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Integrated Management Policies in Archaeological Sites
and the Involvement of Local People:

Proposals for the Ancient Olba Territorium, Mersin

Nida NAYCI*

Introduction

Coastal areas have historically been highly settled regions since antiquity due to their
geographical, strategic and economic advantages'. Since the dawn of early civilisation, hu-
mans have continually modified coastal regions and exploited its resources. However, the
level of interference with the natural state of the land and water was low, due to limited
technical and engineering capabilities. After the industrial revolution the scale of modifi-
cations to coastal areas dramatically escalated, as a result of the increase in urbanization
and development of industrialized areas®. In recent years a significant number of conflicts
between various sectors, including but not exclusive to industrial development, tourism,
agriculture, transportation, leisure, holiday homes and urbanization, have caused the deg-
radation of the natural and cultural resources of coastal regions®.

Sustainability and sustainable development have become the new paradigm through
which international organizations operate during the late 20™ century. This in turn has
affected policies and methods implemented in the conservation and management of en-
vironmentally and culturally sensitive areas*. The report “Our Common Future” and the
Rio Declaration adopted by the United Nations® were an important turning point in raising
awareness of the need to find a balance between conservation and development, a bal-
ance necessary to ensure that valuable areas will continue to exist for future generations to
appreciate. It also brought attention to the need to protect the natural and cultural resourc-
es of coastal areas against excessive urbanization, industrialization and tourism develop-
ment projects. Beginning in the late 20" century, coastal areas have fallen under a special
management policy area, in relation to environmental policies. The alarming vulnerability

* Dr. Nida Nayci, Mersin Universitesi, Mimarlik Fakiiltesi, Mimarlik Bolimu, Giftlikkéy Kampiisa, 33343 Mersin.
E-mail: nidanayci@gmail.com

g Nayct - Sahin Giichan 2006, 152.

Kay - Alder 1999, 8.

Nayci 2009, 83.

Kay - Alder 1999, 12.

Brundtland Report, “Our Common Future” (U.N., 1987): http://www.un-documents.net/ocf-ov.him#I.1
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of coastal areas to the rising sea-levels due to climate change’ combined with the predic-
tions of a population explosion along coastal areas” drew attention to the lack of sustain-
ability in these particular environments. “Poorly planned mass tourism” is the main culprit
posing a threat to the rich and unique natural cultural heritage of the Mediterranean coast-
al areas®. This potential ruin of the remaining coastal resources has raised awareness for
the need for an “integrated” conservation in policy making. As a result, intergovernmental
organizations have discussed the operating principles of conservation and management of
coastal resources, with an emphasis on local cultural and social values®.

The term “cultural heritage” evolved from defining a single asset to defining cultural
landscape areas and includes both tangible (physical) and the intangible value of local
communities, including their cultural knowledge. While the definition of what constitutes
conservation value is broadening, policies regarding what and how the value must be
conserved becomes more complex when taking into account the severity of both human
and environmental threats. In addition to changing how to define what entails conserva-
tion value, related tools and techniques are also changing. According to Duru', this is
the influence and result of the evolution of “governance” methods amongst the public
administration sciences, which has spread worldwide. Recent developments brought to
light the significance of “locality” and “local community” in the decision-making process
of planning conservation programmes!!, The focus of the Rio Declaration on Environment
and Development'? was to raise public awareness and participation of interest groups,
which are classified as “local governments and administrations, NGOs, local people or
users affected from the plan”. After that, participatory models find ways to include lo-
cal people as well as their expectations in the planning process'®. These developments
also affected planning and management strategies for heritage sites. Starting with natural
heritage conservation areas, rational planning models for protected areas have shifted
towards a more community-based, participatory and adaptive style (Tab. 1). Involvement
in the development of environmental management strategies by local people living in
the protected areas is emphasized through them contributing their knowledge of local
traditional practices™.

6 Kadioglu 2001, 274.

According to estimates, the world’s present population along coastal areas is equal to that of the entire global
population of the 1950s. The number of people living in coastal zones is projected to increase in the future, re-
sulting in dense urbanisation (Kay - Alder 1999, 21).

Recommendation 1630- Erosion of Mediterranean Coastline: Implications for Tourism (CE, 2003).

? The conservation of coastal cultural heritage is mentioned in the “European Code of Conduct for Coastal Zones”
as “Scale of activities should be appropriate in relation to natural, cultural and physical characteristics of sur-
rounding areas and should ensure preservation of coastal cultural heritage” (CE, 1999),

1% Duru 2001, 330.

11 Sengiil 2007, 88.

12 principle 10 (U.N. 1992): http://www.unep.org/Documents.Multilingual/Default. Print. asp?documentid=78&article
id=1163.

13 Ersoy 2007, 163.

“States should recognize and support their identity, culture, interests and enable their effective participa-
tion in achievement of sustainable development”; Principle 22, Rio Declaration, op.cit. n. 12.
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Asitwas; protected areas were.. ' As it is becoming, protected areas are...

Planned and managed against people | Run th?w for and, in some cases, by local pecple

Run by cemtrafgovemment | Run by many partners

VSet aside for conservation Run also with social and economic objective;m o

Managed without regarding local community | Managed to help meet needs of local people :
Developed separately - P!anned as part of national, region;\“ammd international systems
Managed as “islands” Developed as networks

Eétabl@lshéd mamiy fcm).r scemc protection Established for scientific, economic, cultural reasons

Managed mainly for visitors and tourists Managed with local people more inmind ] -
Managed reactively in short timescale Managed adaptively for long-term perspective

About protection /—\lsq___apq_gt_____re:gtgration an-d fehabil]tat‘won

Viewed primar@llly asa na}iﬂopgl ass Viewed also as a com'munity asset

Viewed exclusively as a national concern | Viewed also as an international concern

Tab. 1 New paradigms for nature conservation areas (Source: Phillips 2002).

Along with the revisions to natural environmental policies, the importance of public
participation in the decision-making process for cultural heritage areas is pointed out in
the Burra Charter: “Conservation, interpretation and management of a place should pro-
vide participation of people for whom the place has special associations and meanings,
or who have social, spiritual or other cultural responsibilities for the place™. A simi-
lar attitude has been adopted in the archaeological heritage areas since it is considered
elemental in order to better understand humanity’s relation with the natural environ-
ment'®, Integration of archaeological assets into the conservation planning policies and
achieving “integrated conservation policies” are referenced by a number of international
organisations’,

Therefore, archaeoclogical assets are not only valuable assets to be protected, but also
intangible cultural assets that are valuable tools to understand the historic relationship of
humankind and nature. This significant information should be implemented in future en-
vironmental and regional planning programmes. Archaeological sites located along coastal
areas are a significant part of the value of the local cultural landscape and contain pre-
cious information about traditional uses of coastal resources. These valuable assets are
located in high-risk areas because of both coastal erosion and human activity. Therefore,
it is vital to develop an “integrated” conservation and management strategy for these sites
by taking into consideration the wealth of informational value, which can be utilized by
coastal planners, decision-makers and heritage managers to plan for these areas in a more
sustainable manner. The term “integrated,” emphasized in the expressions “integrated
conservation” and “integrated management” and which, as previously stated, were used in

> Article 12, ICOMOS (Australia, 1999): http://australia.icomos.org/publications/charters/.

16 European Convention on the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage (CE, 1992): http://conventions.coe.int/Treaty/
en/Treaties/html/143 hem.

7" Conclusions of the Colloquy on Archaeology and Planning (CE, 1984); Recommendation R(89)5 on Protection
and Enhancement of the Archaeoclogical Heritage in the Context of Town and Country Planning Operations (CE,
1989); International Charter for Archaeological Heritage Management (ICOMOS, 1990); European Convention on
the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage (CE, 1992).
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a number of international publications, gains consequence within the management field.
The use of “integrated” refers to the efforts to bring together various parts and disparate
elements into a single management system'. For this reason achieving integrated conser-
vation and management styles for archaeological sites has become important for heritage
managers.

Turkey currently possesses a number of diverse archaeological sites, varying from sin-
gle buildings to settlement remains, which constitute a significant portion of historical and
cultural richness along the Mediterranean coastline. Some sites have been continuously
settled, which provides a substantial cultural diversity to the areas. With its abundance of
cultural and historical resources, Turkey'’s coastal archaeological sites currently face very
complex problems. Due to the combined effects of environmental and human threats as
well as conservation planning-management conflicts, these coastal sites are eroding faster
than the inland areas, which is leading to the irreversible physical degradation of these
archaeological assets".

In light of such evaluations, this article®” aims to investigate in a legal context the value
of the cultural landscapes and the management problems related to coastal archaeological
sites located in Turkey’s natural and rural environments. This subject is limited to natural
and rural environments since theoretical discussions related to “urban archaeology”, which
developed over the last two decades, has produced its own set of political tactics, tools
and techniques. Consequently, archaeological sites located in natural and rural environ-
ments, rather than urbanized areas, have been selected to be the subject of discussion in
the course of this research. Therefore the focus will be on management values and prob-
lems of traditional communities still living within archaeological sites.

Research has been narrowed to a specific case-study area - the Erdemli-Silifke coastal
region known as the Olba Territorium in ancient times. This was selected to be the case-
study area because it possesses one of the largest and richest coastal archaeological sec-
tions in the Mediterranean region. The numerous ancient sites located in this region pro-
vides dense and diverse archaeological information, including the integration of the natural
environment to the traditional value of the existing rural settlements (Fig. 1). However, this
distinct and important region is exposed to severe development pressures that arise from
conflicts primarily among the conservation, tourism and agriculture sectors. These histori-
cal areas will be under considerably more threat in the near future because of the con-
tinuing division of the legislative and administrative bodies. Very few recent studies have
been performed along Turkey’s coastal area because of management problems regarding
the protected areas. Studies are generally conducted in Specially Protected Areas (here-
after SPA) through the efforts of the SPA Agency?!. Focusing on archaeological sites, this

18 Kay - Alder 1999, 50.

19" Nayer - Sahin Giichan 2006, 154.

20 This paper is mainly based on an unpublished PhD thesis; Nayeir 2010. The author would like to express her grati-
tude to the thesis advisor, Assoc. Prof. Dr. N. Sahin Giichan for her invaluable contributions and the Suna-inan
Kirag Research Institute on Mediterranean Civilizations (AKMED) for its support during this research study.

<" Some of these studies were conducted in Kag-Kekova SPA; Datca-Bozburun SPA; Fethiye-Gécek SPA in 2010 by
an agency of the SPA, which focused on socio-economic surveys and cultural heritage of settlements including
rural components (T.C. Cevre ve Orman Bakanligi, 2010).
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paper discusses the contribution of archaeological assets in relation to cultural landscape
values of coastal areas and provides in-depth evaluations of the management problems of
archaeological sites. Based on insights gained from case studies, principles to achieve in-
tegrated management policies for coastal archaeological environments are proposed along
the same lines of the paradigms produced by international bodies. The discussions and
proposals of this article are chiefly focused on the integration of interest groups, especially
local people living within archaeological sites, into the decision-making process in order
to achieve sustainability and develop suitable management strategies.

1. Research Content and Methodology

The integration of interest groups into the decision-making process to achieve “integrated
conservation and management” principles for archaeological sites is accomplished in
two stages. In the first stage a historical-interpretive research method is implemented,
through which the creation of national policies is reviewed in order to better understand
the evolution of current legislative strategies. The evaluation not only of previous chal-
lenges and constraints but also potentials will help to develop more concrete current and
future ones. The second stage includes case studies by which theoretical discussions of
the first stage are tested through a representative example. The results of the case studies
will help to understand previous and current practice that goes into shaping national poli-
cies. Assessments of the results of the case studies are presented as “cultural landscape
values” of archaeological sites that should be utilized as “potential” for future policies, and
“problems” should be evaluated as “constraints” to be overcome through integrated man-
agement principles. Since the focus of this article is the integration of interest groups and
local people in the decision-making process regarding archaeological sites, the content of
the case results is limited to these subjects.

Case studies of the Erdemli-Silifke coastal region (the Olba Territorium) include the
collection of general information related to the general characteristics of the region such
as environmental, geographical and archaeological information; traditional characteristics
and current condition of rural settlements in relation to the archaeological sites; current
land-use data; and the legislative framework under which it is controlled. In addition to
the chronological development of protected sites, the administrative status of current set-
tlements as well as the planning and management studies that have been carried out were
surveyed. Integrated evaluations on similarities and differences of values and problems
within the region during territorial analysis provided identification of site survey locations
and interest groups to be studied in detail during follow-up phases of the research.

To support the research for territorial analysis in the region, three complementary
multi-site surveys were conducted, including literature-archive, field and social surveys
(Tab. 2).
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Phase | Methodology | Source of Information Content
Literature survey, excavation and Historical development
: survey reports (MoCT) Archaeological, natural and rural
| , I;terature Local newspaper Yeni Mersin characteristics
| Surve . < _ .
Y Sector information (tourism and agriculture)
Archaeological survey and excavation results
| MoSPW; MoEF Territorial development plans
Adana RCC Designation status and boundaries of
Mersin Museumn protected site, Adana RCC's decisions
i Archive Silifke Museum lllegal constructions and other problems
' Survey Municipalities : Conservation and development plans
| Mersin PLA | Conservation programmes and restoration
! studies
Base maps for settlement locations
) In-situ observations Identification of archaeological, rural values
]l | Site Survey
5 Problems and threats
In-depth interviews with Mersin | Planning conditions in rural environments,
i | Prov. local admin,; municipalities, | conservation programmes for archeological
‘ headmen sites
; Social questionnaire & group Planning and management content,
IV ' Social interviews with local people experience, problems
- Survey ) ! : - . ) 3
; Social questionnaire for visitors Socio-economical profiles; state of awareness;
Oral histories problems, future expectations and visions
| Past events and collective memorial issues
f % | related to archaeological assets

Tab. 2 Research methodology for Erdemli-Silitke Coastal Region (the Olba Territorium)

Selection of the locations for multi-site surveys were based on the characteristic of ar-
chaeological sites that would best reflect the region’s rich history and integration of the
traditional values of rural settlements. The second criterion in selection of the sites was its
location along the region’s historic routes, in order to better understand historic coastal-
hinterland and urban-rural settlement relationships. The number of sites to be surveyed
was decided so as to understand more fully the variety of problems faced throughout the
region. One of the problems is that a conflict of interest exists between the tourism and
agriculture sectors’ regard for archaeological sites. Another is the legal problems resulting
from differences in planning-management experience, administrative status and conserva-
tion studies. Based on these criteria, sites along the region’s main historical routes (see
section 4.1) were selected for detailed site surveys. The first historic route is the Korykos
(Kizkalesi)-Olba-Diocaesaria (Uzuncaburg) route, which includes such archaeological sites
as Adamkayalar, Hiseyinler, Canbazli and Olba-Ura (Uguralani). This was the most histori-
cally important route of the Olba Territorium and comprised a high number of significant
archaeological remains. Because of its archaeological magnificence, it is currently one
of the most famous tourist routes in the region. Analysis of this route provides compari-
sons between the region’s coastal and hinterland regions. Two other historic routes were
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selected for site analysis: Porto Calamie (Narlikuyu)-Korykon-Antron (Cennet-Cehennem),
Elauissa-Sebaste (Ayas)-Caudren and Kanytelleis (Kanhdivane)-Akkale, These were studied
in detail in order to comprehend fully development pressures and management problems
(Fig. 1). Variety in site studies provided a comparative analysis of the region during discus-
sions because of combined representation of the cultural landscape values of archaeologi-
cal sites as well as their management problems.

The social survey phase of the research was carried out in two complementary re-
search methods: 1) qualitative research that included in-depth, focus group interviews and
oral history studies and 2) quantitative research that included social surveys of the local
people living in the Uzuncaburg, Kizkalesi and Ayas municipal areas as well as local tour-
ist groups and visitors in Cennet-Cehennem, Kizkalesi and Ayas. Social survey locations
for the local people were designed to discover some of the similarities and differences
between the communities of the coastal and inland Chinterland) areas, what levels of
conservation planning did they experience and which economical resources (i.e., tourism
and agriculture) did they rely upon. Information related to local residents was gathered
through structured questionnaires so that the results would reflect several things: their
socio-economic status; state of awareness regarding the value of the archaeological sites in
which they lived; conflicts and problems that arise from living within a designated area;
and finally their expectations and visions for the future??. Similar information was gath-
ered for the rest of the site survey locations through in-depth interviews with headmen
and municipal leaders who functioned as representatives of the local people?. Another
source of information was official records reviewed during the archive survey that would
help to understand the issues surrounding the planning and management problems of the
archaeological sites. Information gathered from the various sources during the course of
the surveys was brought together through the medium of the GIS software programme?#
which was utilized during the evaluation and assessment phases of the study. Due to the
limitations of this article, only some results can be included. Information gathered during
the historical research and i situ observations is evaluated to determine the cultural land-
scape values of the archaeological sites. The complementary evaluation of in situ observa-
tions, social and archive surveys are presented to provide an understanding of legal and
administrative problems in the region. They also provide insight into the problems and
expectations of local people living in protected sites.

22 The social surveys of the local people included 119 people from Kizkalesi, 112 people from Ayas (Merdivenlikuyu
and Yemiskumu neighborhoods) and 112 people from Uzuncaburc who were interviewed (selection was based
on a random sampling method). The number of selected samples represents a majority of the people living
within the protected area. The social surveys of visitors included 100 people in Kizkalesi, 100 people in Ayas-
Merdivenlikuyu and 150 people in Cennet-Cehennem. The archaeoclogical sites were selected based on a random
sampling method. This visitor profile represents dense use (weekend) of high season (July-August) tourism activi-
ties in the region.

3 In-depth interviews with the headmen of Hiiseyinler and Canbazli were conducted on 10 October 2008 and a
headman of Ayas (Merdivenlikuyu) on 8 August 8 2008. In-depth interviews with municipal representatives were
conducted in Kizkalesi on 14 August 2008; in Ayas on 15 August 2008; in Uzuncaburg on 16 August 2008 and in
Narlikuyu on 11 October 2008

The Arc.Map 9.2 program was utilized for computer-based analysis applications. GIS analyses were conducted in
the GIS Laboratory of Faculty of Architecture, METU during the research phase of my PhD study.

24
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2. State Policies and Public Attitudes Regarding Archaeological Sites in Turkey

Since the 1970s, conservation policies implemented through international bodies (some
of which are discussed in the introduction of the paper) started to effect Turkey’s state
policies. An important factor was the increase in the number of international conventions
in which Turkey participated® followed by the efforts of institutions to adapt interna-
tional concepts and strategies towards the development of domestic regulations. However,
Turkey’s legislative experience regarding related policy making is quite a bit older than
this forty-year period, since some policies regarding the conservation of archaeological as-
sets date back to the Ottoman period®.

Policies are categorized by Kay and Alder as “public policy”, which includes laws and
legislations defined by the State and “non-public policy,” which includes attitudes of com-
munity groups, non-governmental organizations and private businesses®. Public attitudes
define social behaviors as well as interest and/or neglect of a community in relation to
state policies. Thus, attitudes towards archaeological assets in a community should be dis-
cussed under two themes: “state policy” and “public attitudes”. Since the aim of this paper
is to discuss the integration of interest groups and local people into the decision-making
process regarding archaeological sites, historic public attitudes towards archaeclogical as-
sets in relation to state policies are evaluated in this section. One of the policy issues is the
relationship of rural people to the archaeological sites. It is one of the oldest problems in
Turkey, beginning from the Ottoman period to present, and prompts the question: “Have
archaeological sites survived up to the present because of the local people that reside within
them, or bave these local communities caused the ruin of the archaeological remains?” This
question has been asked since travellers began to visit these sites, especially during the
18" and 19" centuries. The general public’s attitudes during this period can be gleaned
from official documents gathered from state and local authorities as well as from writings
of travelers. Foreign travelers often observed and documented subject matter related to
the Ottoman state as well as the economic, political and social structure of society. This
type of information source is often subjective since it is based on personal observations.
However, integrating several sources together, general opinions on public behavior can be
acquired from the notes and diaries of travellers and excavation leaders.

The public’s attitude towards conservation during the Ottoman period can be grouped
into two phases: before, with the lucrative trade in Anatolian antiquities in the 18" cen-
tury, and after, with the start of archaeoclogical excavations and research. Ottoman society’s
general attitude towards archaeological assets was simply “reusable material and stone
quarry” during the first phase®®. Ancient ruins that had no practical value were neglected
and left untouched. The reuse of ancient building materials without destroying them led to

% Turkey’s participation in two important international conventions, the UNESCO Convention of 1972 and the
Amsterdam Declaration in 1975, brought about new approaches to national legislation.

# Sahin Giichan - Kurul 2009, 19.

27 Kay - Alder 1999, 112.

28 According to Chandler, the important Seljuk monuments of Ayasuluk (Selcuk) were constructed with stones

brought from Ephesus (Chandler 1971, 78). Texier states that ruins of Hadriani, located in Bursa Orhaneli, were
thrown away by the land owners while farming. Beautiful cornices and column drums stood like a hill by citadel
walls (Texier 2002, 248). James Dallaway, who visited Izmir in 1795, stated that the seating blocks of an ancient
theater were used in the construction of a khan (Pinar 1994, 95).
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their preservation®. According to Eyice, the first museological movement in Anatolia goes
back to the Seljuk period, when ancient ornate building materials were used on the citadel
walls of cities”. The increase in the destruction of ancient sites in Anatolia began with the
increase in interest and trade in antiquities starting after the 18™ century. The public at-
titude towards ancient sites changed after it became common for foreigners, travelers, mer-
chants and excavation leaders to remove valuable antiquities. Consequently, the trade in
antiquities became a financial activity, and the public considered ancient sites as economic
resources. This led to the increased damage of ancient sites, examples of which are cited
in the notes of several travellers®. As a result, the number of illegal excavations and trade
of in antiquities increased and spread throughout the local communities. The Ottoman
state tried to regulate through legislation the conflicts that occurred between the state, for-
eign excavation groups and land-owners who owned the areas being excavated. The first
conflict that arose between the state and an excavation group concerned who would own
the excavated property. A second conflict occurred as a result of a dispute over an owner’s
land right and the conservation of archaeological assets. As the head of State Museum
(Miize-i Hiimayun), Osman Hamdi Bey put great effort into the conservation of archaeo-
logical assets. He banned the sharing of archaeological findings and forbade the exporta-
tion of excavated assets under the II1. Asari Atika Nizamnames (1884) ruling. Moreover,
it was stated that landowners with archaeological assets on their property had no right to
destroy or remove them?,

Osman Hamdi Bey’s efforts and contributions to the conservation of archaeological
assets during the Ottoman Period were passed on to the government of the Republic
of Turkey**. This period was significant in the development of new dimensions and ap-
proaches in archaeological surveys. The surveys became an important research tool
for the National History Thesis, which aimed to link the “roots” of Turkish history to
Anatolia’s pre-Ottoman period®. Hamit Zibeyr Kosay and Remzi Oguz Arik, who were
prominent researchers during the time of the newly founded Turkish republic, developed
ethno-archaeological studies in Anatolia that connected archaeological research and the
ethnographic data collected from nearby villages. Hamit Ziibeyr Kosay noticed similari-
ties between the archaeological records and the ethnographic data he observed in nearby
villages during his studies in the Anatolian region®. Remzi Oguz Arik co-directed the first

2 The traditional houses in Sigactk utilized the ancient ruins of Teos, Texier stated as “several inscription panels
that belong to ancient Teos are preserved by staying on walls of the Sigacik settlement” (Ibid., 239).

30 Madran 2002, 30.

31 The temple at Aizanoi (Cavdarhisar), one of rarest Greco-Roman temples built on a Phrygian temple, was de-
stroyed by the local people who believed that there was gold hidden in column drums (Texier 2002, 197).
Similarly, J. T. Wood expressed in his memoirs that it was a common belief among members of Ottoman society
that there were treasures hidden inside wells or marble sculptures. With a desire to find these treasures, they
broke the sculptures (Wood 1975, 33).

32 Asart Atika Nizamnamesi 1299.

3 Activities related to ruining, destroying, open-lime quarrying or any other kind of building activity, reusing ru-
ined stones, re-utilizing remains for other uses such as creating a house, a storage shed or a barn were banned
within the areas close to archaeological assets (Asari Atika Nizamnamesi 1301, articles 4-5),

34 The final Ottoman legislation was adopted in 1906 (IV. Asar1 Atika Nizamnamesi) and was used until 1973 (Nayct
Sahin - Kurul 2009).

3 Alunyildiz 2007, 288; Redford 2007, 246,
36 Takaoglu 2004, 17.
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excavation of Alacahoyik, during when he linked research between Alacahoytk to the
nearby Turkish village?. Archaeological research conducted after the 1930s was significant
in that it led to the recognition and integration of socio-cultural values and to establish-
ing similarities of the local people living in rural environments within an archaeological
setting. Despite the local people being recognized as having intrinsic value, they were not
integrated into the process of conservation policies. However, their recognition was the
initial step in the understanding of the multi-layered characteristics of rural life in Anatolia
since ancient times.

After the 1980s Turkey began an enlightened period in conservation practice, includ-
ing the development of cultural, archaeological and natural environments. Most of the
legislation prepared during this period still constitutes the basis of current legislation. The
adoption of the Conservation Act no 2863 in 1983 was an important turning point, from
which the conceptual framework of conservation has been broadened from “artifacts and
monuments” to “cultural and natural assets”. The term “Conservation Site™®, which was
classified “Archaeological, Natural, Historic, Urban and Urban-Archaeological Site”, was
introduced for the first time.

Archeological sites are classified into three sub-categories based on usage and tvpes
of activities that take place in each zone'. On I. Degree Archaeological Sites, which are
fully protected zones, all types of activity are forbidden except scientific studies for con-
servation purposes. On II. Degree Archaeological Sites only simple repairs on unregistered
buildings are permitted, while detailed conditions regarding content of interventions are
defined by the Regional Conservation Councils. On III. Degree Archaeological Sites new
arrangements for development purposes can be conducted according to the conservation-
use balance, which is determined by the Regional Conservation Councils. In practice, the
designation of L., II. and III. Degree Archaeological and Natural Site statuses are generally
applied together, since II. and III. Degrees can be used to provide buffer zones around
the strictly protected zone as well as a transition between conservation and development
zones.

In order to plan development conditions within conservation sites, a specific planning
tool called “Conservation and Development Plans” Chereafter CDPs) was introduced to
achieve the integration of conservation sites into the town and country planning through a
specific planning tool rather than using the development plans of previous eras. Providing
conservation-use balance to a protected area by enforcing bans can give rise to conflicts
between the rights of landowners and the inherent vulnerability of the archaeological site.
As previously mentioned, this is one of the oldest issues regarding archaeological sites
since the Ottoman period. “Expropriation and Exchanges” are the main legislative tools
used to deal with problematic private ownership issues in I. and II. Degree archaeological

37 Redford 2007, 246.

38 The Act no 2863 - Conservation Act on Cultural and Natural Assets (OG: 23.07.1983/18113).

3% “Conservation Site” is defined as “Being traces of various civilisations from pre-historic eras onwards reflecting
social, economic, architectural aspects of their historical periods; urban areas and remains and the places sub-
jected to social lives where immobile cultural assets are densely found or where significant historical events have
occurred” (Act no 2863: article 3/3).

Ministry of Culture and Tourism, High Council; Principle Decision No: 5.11.1999/658 archaeological sites,
Protection and Development Principles.
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sites*. During this period the introduction of new interest groups into the decision-making
process and the “decentralization” of planning and administrative control mechanisms,
which affected archaeological sites, also took place. From then on CDPs are to be pre-
pared by the local municipalities and approved by the Regional Councils of Conservation
for Cultural and Natural Assets®? on a local level.

Another important state policy developed during this period was the nature conserva-
tion policies. New definitions and designation status for nature preserves were introduced
resulting in the integration of archaeological assets into the designated criteria of national
parks, Specially Protected Areas (SPAs) or “sensitive areas” that should be evaluated dur-
ing environmental impact assessments during the preparation period of development pro-
jects**. With numerous legislative and administrative changes during this period, Turkey
faced seriously fragmented planning and management of conservation sites because the
number of authorities responsible for the development and conservation of designated ar-
eas added up to a complex situation*?. Local authorities added to this already fragmented
situation, which resulted in inconsistency among each planning party. The situation was
much more complex for coastal areas, where conservation unity and planning integrity
was almost nonexistent.

In order to mitigate administrative conflicts for conservation sites and to minimize dif-
ficulties experienced in enforcing Act no. 2863, some changes were made through the
Conservation Amendment Act no. 5226* passed in 2004. In addition to new planning and
management tools, the “Site Plans™® for archaeological sites and the “Site Management
Plan” (hereafter SMP) for conservation sites were introduced®’. Since the aim of the SMPs
is to coordinate the fragmented authorities responsible for planning and management at
the local and central levels, a conflict still remained because it juxtaposed national parks
and SPAs, which are also defined as specially planned and managed areas by other central
institutions.

Several small rural settlements exist within coastal archaeological and natural sites that
economically depend on their traditional lifestyles. Administrative conflicts, due to the jux-
taposition of various legal statuses, caused long delays in the planning and management
of research studies without providing solutions for conservation-development needs®,
This caused severe problems, especially for local people, because they are required to
obey all prohibitions laws and policies regarding natural, ecological and archaeological

Act no 28063: article 15.

*“ Revised as “Regional Councils of Conservation for Cultural Assets” with legislative changes in 2011.

4 Three important acts of legislation affected archaeological resources: Act no 2872-Environment Act
(0G:11.8.1983/18132); Act no 2873-National Parks Act (0G:11.8.1983/18132); The Council of Ministers’ Decree for
the Establishment of an Agency for Specially Protected Areas (OG: 13.11.1989: 20341).

4 The Ministry of Culture and Tourism and the Ministry of Environment and Forestry were responsible for National
Parks and SPAs at the central level; Municipalities and Governorships were responsible for planning Conservation
Sites. The Ministry of Public Works and Settlements defined the planning conditions for the shorelines of coastal
areas, town and country settlements.

B Act no 5226 (0G:14.07.2004).

46 The aim and content of “Site Plans” is “to open them for visitors preserving their archaeological assets in a con-

trolled manner” (Act no 2803/5226: article 3/a: 9).

Regulation on Foundation and Duties of Site Management and Monument Councils and Condition and Principles

related to the Establishment of Management Areas (OG: 27.11.2005/26006).

8 Tunger 2007, 202.
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conservation. Although the public involvement and participation of special interest groups
in the planning process of protected areas has become a major aim in Turkey through re-
cent legislation, there are several problems and conflicts related to the implementation of
these principles in practice. Policies based on sector development, especially along coastal
areas where policies affecting different constituencies, especially tourism, are strongly en-
forced, still outweigh conservation issues and concerns for the living conditions of local
people on conservation sites and protected areas. Moreover, local people living in coastal
villages and rural areas cannot compete with the big investment in mass tourism, which
contributes to the loss of traditional resources and lifestyles. Although the definition of
“intangible values” was introduced within the content and definition of cultural assets®,
the integration and utilisation of this valuable local/traditional knowledge in protected
areas is still missing in current legislation and gives rise to gaps in enforcement and
implementation.

3. Evaluations: Cultural Landscape Values And Management Problems of the
Olba Territorium Archaeological Sites

The aim of this section is to show the results of the case studies. First, the contributions of
archaeological assets to the cultural landscape in a historical light are discussed so as to
interpret these historical and cultural values as potential tools for sustainable development
and integrated management strategies. Second, the development influence on these values
is displayed to discuss generative terms, which stem from problems within Turkey’s legis-
lative and administrative bodies.

3.1 Historical Background of the Region

Since ancient times, the territory between the Lamos (Limonlu) and Kalykadnos Rivers
(Goksu) has been named the Olba Territorium. Historically located within the bounda-
ries of Rough Cilicia (Cilicia Tracheia)®, it was governed politically and economically as
a unified settlement. The region housed important civilizations throughout history due
to its rich and diverse natural resources as well as its location along important networks
within the Mediterranean basin. The existence of naturally protected ports, the export
of forestry products obtained from the Taurus Mountains and self-sufficient agricultural
activities generated in the hinterlands gave rise to community development in the region
beginning from its colonization after the 7" century B.C.>' The earliest physical traces
and archaeological evidence in the region are dated as far back as the 3™ century B.C.5%;
however, it was settled during previous periods as well. According to Durugonil®, the
use of stone material in construction began during the Hellenistic Period. Ancient sources
prove that the production and trade of olive oil and wine were important throughout the

9 Act No 2863/5226, article 3.

5% The name Cilicia is spelled first in Hittite inscriptions as Chalaka during the 16™ century B.C. Cilicia is divided
into two geographical parts: Rough Cilicia from Korakesion (Alanya) to Soloi-Pompeiopolis; and Plain Cilicia
(Cilicia Pedias) from Soloi to Alexandria ad Issum (Iskenderun) (Durugdniil 2003, 28).

1 Mackay 1968; Aydinoglu 1998 139; Sayar 2005, 14.

o2 During this period, control of the lands between the Kalykadnos (Géksu) and Lamas (Limonlu) Rivers were given
to a local Teukrid Kingdom, a type of priest-kingdom system that controlled the region (Durugoniil 2005, 29).

53 Thid., 28.
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Aegean and Mediterranean basins since the Bronze Age™. Throughout antiquity olives,
grapes and wheat were important agricultural products in the Olba region *. Beginning
from early times, the inland settlements had rural characteristics since the economy of
the region mainly depended on agriculture. The cultivation of olive trees and vineyards
on agricultural terraces necessitated the development of industrial areas for olive oil and
wine production as fundamental components of ancient rural settlements. Products from
the Taurus Mountains were transported to the ports located at coastal areas along various
roads, which connected the region through a well-organized network (Fig. 2).

Rough Cilicia was incorporated into the Roman Empire and became one of its prov-
inces after AD 72 during the time of Emperor Vespasian. Due to the political stability after
this period, settlement activities in the region accelerated®, The Roman Empire contribut-
ed to the construction of public buildings and to the development of an infrastructure with
road and water systems, all built to the high level of Roman engineering skills”’. The Olba
region’s historic routes, which were perhaps initiated during the Hellenistic period, were
more fully developed during the Roman era. Most of these routes were centered on Olba
(Uguralaniy) and Olba Diocaeseria®®. The stable political condition during the Roman era
also allowed settlements to spread out from introverted citadel-settlements into more ex-
troverted and dispersed settlement units. As a result, Villa Rusticaes® played an important
role in the agricultural organization of rural settlements by replacing the Hellenistic towers
that previously held this central role®®, Therefore, the region’s administrative and political
unity for integrated planning resulted from the road and water systems. Occupational pat-
terns of ancient settlements within the Of/ba Territorium during the Hellenistic and Roman
periods depended on two main aspects: economic relationships between coastal-inland
and urban-rural settlements.

During the Hellenistic and Imperial eras, the region’s settlement and architectural char-
acteristics continued to survive with very slight differences. However, in Late Antiquity
many characteristics changed significantly due to religious and economic changes in the
region®'. At the start of the Byzantine period, the development of new settlements in
the region decreased. Instead, pre-existing settlements were revitalized, which caused
a change of form and function. The previously robust agricultural activity of earlier
eras, which was supported by infrastructural developments such as channels for water,
decreased as well.

5% Diler 1993, 505.

3 Aydinoglu 1998a, 64.
0 Sayar 2003, 25.

27 Durugoniil 2005, 44.
38 Coastal settlements that had routes leading inland were Korasion, Narlikuyu-Korykon, Korykos, Elauissa-Sebaste,
Akkale and Limonlu. The Seleukia (Silifke)-Claudipolis (Mut) route was the main access route, which is still being
used today (Aydinoglu 1998a, 139 vd).

% As a Latin word, Villa Rusticac means “rural residential structures designed for agricultural activities” (Aydinoglu
1998b, 24).

Products from the Villa Rusticaes were transported to the main urban settlements, so there had to be good
knowledge of the road network system in the region (Aydinoglu 1998b, 25). Remarkable examples of Villa-
Rusticaes can be seen in Ucayak, Gokkale, Keslittirkmenkli, Karakabakli and Olba today.

51 Durugsnil 2005, 51.
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After the establishment of Constantinople as the empire’s capital city in the 4™ cen-
tury A.D., the economic activity of the Cilician port towns shifted towards the Black Sea
and Marmara regions®?. Later warfare and violence amongst the Byzantines, Arabians,
Armenians and Turks between the 6" and 15" centuries led to the region’s economic de-
cline. This caused people to migrate resulting in further economic and commercial loss
as well as unstable governmental conditions®. When Turkmen groups started to reset-
tle the region during the Middle Ages, most of the settlements, such as Kanytelleis, had
been abandoned by the former residents due to instability in the region®. According to
Koca, some of these Turkmen groups settled in the Erdemli and Silifke region during the
Anatolian Seljukian period®.

The Erdemli region was conquered by the Ottomans in 1448, while Silifke was con-
quered in 1473%, When the Ottomans gained control of the region, they instituted political
arrangements to make the Turkmen settlements into standard towns. Some of today’s vil-
lages are named after those Turkmen tribes such as Ayas, Tirtar, Elvanli and Kizilin®. The
historical development of the Erdemli-Silifke coastal region, the Olba Territorium, can be
traced through the remains of ancient eras found in archaeological settlements. These eras
include the Hellenistic, Roman, Byzantine and later medieval eras, as well as traditional
rural settlements that developed after the 18" century.

3.2 The Integration of archaeological sites within their Natural and Rural Environment

Detailed studies conducted on the historic Olba Territorium show that the region has a
diverse and dense amount of archaeological value that merged with the natural and rural
surroundings. The ancient settlers of the Olba region paid great attention to detail, and
took into consideration the natural potential and limits of their environment when plan-
ning their settlements and structures. Considering all the advantages and disadvantages
of its geological, topographical and climatic conditions, they left behind diverse and vari-
ous remains and structures of settlements that illustrate the perfect integration of human
workmanship within the natural environment. The utilization of bays to develop protected
harbors; the remarkable number of necropolis areas located within the valley basins that
include human reliefs carved into their rock facade; the utilization of small geological
depressions as farmland within harsh topographical conditions; the large number of farm-
houses and Villa Rusticaes accompanied by olive-oil and wine production spaces carved
into the rocky terrain; cisterns and water networks created to supply fresh water for their
cities and agricultural lands utilizing the region’s topographical advantages: these are just
some of the examples of how the residents adapted to their to the region’s natural environ-
ment®. Despite topographical and climatic limitations regarding agriculture, they managed
to develop a rich economy based on the cultivation and trade of agricultural products.

52 Aydim 2005, 56.

83 Thid., 59; Koca 1994.

64 Ceylan 2007, 256.

% Koca 1994, 194.

6 Ihid., 194; Aydin 2005, 66.
7 Koca 2005, 198,

% Nayci 2009.
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In addition to the physical, practical and economic needs, they were also spiritually and
religiously bound to nature. Similarities in socio-religious aspects, such as spiritual beliefs,
myths or proverbs, persisted. The topographical boundaries - valleys or natural formations
such as geological pits considered sacred - became important religious or cult areas. Many
important religious monuments like temples, monasteries, churches and tomb structures
were built in the region. Geological formations such as the geological pit at Kanytelleis
(Kanhdivane) and at Korvkon-Antron (Cennet-Cehennem) are primary examples of such
sacred places. Residents of Kanlidivane used to believe that the Pit was sacred®. Symbolic
values or superstitious beliefs developed by earlier peoples continued into later periods.
Cennet-Cehennem is the most popular archaeological site attracting the highest number of
visitors due to its symbolic meaning of “Heaven” and “Hell”, the leading intangible values
of the Islamic religion™,

Throughout the region during the 18™ and 19™ centuries the settlement process of
Turkmen groups into permanent villages followed the traces and remains of ancient set-
tlements. Ancient roads were used as the main routes by the new locals to reach their
farmlands or to connect to villages even up until a few decades ago in Canbazl, Kizkalest,
Merdivenlikuyu, Kanlidivane and Uzuncabur¢. The remains of many Roman roads can
still be seen today. The traditional houses of rural settlements were constructed using
stone masonry. In addition to the region’s geographical factors, one of the reasons that lo-
cal people used stone masonry stems from the dense amount of archaeological remains.
Today the reuse of ancient building stones can be observed in several traditionally con-
structed rural houses. Almost every traditional house was located next to an ancient cis-
tern, since finding fresh water was still a problem during that period. Ancient agricultural
terraces located within geologically depressed areas continued to be used for agricultural
purposes especially for wheat cultivation, just as in ancient times. Although there are far
fewer vineyards and olive trees when compared to the past, their cultivation still continues
in some of the higher elevations of Uzuncaburc.

In summary, ancient settlements affected subsequent cultures in many ways includ-
ing physical, architectural, socio-economic, religious and cultural aspects. Similarly, the
existence of traditional rural settlements in the region provided conservation and sustain-
ability of the archaeological remains. Therefore, the unity of archaeology within a rural
environment has both advantages and disadvantages based on the natural surroundings
(Fig. 3). The region not only exemplifies physical integration based on material needs
and practical purposes, but also socio-cultural integration based on past experiences and
knowledge passed down through the generations. Although the Turkmen are late settlers
in the region, they continued to carry on traditions of past cultures, while adding their
own distinctive cultural, social and economic characteristics (Fig. 4). They represent the
transference of local knowledge and traditions based on both the socio-economic and
socio-cultural aspects that are unique to this region. Taking into account all these different
aspects, the history of Erdemli-Silitke’s coastal region (the former Olba Territorium) must
be defined as cultural landscape area™ possessing:

89 Oral history reserach in Kanldivane on 18 November 18 2008.

70 A questionnaire for visitors in Cennet-Cehennem revealed that some of them came to Cennet-Cehennem to see
“Heaven” and “Hell” rather than the archaeological content of the site.

71 Cultural landscape area is defined by Council of Europe as “specific topographically delimited parts of landscape,
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e [ntegration values created by contributions of various civilisations within a natural en-
vironment

o [Intangible values are a result of collective memory and local knowledge possessed by
local people

e Conserved and bomogenous tissiue covers a large geographical area and is created
when similar lifestyles, physical and climatic conditions continue over an extended pe-
riod of time

e Continuity values occur when cultural diversity and the layering of cultural assets are
enriched by different cultures which have blended together and lasted over several
generations

e [Lconomical and use values result from continuing to live traditional rural lifestyles that
participate in agricultural activities

3.2 Development Pressures

The cultural landscape value of the ancient Olba Territorium’s archaeological assets is
severely threatened by the combination of development pressure due to urbanization,
tourism, agriculture and infrastructural expansion. One of leading the factors that led to
the increase of urbanization in the region is population growth. The establishment of the
Erdemli district in 1954 led to stabilization in the area. This in turn allowed for agricultural
improvements along the coastal plains, which then caused an increase in the population
of the area™. The second factor that accelerated the population increase in coastal towns
was rise of tourism in the 1970s. As the population continued to grow along coastal areas,
traditionally rural settlements located at significant archaeological sites such as Kizkalesi,
Ayas, Narlikuyu and Uzuncaburg, were administratively transformed, beginning in 1992,
from a village status into a municipality. As a consequence, they became responsible for
setting up development and conservation zones at the local level.

The development of rural coastal areas on existing ancient settlements faces many of
the same dilemmas faced by traditional inland settlements. On one hand, the existence
and active use of these settlements has prevented the total loss and destruction of the ar-
chaeological sites, which are spread over a wide geographical area. However, that people
continue to live their everyday traditional lifestyles without restrictions can have a nega-
tive impact on their archeological value. The residents still tend to make use of the ancient
remains, such as reusing stone material. In addition, simply digging in their gardens also
puts underground archaeological assets at risk. Another negative rural development impact
is the use of agricultural machinery. Since the 1990s, as the secondary housing and tour-
ism sectors developed, the occupation of coastal plains with fertile farmlands (with 1. and
II. degree fertility) were replaced by mass construction. Thus agriculture shifted from the
coastal plains towards upper elevations that had only a VII. degree agricultural productiv-

formed by various combinations of human and natural agencies, which illustrate evolution of human society, its
settlement and character in time and space and which have required socially and culturally recognized values at
various territorial levels, because of the physical remains reflecting past land use and activities, skills or distinc-
tive traditions, or depiction in literary and artistic works, or the fact that historic events took place there” Rec. No.
(95) 9 Integrated Conservation of Cultural Landscape Areas as part of Landscape Policies (CE, 1995).

72 Koca 1994, 99.
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ity potential™. After the expansion of irrigation in the region, local people using dynamite
and heavy machinery created additional agricultural lands. Unfortunately, this moderniza-
tion of agriculture on such a large scale resulted in the destruction of various archaeologi-
cal assets (Fig. 5).

The increase in population over the last twenty years created a need for a better re-
gional infrastructure. The construction of highways and roads, marinas and hotels were
the inevitable consequence of trying to meet the needs of the expanding tourism industry.
In order to improve the region’s agricultural capabilities, additional irrigation projects were
developed. However, these developments have caused the degradation of archaeological
sites. These problems aside, the main issue for designated archaeological sites is the illegal
constructions. Such buildings are being built without permission from the proper authori-
ties and/or against CDPs rulings.

As urban growth and development rates continue to rise, the number of illegal intru-
sions on to archaeological and natural sites has also increased. In addition to the current
problems generated by development and human activities, the future development poli-
cies severely risk the region’s archaeological and natural value. The future policies were
structured around the two main economic sectors: tourism and agriculture. According to
the Mersin-Karaman Planning Region Territorial Development Plan (hereafter TDP), the
municipal population of Kizkalesi and Ayas is projected to reach 30,000 by 20257, This
means that there will be more development pressures among the archaeological sites (Fig.
7). Theft and illegal excavations severely threaten the archaeological assets in the region
since it is difficult to monitor such a large number of archaeological sites scattered across
a sizeable geographical area. This is especially true for those sites in remote areas where
a large number of visible ruins remain. These are more vulnerable to illegal excavations
seeking ancient treasures. Such excavations were observed in the areas of Hidirlikale,
Hiiseyinler, Olba and the northern section of Korykos.

3.3 Legal and Administrative Problems

As previously mentioned, Turkey’s legal and administrative conflicts are caused by the pre-
sent legislative practices and management planning strategies. Based on the case studies,
the management problems regarding archaeological sites can be summarized as follows:

3.3.7 Problems related to the registration process: Lack of heritage definition regarding
cultural landscape and rural heritage characteristics

As observed in the Olba case, the ancient settlements possess evidence of ancient rural el-
ements and farmlands located within their territories. These components define the value
of the cultural landscape which reflects humanity’s earlier use of the natural environment.
However, there is no designated status for “cultural landscape areas” within Turkey’s na-
tional legislation. Such areas are generally designated as Archaeological and Natural Sites.
Conservation conditions as outlined in III. Degree Archaeological and Natural Site status
are not sufficient; therefore these areas are vulnerable and can be easily split by new

73 Koca 1994, 297-312,

74 Mersin-Karaman TDP planning notes prepared by Ministry of Environment and Forestry in 2005 (T.C. Cevre ve
Orman Bakanligi 2005).
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development zones. Thus a new designation status related to “cultural landscape areas”
is required. Similar to ancient cultural landscape areas, there are not any heritage defini-
tions regarding traditional rural characteristics. They are protected as an Immobile Cultural
Asset or as an Urban Conservation Site. Traditional rural sites that were built based on the
local environment and traditional farmlands should be defined as “rural landscape areas”.

3.3.2 Administrative fragmentation and lack of coordination among responsible
authorities

Since ancient times, the historic region of Olba has been planned and managed as a
whole, taking into consideration its natural and topographical characteristics. However, the
current administrative boundaries do not directly match the region’s topographical bound-
aries. This results in administrative fragmentation and management problems along coastal
areas as well as in areas between the coast and hinterlands™. This fragmentation causes
coordination problems. Collaboration among existing authorities both in the planning and
managing stages is required. Although administrative control and monitoring processes
are properly defined through legislation, illegal construction cannot be controlled in prac-
tice due to the difficulty in managing such a large geographical area as well as the lack
of technical (i.e., information management), financial and human resources within local
administrations and museums.

Despite the recent efforts to decentralize the planning and management authorities in
heritage areas by shifting the responsibility to local administrations and municipalities,
permission and control mechanisms for archaeological sites remain more centralized. This
stems from the avoidance to take risks in intervening and planning for vulnerability of
archaeological assets. Previous and current regional plans’™ caused damage to the region’s
archaeological and natural values. This is because the inventory of the region and its con-
servation sites is not properly considered during the preparation stages of these plans.
Subsequently, planning and control programmes carried out by central authorities run the
risk of missing local potential and failing to meet the needs of the region. On the other
hand, the newly founded municipalities have weak planning experience, since they do not
have enough technical, financial and professional personnel resources within their organi-
zational structure to handle such important and vulnerable heritage areas. Therefore, the
CDPs studies of archaeological sites are not sufficient enough, which leads to severe prob-
lems and contflicts in the development and conservation actions.

73 There are only two municipalities located in the inland areas. Planning and development activities throughout the
villages are executed by the Mersin PLA. In settlements like Uguralani, some neighborhoods fall under the juris-
diction of the Uzuncabur¢ municipality, while the Mersin PLA is responsible for the remainder of the settlements.
Additionally, due to the designation of Narlikuyu-Cennet Cehennem as a “Culture and Tourism Conservation and
Development Area”, the Ministry of Culture and Tourism is responsible for the planning in this area. Since the
ancient Olba Territorim currently falls under the jurisdiction of the Erdemli and Silifke districts, the Mersin and
Silifke museums are responsible for controlling all of the activities at the archaeological sites.

7 Two regional plans, the “Western Icel Coastal TDP” approved by the Ministry of Public Works and Settlements
in 1993 and the Mersin-Karaman TDP were prepared and approved by Ministry of Environment and Forestry in
2005. While coastal plains are available for secondary-housing and tourism development, the former regional
body also approved the inlands areas for development.
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3.3.3 Weak involvement of interest groups and local people in the planning process:
Definition of “values, problems and goals”: Who will define these issues?

The identification of goals and future expectations for archaeological and natural heritage
sites become a difficult task since priorities may differ according to which person or group
will define these - the local people (users), scientific experts, municipalities or sector
stakeholders. When defining the problems of a conservation site, it is important to consid-
er by whom the problem will be defined. In some cases, issues not thought to be of any
importance by responsible authorities or scientific experts may be considered as a serious
problem for the people occupying the area. Also the reverse case is possible. Although
there are not any problems defined by the users living within archaeological and natural
conservation site, problems may exist for the responsible authorities or scientific experts.
For example, in the Cennet-Cehennem and Kanlidivane cases, local people living in a
rural setting were moved to a setting outside the protected area because they were con-
sidered to be harming the archaeological assets. Similar actions are currently being carried
out in Uzuncaburg. Therefore, the definition of a problem depends on the points of view
of the various participants and a solution brought forth by one group may be problem-
atic for the other. What is considered of value may also change based on the group that
defines them. Scientific experts generally focus on the socio-cultural and scientific values
of the sites - historic, cultural, social, symbolic, aesthetic, informational and educational.
However, stakeholders or people living on a heritage site may include economic values,
such as functional and application values. So the defining of problems, values and goals is
a challenge in the decision-making process, which often results in “conflicts” among the
different groups associated with the protected areas.

Although the involvement of interest groups, especially NGOs and local people, during
the preparation stage of planning has become major goal of the Turkish legislative body,
the results of social surveys conducted in Kizkalesi, Ayas and Uzuncaburg (Tab. 3) show
that involvement of local people in the planning process and a consensus of the institu-
tions responsible for the region’s protected areas were largely ignored.

Q. Do you have any information related to forthcoming projects related to agricultural,
touristic and infrastructural investments in your settlement?

Ayas Kizkalesi Uzuncaburg
Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage
Yes 9 8 5 4.2 0 0
No 103 92 14 95.8 12 100
Total 112 100% 119 100% 112 100%

Tab. 3 Awareness of local people about forthcoming development projects in the region

3.3.4 Dilemmas arise between the scientific realities regarding archeological sites and
the people living there

The centralisation of the decision-making process for archaeological sites leads to another
dilemma. It is between the scientific facts of the archaeological sites and the rights of the
people living in these areas. On one hand the problems of people living on conserva-
tion sites include adapting their houses, making infrastructural changes, or changing the
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socio-economic climate according to their needs. On the other hand there is the scientific
reality that new information may be discovered by the excavation of archaeological sites.
Most of the time, these two circumstances are in contradiction to each other. Therefore
archaeological sites are truly complex areas. Both practical living conditions and scientific
purposes need to be satisfied, while trying to take into account all the multi-faceted is-
sues including the social, cultural, economical and scientific aspects of the site’s heritage.
However, since the Ottoman period, legislative policies have given priority to the con-
servation of archaeological assets and excavation studies, while completely disregarding
the needs of local people living within these sites, especially in the rural environments.
Consequently, the decision-making process and permission granted for these sites histori-
cally ignored the needs and expectations of the local people living in them. Through the
change of planning and management strategies over past few decades, the involvement
of the local people in the decision-making process is now considered a “public right”. So
a consensus must be reached through an authoritative party in order to satisfy both the
scientific aspects of an archaeological site and the needs of the local people living there.
In summary, though changes in planning and management strategies took place over the
past few decades (meaning the “public right” of increased involvement of the local people
in the decision-making process), achieving a consensus to satisfy the scientific realities of
the protected site and meeting the needs of local peaple remains a difficult task.

3.3.5 Problems related to the implementation process: Ownership problems and the
planning of expropriation and exchange programmes

There is a high rate of private ownerships of dwellings and farmland within conservation
sites spread out over a wide geographical area in the region. Expropriation and exchange
are important legislative methods that are applied in order to transfer legally the owner-
ships rights of landowners to other areas outside the strictly protected archaeological and
natural sites. There are severe problems that need to be overcome regarding the applica-
tion of expropriation and exchange programmes. The significant number of private owners
and the need for consensus through a bartering system make the expropriation process
long, difficult and expensive. Defining and planning of new areas, where selected families
will be relocated to, is another problem. This is especially the case when it involves the el-
derly who have lived in these areas their entire lives and believe that these areas belong to
them as a familial inheritance. Since they naturally feel a socio-cultural connection to their
homeland, they do not want to move out. As in the case in Uzuncaburg, most residents
wanted to remain in the protected area as long as living conditions improved (Tab. 4).

The Ministry of Culture and Tourism has carried out two such relocation measures. The
local people living in Kanlidivane (Artikly) and Cennet-Cehennem were removed from the
archaeoclogical site after they were designated as a T Degree Archaeological Site in 1984-
1986. The uprooting of rural settlement dwellers, who have contributed to the cultural di-
versification and continuation of the region, were removed without any documentation at
the time of their cultural history. This has led to the loss of social and cultural knowledge
unless oral history studies are currently documenting them.
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Q.49 Would you prefer to move out if an alternative place outside of the conservation
site was suggested as a solution to the existing problems?

Ayas Kizkalesi Uzuncaburg

Freq. Percent | Freq. Percent | Freq. Percent
I'd never prefer to move 8 71 18 15.1 3 26
I'd prefer the improving of existing conditions 29 259 70 58.8 21 18.8
I'd prefer to move but continue to work here 75 700 27 227 38 786
I'd absolutely prefer to move 0 0 4 34 0 0
Total 112 100% 19 100% 12 100%

Tab. 4 Opinions of respondents concerning moving out from the archaeological sites

3.3.6 Problems defined by the municipalities and local people

Based on in-depth interviews with municipal representatives in Ayas, Kizkalesi,
Uzuncabur¢ and Narlikuyu, the major problem regarding archaeological and natural sites
is considered to be the “changes of designation status of protected sites”. All of the repre-
sentatives of the different municipalities believe that archaeological excavation studies will
contribute to the recognition of their towns and perceive they will bring potential tourism
development. However, the municipalities believe that the excavators’ lack of willingness
to share information with them impedes this development. Because the two sides cannot
collaborate, no programs can be created to solve the problems of users living in the con-
servation sites or aid in the development of high-class tourism in the region. In addition,
due to both practical and political issues, the municipalities are incapable of solving the
problem of illegal construction by the local people. They are also having infrastructural
problems as well as trouble servicing the needs of people living within archaeological sites
in order to provide a better environment for visitors and tourists. To sum up, the main
problems faced by the municipalities stem from a lack of knowledge and technical person-
nel, collaboration with other responsible parties related to the preparation of CDPs and
site planning projects for the archaeological and natural sites,

The local people living in Ayas, Kizkalesi and Uzuncaburc identified the major prob-
lems as “limitations on imposed on construction and agriculture, infrastructural issues, as
well as legal and administrative problems”. The legal and administrative problems they
faced include: “revisions of designation status, the bureaucracy process related to granted
authorization especially in areas where research and excavation is being carried out, the
lack of proper planning studies (especially CDPs) and the overall lack of information pro-
vided by authorities so the local people clearly understand how to follow implemented
rules”.

3.3.7 Loss of cultural identity in archeological sites

Through the historical research of the case study area and the in-depth interviews con-
ducted in traditional rural settlements, it is clear that local people attach meanings to the
archaeological assets they reside in, However, the rapid development over the last thirty
years has the caused loss of several traditions. The removal of local people from their ru-
ral settings, as in the cases of Kanlidivane and Cennet-Cehennem, caused changes to the
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traditional agricultural methods, that until recently were similar to the ancient methods
practiced, such as utilizing cisterns or cultivating ancient agricultural lands. In addition to
the migration of numerous families to coastal cities, starting from 1960s, the development
of tourism in the region accelerated this process. So today the meaning of archaeological
assets for the local people shifted from a “cultural identity” to “tourism assets” (Tab. 5).

Q30. What is your opinion about archaeological assets of your town?

Ayas Kizkalesi Uzuncaburg
Freq. Percent Freg. Percent Freq. Percent
1. Cultural heritage 16 14.3 23 194 19 170
2. Touristic-economic resource 68 60.7 75 63.0 61 545
3. Our heritage from our ancestors 14 12.5 21 176 6 54
4. Not Responded 14 125 0 0 26 232
Total ‘ 112 100% | 119 100% 12 100%

Tab. 5 Interpretation of local people concerning archaeological assets in their settlements

4. Conclusions drawn for Turkey: The involvement of interest groups in
archaeological Site Management Policies

The purpose of this final section is to suggest proposals to achieve the integration of inter-
est groups and local people for the sustainable management of coastal archaeological sites
through current Turkish legislation and management programmes based on information
acquired from the case studies.

4.1 The Involvement of Local People

As previously stated, the involvement of local people, most of whom are located within
the natural and rural environments, in the management process must be made a priority in
order to achieve integrated conservation and continued sustainability of the archaeologi-
cal sites. When interest groups, who are directly affected by the related management plans
and programmes, are involved in the preparation stages of the planning process, they will
support the subsequent stages and participate in the implementation process because they
were allowed to express their concerns, visions and expectations to the authoritative par-
ties. However, interest groups and local people will ignore the plans and programmes that
are prepared without their input, which is the present situation. Therefore, a comprehen-
sive legislative policy needs to be created to ensure that local people are integrated in the
management process with reference to management and planning tools for archaeological
sites (i.e., site management plans, CDPs). The recognition of the tangible and intangible
values of local people will provide better opportunities for Turkey to sustain its archaeo-
logical assets for future generations. The involvement of local people in the planning and
management of cultural landscape areas including archaeological, natural and rural assets,
such as in the case of Olba Territorium, is important because:

e They provided continuity to the agro-biodiversity of natural landscapes, which is simi-
lar to the methods that were developed in antiquity.



Integrated Management Policies in Archaeological Sites and the Involvement of Local People 297

e Their presence provides protection of the archaeological assets, which cannot be pro-
tected by the police force alone because it encompasses a sizeable geographic area.
Therefore, by educating local people, thereby increasing their awareness concerning ar-
chaeological and cultural assets, it should intensify their desire to keep the assets safe.

e As stated in the Rio Declaration, there is unique and valuable knowledge possessed by
small communities that should be utilized for sustainable development and environ-
mental management of a given area. Consequently, traditional knowledge related to
agriculture, traditional lifestyles, spiritual/mythological meanings attached to archaeo-
logical and natural assets must be considered as valuable. Furthermore, this knowledge
should be utilized in cultural, landscape and rural management strategies.

Therefore, the perpetuation of cultural landscape areas can be achieved through local
people living within these sites and carrying on their rural and traditional lifestyles. Their
integration into management should be planned along two parallel tracks. The first track,
their future expectations and visions, should be defined according to the tools and meth-
ods based on participatory planning models. Some of these expectations may be in con-
flict with the scientific concerns and clash with conservation and sustainable development
principles. The second track that should be implemented is raising the awareness of local
people about cultural and natural values significance. So when local people are describing
their expectations and visions, they should be able to take into consideration the values
and vulnerability of that site as well.

Social surveys were conducted on-site in the Olba Territorium in order to ascertain
the potential for continuity and motivations of local people in Uzuncaburg, Kizkalesi and
Merdivenlikuyu (Ayas). It was learned that, despite the fact that local people have seri-
ous problems stemming from living within archeological sites, they do not want to move
outside the conservation zones (Tab. 4). Instead they prefer that improvements be made
to their existing conditions or to move somewhere else as long as they can continue to
work at that particular archaeological site. In short, they prefer not to lose their connection
with that site. The reason may be economic based (they want to benefit from the increase
in local tourism) or socio-cultural based (they feel that they culturally belong to that area)
(Tab. 5).

Unsustainable touristic developments and modernized agricultural techniques are a
substantial threat to the region’s natural and archaeological assets. In order to achieve a
conservation-development balance in these areas, sustainable development of both the
agricultural and tourism sectors must be achieved. Instead of focusing on large-scale tour-
istic developments, branching out into eco-tourism and agro-tourism can help sustain the
natural and archaeological conservation sites. This will encourage the continued existence
of local landscape characteristics instead of replacing traditional farmlands with expanding
sprawling urbanization, as well as secondary-housing and touristic developments, as seen
in the case-study area (Fig. 6).

4.2 Administrative and Institutional Integration: Sharing Management Responsibility

There is a long history, going back to the Ottoman period and the early years of the
Turkish Republic, of legislating archaeological assets as well as research conducted
in order to better understand the cultural relationship of rural communities with the
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archaeological sites they live in. Despite this long history, the involvement of interest
groups and the potential benefit of including local people in the development of sustain-
able management strategies of archaeological sites are still overlooked. The primary rea-
son for this circumstance is the administrative fragmentation of the responsible authorities.
Despite the recent reforms and legislative changes within the institutional organizations,
the present situation is even more conflictive. Until recently, the Ministry of Culture and
Tourism and the Ministry of Environment and Forestry were the main central authorities
responsible for the protected areas. Because of recent changes to administrative bodies,
all natural conservation areas fall under the authority of the newly established Ministry
of Environment and Urban Planning, including the institutional power to designate
“natural sites”. However, the management of archaeological and natural sites is gener-
ally combined together, as cited in several case studies. Therefore, the administration of
these sites remains severely divided between the two ministries. To achieve integrated
management in these areas, good governance models for conservation sites are required.
Such models must accomplish the “horizontal integration” of related governmental agen-
cies, while bringing together representatives of the various business sectors. It also must
provide “vertical integration” between local, regional and national/central authorities
. Sharing the responsibility of management will help better meet the needs of the local
people, expand financial resources, increase the level of technology used as well as pro-
vide access to professional staff throughout all stages of the decision-making process. This
includes: related survey and registration, preparation of related plans, implementation pro-
grammes and control and monitoring phases. In addition to the administrative integration
of different institutions, an interdisciplinary management study programme, which will
assemble various specialists (archaeologists, historians, sociologists, ethnographers, biolo-
gists, conservation specialists, public administrators, etc.), is required to order to identify
clearly the cultural landscape and the potential of traditional knowledge of the protected
areas.

Some discussion topics in this paper are valid for archaeological sites located in both in-
land and coastal areas. However, there are some key points that are specific for coastal areas,
such as coastal erosion and the overdevelopment of coastal tourism. In addition, planning
and management conditions of coastal archaeological sites are affected by coastal legislations

and related planning restrictions. As seen in the Olba Territorium case, ancient coastal

sites had an economic relationship as well as a visual relationship, for defensive purposes
with ancient sites located in their hinterlands. Evidence of this unity can be seen through-
out the region’s historic routes. Altogether they reflect the previous use and historic re-
lationships of ancient settlements along the coastal areas. In geographical terms a thirty
kilometer area from the coastline up to inland areas must be defined as a “coastal zone”,
by which coastal planning projects must incorporate both coastal and hinterland areas.
“Shore strips” should be defined according to the archaeological and cultural characteris-
tics of each individual region instead of general metric zoning that applies to the whole
country. Lastly, a control mechanism related to height-zoning is needed for the introduc-
tion of “Front-view” and “Back-view” zones, which will help provide visual buffer zones
between the coastal and hinterland areas.
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Ozet

Arkeolojik Alanlarda Buttinlesik Koruma Politikalari ve
Yerel Halkin Katilimi: Antik Olba Bolgesi (Mersin) icin Oneriler

Kara ve su ekosistemleri arasinda 6nemli gecis bolgeleri olmalart sebebi ile tarih boyunca
insanoglu tarafindan énemli yerlesim alani olarak secilmis kiyi alanlary; ilkcaglardan gi-
niimiize insanoglunun kiyilarla iliskisini aktaran zengin ve degerli arkeolojik kalitlara sa-
hiptir. Ancak, dogal ve insan kaynakli baskilarin yogunlugu, planlama-ytnetim catismalari
kiyilarin i¢hdlgelere gére daha hizla bozulmasina ve sahip oldugu arkeolojik degerlerin
geri doniilmez bicimde yok olmasina sebep olmaktadir. Yirminci yiizyil sonlarindan iti-
baren uluslararas: ortamda giderek 6nem kazanan siirdiirtilebilir gelisme ilkeleri, dogal ve
kiltiirel koruma alanlarinin yonetimine iliskin politika ve yaklasimlan da etkilemistir. Bu
baglamda; kiy1 alanlari ¢evre politikalarinin icerisinde ayri bir konu olarak ele alinmaya
baglanmistir. Giderek 6nem kazanan bittnlesik kiy1 yonetimi politikalari ile kiy1 alanla-
rinin sahip oldugu dogal, tarihi ve kiltiirel peyzaj degerlerinin koruma-kullanim dengesi
icerisinde gozetilerek gelecek nesillere aktarilmasi ve bu alanlarin stirdiirtilebilir planlama-
sinda kilttrel peyzaj alanlarinin sahip oldugu bilgi degerlerinden yararlanilmast énem ka-
zanmustir. Bu dénemden itibaren 6ne ¢ikan bir baska konu ise koruma alanlarinin yone-
timinde farkl ilgi gruplarinin ve yerel halkin karar verme siirecine katiliminin saglanarak
bitincil koruma politikalarinin gelistirilmesidir.

Bu degerlendirmeler 1s1ginda bu yazinin amacy; Turkiye kiyilarinda dogal ve kirsal cev-
re icerisinde bitiinleserek korunagelmis arkeolojik degerlerin birlikte tanimladig: kiiltiirel
peyzaj oOzelliklerinin arastirilmasi ve mevcut yasal mevzuat baglaminda yénetim sorunla-
rinin tartistimasidir, Yazinin odagini olusturan tartisma ve Oneriler, farkls ilgi gruplarinin
Ozellikle arkeolojik alanlarda yasayan yerel halkin kiilttrel peyzaj alanlarinin dogru yéne-
tim stratejileri ile ele alnmasint saglamak tzere yonetim strecine olan katilimlarinin sag-
lanmasini amaglamaktadir. Bu nedenle, Akdeniz kiyilarinin énemli ve zengin arkeolojik
bolgelerinden biri olan ve eskicaglarda Olba Territoriumu olarak adlandirilan Mersin ili,
Erdemli-Silifke bolgesi 6rnekleme alant olarak secilmistir. Bolge, sahip oldugu zengin ve
biittincil arkeolojik-dogal-kirsal degerleri ile yiizlerce yillik insan-doga birlikteligini ve in-
sanoglunun kiyilarla olan iliskisini yansitan énemli bir kilttirel peyzaj alanidir.

Yazinin birinci bélimiinde; Osmanli déneminden giinimize Tirkiye'de arkeolojik
alanlarin korunmasina iliskin ulusal politikalar 1s1ginda yasal mevzuatin gelisimi ve yerel
halkin arkeolojik degerlere karsi tutum ve davranislarina yonelik degerlendirmeler akta-
rilmaktadir. Bu tartisma; glinimiizde arkeolojik alanlarda yasanan ydnetim sorunlarinin
anlasilmasi; ve mevcut yasal araglarin yerel halkin karar verme siirecine olan katilimi
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konusundaki olanak ve kisitlart acisindan degerlendirilmesine olanak saglamustir, Yazinin
ikinci bolimiinde drnekleme alani olarak secilen antik Olba Territoriumunun sahip oldu-
gu kilttrel peyzaj degerleri ve yonetim sorunlar aktarilmaktadir. Yazinin sonug boliim,
ornekleme alanindan elde edilen deneyimler 1si3inda Tirkiye kiyilarinin sahip oldugu
ktiltiirel peyzaj degerlerinde 6nemli bir yer tutan arkeolojik alanlara yonelik gelistirilecek
buttinlesik yonetim politikalarinda farkls ilgi gruplarinin ve yerel halkin karar verme stre-
cine olan katiliminin saglanmasina yonelik onerileri icermektedir.
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Fig. 3 New vineyard on traditional farmland in Uzuncaburg located by an ancient cistern and wine
production remains showing continuation of past land usage
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