






Skip to main content


Accessibility help




We use cookies to distinguish you from other users and to provide you with a better experience on our websites. Close this message to accept cookies or find out how to manage your cookie settings.







[image: Close cookie message]











Login Alert













Cancel


Log in




×























×



















[image: alt]









	
	
[image: Cambridge Core Home]
Home



	Log in
	Register
	Browse subjects
	Publications
	Open research
	Services
	About Cambridge Core
	

Cart





	

Cart


	
	


	
Institution login

	
	Register
	Log in
	
	

Cart













 





[image: Cambridge Core Home]
Home













 




















	
	
[image: Cambridge Core Home]
Home



	Log in
	Register
	Browse subjects
	Publications
	Open research
	Services
	About Cambridge Core
	

Cart





	

Cart


	
	


	
Institution login

	
	Register
	Log in
	
	

Cart













 



 

















Hostname: page-component-6b989bf9dc-vmcqm
Total loading time: 0
Render date: 2024-04-08T10:46:24.170Z
Has data issue: false
hasContentIssue false

  	Home 
	>Journals 
	>International & Comparative Law Quarterly 
	>Volume 69 Issue 2 
	>ARTICLE 16 UNESCO CONVENTION AND THE PROTECTION OF...



 	English
	
Français






   [image: alt] International & Comparative Law Quarterly
  

  Article contents
 	Abstract
	Footnotes
	References




  ARTICLE 16 UNESCO CONVENTION AND THE PROTECTION OF UNDERWATER CULTURAL HERITAGE
      
Published online by Cambridge University Press: 
16 April 2020

    Anna Petrig  [image: Open the ORCID record for Anna Petrig] 
 
	.st0{fill:#A6CE39;}
	.st1{fill:#FFFFFF;}

 
 
	 
	 
	 




 [Opens in a new window]  and
Maria Stemmler   
 
 
 [image: alt] 
 



Show author details
 

 
 
	Anna Petrig
	Affiliation: Professor of International Law and Public Law at the University of Basel (Switzerland), anna.petrig@unibas.ch




	Maria Stemmler
	Affiliation: Researcher at the University of Basel (Switzerland), maria.stemmler@unibas.ch.




  


    	Article

	Metrics




 Article contents    	Abstract
	Footnotes
	References


 Get access  [image: alt] Share  

 [image: alt] 

 [image: alt] Cite  [image: alt]Rights & Permissions
 [Opens in a new window]
 

 
  Abstract
  Deep-water technology and commercial interests have put the protection of underwater cultural heritage under considerable pressure in recent decades. Yet the 2001 UNESCO Convention has the potential to fend off the threat—if fully implemented. This article sets out the legislative duties States Parties have under one of the Convention's core provisions: Article 16. It requires States Parties to take a triad of legislative measures: they must enact prohibitions, impose criminal sanctions and establish corresponding jurisdiction over their nationals and vessels. In addition, the comprehensive protection of underwater cultural heritage also necessitates measures covering acts of corporate treasure hunters, even though this is not required by the Convention itself.
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