Harpster).

Resim 4: KTU 2’nin merkezinde bulunan

20 numarali mermer ve 1 numa-
ralt capa (Michaela Reinfeld).

Resim 5: KTU 2’de bulunan gpus sectilenin
plant. Kirmuziyla isaretlenen 12,
8, 9, 22 ve 23 numarali mermer-
lerin yakinlarindaki oklar giineye
dogru bir kaymanin tespit edil-
digini gostermektedir (Matthew
Harpster).
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Field-Testing International Conventions in Northern Cyprus

Introduction

Unlike the southern coastline of
the island of Cyprus, which has been the
subject of numerous maritime archaeo-
logical studies since the 1960s, the north-
ern coastline is almost untouched'. Mar-
itime archaeological investigations began
on Cyprus in the 1950s, and reached a
peak in the early 1970s, but the ensuing
military interventions on Cyprus meant
that the northern 38 percent of the island
became subject to recommendations
within the 1954 Hague Convention and,
more recently, the 1999 Second Proto-
col. The recommendations within these
mechanisms, as well as the complex po-
litical dynamics on Cyprus, dramatically
curtailed archaeological investigations on
land and under water in northern Cy-
prus, creating distinct lacunae in our
knowledge of the island’s maritime cul-
tural resources.

Collaborating with the interna-
tional team investigating the Late Bronze
Age site at Kaleburnu / Galinoporni,
however, an international underwater ex-
pedition to catalogue maritime heritage
along the southern shore of the Karpaz
Peninsula, called the Karpaz Maritime
Heritage Survey (KMHS), began in 2008.
Two of the survey’s goals were to restart
the documentation of the island’s mari-
time cultural resources and to aid local
efforts to manage this material. In light
of the ongoing application of the
UNESCO mechanisms, however, it also

1 See, for example, Frost 1970; Engvig — Beichmann
1984; Leonard 1995; Leidwanger 2007; Demesticha
2011.

2 Taylor 1980; Hirschfeld 2007.
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represented a rare opportunity to con-
duct maritime archaeological work under
the aegis of UNESCO guidelines, testing
their efficacy in the field.

Past Maritime Archaeological
Work in Northern Cyprus

Prior to the invention and use of
the aqualung in the 1950s, maritime ar-
chaeological research on Cyprus was
confined to terrestrial studies of harbor
sites, such as Joan du Plat Taylor’s survey
and partial excavation of the Roman-era
coastal site at Ayios Philon in 1935, 1937
and 1938 (Fig. 1)*. Organized diving sur-
veys began in the late 1950s, first repre-
sented by British military personnel in-
vestigating areas off Paphos and lLara
along the western coastline but were
soon defined by Witold Daszewski’s
professional archaeological survey of the
ancient harbor at Nea Paphos in 1965°.
Much of this early work was incorpo-
rated into Michael Katzev’s Cyprus Un-
derwater Archaeological Search (CUAS)
in September of 1967, a project that
briefly established Cyprus as a center of
maritime archaeological activity in the
eastern Mediterranean®.

Following Katzev’s investigation
of sites off the west coast along the Aka-
mas peninsula and Paphos, and Cape
Saint Andreas at the eastern tip of the is-
land, the CUAS team was brought to an
exposed mound of approximately 80
well-preserved Rhodian and Samian am-
phorae dating from the late fourth to
early third century BC, representing a

3 Frost 1970, 22; Daszewski 1981; Hohlfelder 1995,
196-197.
4 Katzev 1974, 177.
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shipwreck partially buried in the sea
floor’. The subsequent excavation of this
assemblage between 1968 and 1969 re-
covered both a unique collection of ma-
terial representative of seafaring life in
the late-Hellenistic or early-Roman era
and approximately 60 percent of the ves-
sel’s wooden hull — making it the best-
preserved ancient hull found on the sea
floor and, presently, the best-preserved
that has been recovered from the sea-
floor as well.

Moreover, the significance of the
site prompted local authorities to reno-
vate galleries in the nearby Crusader-era
castle in Kyrenia to store, conserve and
display the assemblage and, soon, the ex-
hibit became the second-most popular
tourist destination on Cyprus after the
ancient city of Salamis®. This popularity
also catalyzed maritime archaeological
activity across the island. George Bass, at
the prompting of Michael Katzev, laid
the foundations for the American Insti-
tute of Nautical Archaeology (AINA) in
Nicosia by 1973, and the AINA used Cy-
prus as its base for surveys along the
Turkish coastline that year and the next’.
Jeremy Green, who participated in the
CUAS, returned to Cape Saint Andreas
in 1969 (Fig. 1), initiating four seasons of
surveys there that tested underwater
metal detectors, magnetometers and
echo sounders, and established survey
methodologies later used elsewhere in
the Mediterranean®. From Israel, Elisha

Katzev 1974, 182-184.

Katzev 1975, 339.

George Bass, pers. comm., October 2007.

Green 1970, 4, 40, 1973, 171; Patker 1981, 326-329.
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Linder and Avner Raban began their sur-
veys of harbours around the Cypriot
coastline in 1971, followed by Nicholas
Flemming’s work at Salamis in 1973’
The Cambridge University Underwater
Exploration Group arrived in 1974 to
survey Salamis as well, but their expedi-
tion was unexpectedly cut short by the
military intervention of Greek and Turk-
ish forces on Cyprus in July and August

that summer!’,

The Application of UNESCO
Regulations in Northern Cyprus

These military interventions ini-
tially meant that all maritime archaeolog-
ical work around the island stopped. In-
deed, the first international team to tre-
sume maritime field work was likely the
Swedish team finishing the survey at
Cape Kiti, along the southern coastline,
in 1980, seven years after their last visit''.
Complicating archaeological —matters
across part of Cyprus, however, was the
new political dynamic established by the
settlement of the Turkish military in the
northern 38 percent of the island. Due to
their ongoing presence and the absence
of a local infrastructure of governance,
archaeological work in this portion of the
island was now subject to regulation by
the UNESCO Convention for the Pro-
tection of Cultural Property in the Event
of Armed Conflict, or the Hague Con-
vention, of 1954. This convention pro-
motes a series of procedures designed to
protect cultural property from inten-
tional or accidental damage when caught

9 Flemming 1974, 163; Raban 1995, 163, 165-168.
10 Anonymous 1974.
11" Engvig — Beichmann 1984, 181.
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between warring parties; recommenda-
tions include moving items to a safe lo-
cation and barring the use of built herit-
age for military purposes. Having been
ratified by Greece (1954) and accessed to
by Turkey (1965), and being the only ex-
tant international convention containing
such recommendations, this mechanism
was the most appropriate series of guide-
lines to apply to this region following the
events of 1974". Indeed, prompted by
the widespread destruction and looting
in Wortld War II, this was the second
Convention created and passed by
UNESCO. What was unforeseen by the
United Nations in 1974, as well as by the
States Parties that created the 1954 Con-
vention, however, would be the duration
of the convention’s application in north-
ern Cyprus and the increasing complex-
ity of the political environment sur-
rounding it.

For approximately 25 years, the
Hague Convention of 1954 was the only
convention from the United Nations re-
lated to the regulation of archaeological
activity within northern Cyprus". Much
of the content of the Convention, how-
ever, reflects an idealism perhaps en-
demic to UNESCO and the United Na-
tions following their creation in the wake
of World War II. First, many of the rec-
ommended procedures, such as those in-
volving the occupation of one High
Contracting Party by another, assume a
minimal degree of cooperation between

12 Toman 2010, 2-3.

13 Other mechanisms, such as Article 11 of the 1970
Convention on the Means of Prohibiting and Pre-
venting the Illicit Import, Export and Transfer or
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the two warring parties, including the oc-
cupying party supporting the efforts of
the occupied party to protect potentially-
threatened heritage (UNESCO 1954: Ar-
ticle 5). Second, many of the Conven-
tion’s recommendations seem to be
structured within a presumed brevity of
future conflicts, not an uncertain and ex-
tended aftermath. Indeed, the actions ex-
cavation and survey never arise in the doc-
ument and, in the event of an occupa-
tion, preservation is the only course recom-
mended. Third, and particularly compli-
cating, was the creation of the Turkish
Republic of Northern Cyprus by the
Turkish-Cypriot community in 1983.
This governmental infrastructure claims
authority over northern Cyprus and its
cultural resources, yet is recognized as a
sovereign state only by the Republic of
Turkey. Nevertheless, what had been an
ongoing and complex political dynamic
for almost a decade was exacerbated by
the presence of a third actor attempting
to manage some of the island’s cultural
heritage when the Hague Convention
had no such flexibility; States Parties in
the Convention were either the occupied
or the occupier, and efforts to interact
with cultural heritage could only work
within this binary system.

In the two decades following the
military interventions in 1974, interna-
tional efforts to interact with cultural
heritage in northern Cyprus were in sta-
sis. The Greek-Cypriot and Turkish-
Cypriot communities claimed authority

Cultural Property, regulated the illegal movement
or trade of heritage from Cyprus, however.
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over the cultural heritage in this region
yet, while the United Nations’ recogni-
tion of the Greek-Cypriot state granted
them legal rights, the Turkish-Cypriot
community had actual power by control-
ling access. In combination with the un-
successful efforts by the United Nations
to mediate a resolution between the two
communities, the recommendation by
the 1954 Hague Convention on preserva-
tion in times of military occupation had,
within this protracted and convoluted
political dynamic, been reduced to an un-
intended policy of general inactivity.

The UNESCO Second Protocol
was ratified 1999, and its contents up-
dated and appended the 1954 Hague
Convention. In particular, Article 9 cod-
ifies activities in regions considered to be
occupied territory by the United Nations
and reiterates the recommendations in
Article 5 of the Hague Convention, but
also addresses the issue of excavation.
Article 9, paragraph 1, subsection (b)

(13

states: ““...[a Party occupying the terri-
tory of another Party shall prevent, in
this territory] any archaeological excava-
tion, save where this is strictly required
to safeguard, record or preserve cultural
property”.

The conventional interpretation of
these guidelines is that excavations in re-
gions considered to be occupied territory
will not conflict with the interests of the
United Nations if the cultural property to
be excavated is under a demonstrable,
usually man-made, threat. In 2009, how-
ever, ambiguities within this guideline
arose and mired the efforts of the

14 Bartelheim et al. 2008; Harpster 2010.
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Karpaz Maritime Heritage Survey in an
unfortunate legal paradox.

Survey Background and Methods

Working under the permit granted to
a team from Eastern Mediterranean Uni-
versity, Cyprus, and the University of
Tibingen, Germany, to begin studying
the Late Bronze Age site on Kral Tepesi,
near Kaleburnu / Galinoporni, the
Karpaz Maritime Heritage Survey began
investigating the adjacent coastline in
2008'. The survey area was a 14 kilome-
ter stretch of coastline extending from
the Bronze Age site of Nitovikla in the
southwest to the small, natural harbour
near the Melissaros Forest in the north-
east, known locally as the Balveren Or-
mant (Figure 1). Turkish-Cypriot univer-
sity students, and Turkish, German and
American team members participated in
the 2008 and 2009 seasons, with an addi-
tional member from England in 2009.

Conscious of the delicate political
dynamics amongst the Cypriot commu-
nities and the recommendations of the
1954 Hague Convention and the 1999
Second Protocol, the Karpaz Maritime
Heritage Survey survey methodology en-
compassed the survey and 7 situ docu-
mentation of material only. In addition
to coastal walking surveys, underwater
survey methods included the use of snor-
kels in the foreshore and SCUBA equip-
ment in deeper water. As two of the
goals of the Karpaz Maritime Heritage
Survey were to re-start the documenta-
tion of maritime cultural heritage along
the northern-Cypriot coastline and,
through the resulting record, to aid local
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cultural resource management efforts,
the Karpaz Maritime Heritage Survey
was not searching solely for shipwrecks
but documenting concentrations of ar-
chaeological material on the seafloor.
Within this methodology, a ‘site” was de-
fined as a concentration of diagnostic ar-
tifacts in a circle 20 m in diameter; in
2008 this equaled five or more such arti-
facts within that area, but in the 2009 sea-
son this was refined to ten or more such
items within the same space.

Photography of items 7z situ on the
seafloor generated specific visual rec-
ords, whereas two methods were used to
generate site plans. A Total Station based
on shore would plot the locations of
items in water less than one meter deep,
and the 3H Site Surveyor program was
used on deeper sites. In either case, a
heavy datum was set 10 meters north,
south, east and west from a diagnostic ar-
tifact at approximately the center of an
assemblage, and these datums would de-
fine the extent of the site". When the 3H
Site  Surveyor program was utilized,
measurements were taken from each da-
tum to fix the location of items within
the site.

Survey Results and Paradoxes

Opverall, the 2008 and 2009 survey
seasons identified eight sites within the
survey area, concentrated primarily near
Cilaes Adast. Two sites, Kral Tepesi Un-
derwater (KTU) 4 and 5 were in the fore-
shore, whereas the remaining six were in

deeper water, up to 18 meters deep. In
KTU 6, fragments and handles of four

15 Harpster 2010.
16 Peacock — Williams 1986, 89.
17 Whitbread 1995, 82, 107-108.

170

possibly Archaic types from Cyprus were
identified, in addition to the basket han-
dles and toes of six Type B, C or D Cyp-
riot or Levantine amphorae from the
seventh to third centuries BC. Two pos-
sible fragments of a Dressel 1B amphora,
from the first century BC, were identified
as well, and the upper portion of what
may be a Kapitin Type 2 amphora, from
the third to fourth centuries AD'. KTU
7, in contrast, may have amphorae from
Crete, Knidos, Samos or Kos, more frag-
ments of basket-handle amphorae, and a
small stone anchor'”. KTU 8, the deepest
site investigated, is characterized by Hel-
lenistic and Roman-era amphorae from
Chios, Kos, Palestine and the Aegean
(Fig. 2)".

One site of particular interest in
the 2009 season was KTU 2, a site first
found in 2008 containing five stone an-
chors, a single fifth or fourth century BC,
possibly Chian amphora, and a collection
of 26 Roman-era gpus sectile. In 2008, an
effort was made to map and document
all gpus sectile evident in the site because,
of all the artifacts in the assemblage,
these were the items most likely to be
looted". Due to their colors — white and
pale yellow — the shallow depth of the
site (. 8 m) and their relatively small size,
they were easy to identify from the sur-
face and also very portable (Figs. 3 — 4).
As a result of focusing on the marbles,
only a selection of ceramics in the south-
ern half of the site were documented in
2008; further documentation was to be
completed in 2009.

18 Whitbread 1995, 81-82, 135.
19 Harpster 2010.
20 Harpster 2010, 15-16.
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The team returned to KTU 2 on
August 15%, 2009, to discover that the
site had been disturbed over the inter-
vening year. Investigations concluded
that five of the gpus sectile were missing.
On the site plan, these are marbles 2, 8,
9, 22 and 23 (Fig. 5). Suspecting that
these had been buried by natural pro-
cesses, intrusive searches of the upper 5
to 10 cm of the seabed in the recorded
locations of these marbles were con-
ducted, but revealed nothing. Similar
searches for other fragments, such as
marble 5, however, revealed their pres-
ence in the proper location. Thus, it was
presumed that these six opus sectile had
been stolen. Adding to the initial confu-
sion yet further demonstrating the dis-
turbance of the site, was the movement
of at least five other marbles. Fragments
16, 17, 19, 21 and 24 all changed loca-
tions by at least 20 cm. Marble 19, in par-
ticular, may have moved approximately 5
m to the southwest and was temporarily
re-recorded as a new fragment. The pos-
sibility that these marbles moved via nat-
ural causes was addressed but subse-
quently dismissed. The marbles may
have shifted uniformly from their origi-
nal location to another slightly to the
south, but two shifted to the southwest,
two to the southeast, and only one di-
rectly southwards. Similarly, not all of the
marbles on site moved. Marble 16, which
is 22 cm long by 15 cm wide, moved to
the southeast but marble 14, a smaller
hexagonal piece originally less than one
meter from marble 16, did not. This se-
lective movement also rules out the ef-
fects of nets dragged over the site, but
still leaves the possibility that anchors —
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attached to boats drifting southwards in
strong winds — slowly furrowed across
the seabed, moving a marble tile as they
did so. Divers may have been haphaz-
ardly relocating items as well, although
the consistent movement of items to the
south seems incompatible with this sce-
nario. Regardless of the underlying cause
of the tiles’ movements, what was clear
was that this disturbance and the evident
looting threatened the integrity of the
site and the safety of the artifacts them-
selves. The team was able to finish map-
ping and documenting KTU 2 in 2009,
but the evident threat to the site added a
new element to the surveys along the
Karpaz peninsula.

Evidence of such a threat should
warrant the excavation of the material as
a means of protecting it. Similarly, within
the United Nations’ perception of north-
ern Cyprus as occupied territory, Article
9 of the 1999 Second Protocol recom-
mends excavation as well. Due to the po-
litical complexities on Cyprus and the le-
gally-ambiguous nature of the northern-
Cypriot authorities within the interna-
tional community, however, this option
is not as simple as it may appeatr.

Excavation as a means of preserva-
tion is an understandable recommenda-
tion in light of a demonstrable threat, but
what is not addressed in these interna-
tional mechanisms is who grants permis-
sion for the efforts, monitors the work,
and takes possession of the material once
it has been retrieved. Within the binary
model of the 1954 Hague Convention,
the Republic of Turkey should cooperate
with the Republic of Cyprus to preserve
cultural property in northern Cyprus.
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The Republic of Turkey, however, has
not accessed to the 1999 Second Proto-
col and is thus not bound by the Proto-
col’s regulations regarding an excavation
in the presence of a perceived threat.
Moreover, as the Republic of Turkey rec-
ognizes the sovereignty of the Turkish
Republic of Northern Cyprus, they thus
grant that institution an apparent author-
ity over the management of cultural her-
itage within northern-Cypriot territory.

Within the political dynamics on
Cyprus, both the northern-Cypriot com-
munity and the Department of Antiqui-
ties in the Republic of Cyprus claim au-
thority over archaeological activity
across the northern 38 percent of the is-
land. The Republic of Cyprus may ex-
tend permission recognized by the
United Nations to conduct work in
northern Cyprus, yet the Turkish-Cyp-
riot community not only controls access,
but also will not recognize the validity of
Greek-Cypriot authority within their ter-
ritory. Two permits to conduct the work
may not be held simultaneously, and
while the Turkish-Cypriot community
may also grant permission to conduct the
work, that endorsement will not be rec-
ognized by the United Nations.

Lastly, as the excavation of this
material would occur in the region
claimed by the northern-Cypriot author-
ities, and such work could not take place
without their knowledge, they could
make a claim to the artifacts in question.
Granting them possession, however,
would be perceived as an act of looting
and theft by the Republic of Cyprus and,
possibly, the international community.
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Turning over the artifacts to the Depart-
ment of Antiquities in the Republic of
Cyprus, in contrast, would be perceived
by the Turkish-Cypriot community as a
similar act of theft, and would encom-
pass the transportation of the objects
across the Green Line patrolled by the
United Nations and presently separating
both communities. Therefore, an exca-
vation to protect this material and the
very method endorsed by the United Na-
tions’ 1999 Second Protocol is a virtually
impossible option and packed with polit-
ical implications; the items have been left
in situ, to be assessed by occasional visits
to the site.

Progress and Stasis

Despite its brevity, the Karpaz
Maritime Heritage Survey was successful
in a variety of ways. First, its actions rep-
resent a small but, perhaps, important
step in reinvigorating the documentation
and management of the maritime cul-
tural resources along the northern-Cyp-
riot coastline. Moreover, by incorporat-
ing local Turkish-Cypriot university stu-
dents in the project, it also aided in the
growth of local knowledge and skills,
prompting further work that may emerge
from the Turkish-Cypriot community it-
self.

Secondly, and equally important,
the Karpaz Maritime Heritage Survey
also tested the efficacy and applicability
of the 1954 Hague Convention and the
1999 Second Protocol to maritime at-
chaeological field work. These surveys
represent the first time that underwater
archaeological work has been conducted
under their aegis, and it is clear that less
may be accomplished than hoped. As is
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evident by the limited results of these
surveys, cultural heritage on the seafloor
may be found, surveyed, and plotted on
a map, but analysis of the material is very
limited as nothing may be removed from
the seabed for documentation, even on a
temporary basis. Indeed, many of the ty-
pological labels in this report are tenta-
tive due to the limited information that
may be gathered from the material 77 situ.
Similarly, the limits on intrusive investi-
gations mean that surveys may only
study material on the surface of the sea-
floor, but may prompt criticism when
sand and sediment are cleared for pho-
tography or documentation — at what
point, for example, does the clearance of
sand from the surface of an artifact be-
come an intrusive excavation?

Equally unfortunate is the inability
to protect propetly the opus sectile docu-
mented in 2008 and 2009. Admittedly,
these items are not very rare or unique
cither in the eastern Mediterranean or on
Cyprus in particular, but it is nevertheless
disheartening to acknowledge that the
1954 Hague Convention and the 1999
Second Protocol — mechanisms meant to
extricate cultural heritage from ambigu-
ous, threatening or destructive political
contexts — are unable to do so. The doc-
uments themselves are unchanging, but
the contexts of their application are
rarely static or brief; the creation of the
Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus,
the continuing negotiations between the
two Cypriot communities and, in 2003,
the opening of the Green Line, are three
of many testaments to the fluidity and
longevity of the situation on Cyprus in
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particular. The rigidity of these docu-
ments and their unintended ambiguity
when applied over decades, as a result,
has created a perilous situation that sti-
fles efforts and, ultimately, endangers the
heritage itself.
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Figure Captions

Figure 1: Map of the Karpaz peninsula.
The grey squares indicate the
survey areas investigated in 2008
and 2009 (Matthew Harpster).

Figure 2: Possible Chian or Koan-style
amphora in KTU 8 (Michaela
Reinfeld).

Figure 3: Two of the opus sectile in KTU 2.
The hexagonal marble is 9.2 cm
along each edge (Matthew Harp-
ster).

Figure 4: Marble 20 next to Anchor One
at the center of KTU 2 (Michaela
Reinfeld).

Figure 5: Plan of the gpus sectile at KT'U 2.
Marbles 2, 8, 9, 22, and 23 (cit-
cled in red) disappeared between
the 2008 and 2009 seasons. The
arrows near marbles 16, 17, 19,
21 and 24 (circled in blue) indi-
cate movement to the south
(Matthew Harpster).
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