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Abstract

During wars, cultural heritage is particularly vulnerable to deliberate
attacks and acts of intolerance, as starkly demonstrated during the 44-day war
initiated by Azerbaijan in 2020, the blockade of the Lachin Corridor, and the
complete depopulation of Artsakh due to military operations in 2023. In armed
conflicts, the use of monuments and their surrounding cultural landscapes for
military purposes — such as shelters, ammunition depots, combat bases,
observation posts, command centers, or deployment hubs for armed forces —
poses a significant threat to heritage protection.

During and after the 2020 war, numerous churches, community cultural
centers, and educational institutions in Artsakh were repurposed by Azerbaijan
for military use. This repurposing undermined the primary cultural, spiritual,
historical, educational, and aesthetic functions of these heritage sites. By
altering their roles to serve military purposes — effectively turning them into
“military objects” — their spiritual and cultural significance is disrupted.
Moreover, this transformation violates the protections afforded by the Hague
and Geneva Conventions, as well as international humanitarian law, which
safeguard cultural heritage as a civilian asset.

Converting heritage sites for military purposes compromises their
inviolability, making them more susceptible to damage or destruction. Despite

" The article has been delivered on 20.11.2024, reviewed on 09.12.2024, accepted for
publication on 15.12.2024.
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the norms of international humanitarian law, incidents of damage and
destruction to Artsakh's monuments due to their military use by Azerbaijan
have not ceased. On the contrary, they continue to escalate, further
endangering the cultural heritage of the region and, by extension, the world.

Keywords: International humanitarian law, protection of cultural heritage,
armed conflict, Artsakh, Azerbaijan, military use of cultural values, war crime.

Introduction

The purpose of this article is to elucidate the concept of the military use of
cultural heritage during armed conflicts, including its types, challenges, and
prohibitions within the framework of international humanitarian law. It examines
cases of the military use of Armenian monuments in Artsakh by Azerbaijan
during the years 2020-2024, identifies the issues arising from this practice,
reveals the damage inflicted on the heritage, and highlights the obstacles to its
preservation.

For this research, the Hague and Geneva Conventions, which are aimed at
the protection of cultural property during armed conflicts, as well as the norms
of international humanitarian law derived from these conventions, have been
studied. Cases of the militarization of Artsakh’s cultural heritage by Azerbaijan
have been identified through internet monitoring. The article adopts a
multidisciplinary approach by combining theoretical and legal analysis of the
heritage with documented evidence of its functional transformation and military
use.

The scientific novelty of the article lies in its comprehensive analysis of the
principles of international humanitarian law and the military use of cultural
heritage through the case study of Artsakh. It emphasizes the legal frameworks
governing the militarization of cultural heritage and the prohibitions against
such practices. The relevance of the article is underscored by the urgency of
preserving cultural heritage in conflict zones, particularly in light of the military
actions initiated by Azerbaijan in Artsakh.

The preservation of cultural heritage during armed conflicts is a matter of
universal concern, inspiring nearly two centuries of international commitment
through numerous conventions and declarations in both peacetime and
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wartime.! Key documents safeguarding cultural property in conflict include the
1954 Hague Convention for the Protection of Cultural Property in the Event of
Armed Conflict and its two Protocols,? the 1949 Geneva Conventions and their
Additional Protocols, as well as various UNESCO and Council of Europe
conventions and resolutions. Together with international humanitarian law, these
instruments provide a comprehensive framework for legislative protection.

The war unleashed by Azerbaijan in 2020 caused profound harm to the
cultural heritage of Artsakh, alongside its humanitarian and geopolitical
consequences. By violating multiple norms of international humanitarian law,
Azerbaijan inflicted significant damage to the heritage in question both during
the military actions initiated on September 27, 2020,® and after the signing of
the trilateral agreement on November 9.* Intolerance towards cultural heritage

! Johannot-Gradis 2015, 1256-1257.

2 UNESCO 1954, 1999.

% On October 8, 2020, during the military operations of the war, Azerbaijan committed
violations of international law by launching two consecutive strikes on the Holy Savior
Ghazanchetsots Cathedral in Shushi. Subsequently, the dome of the Green Chapel — St. John
the Baptist Church — was blown up. Additionally, Shushi’s Cultural Center and Stepanakert’s
Music School, as well as the archaeological camp of Tigranakert and other valuable sites were
targeted.

4 Among the evident cases of cultural heritage destruction in Artsakh are the complete
demolition of Zoravor Saint Astvacacin Church in Mekhakavan, Saint Sargis Church in
Mokhrenis, Saint Hovhannes Mkrtich Church (Green Chapel-Kanach Zham) in Shushi, and
Saint Hambarcum Church in Berdzor. Targeted attacks include the double bombing of Holy
Savior Ghazanchetsots Cathedral in Shushi, the destruction of its dome, the erasure of
inscriptions under the guise of restoration, the obliteration of a sculpture of Christ, and its
subsequent designation as a Russian Orthodox church. The historical layers of Meghretsots
Saint Astvacacin Church in Shushi were destroyed, as were the unique inscriptions of the
medieval churches of Saint Sargis and Saint Grigor in Tsar. Also destroyed were the khachkar
(cross-stone) in the village of Arakel in Hadrut Province and the 12"-13" century khachkars of
the Armenian-Greek old cemetery in Shushi. The khachkars dedicated to the Artsakh
Liberation War in the villages of Ukhtadzor, Vorotan, and Kavakavank in Hadrut region were
also demolished. In 2024, Simons Aghbyur memorial khachkar in Martakert was destroyed,
along with two khachkars near the spring monument in the village of Aghanus in Kashatagh.
Historical cemeteries in Shushi, Sghnakh, Shosh, and Hadrut were razed. Memorials and
monuments dedicated to heroes of the Artsakh Liberation War were destroyed, including
those commemorating the Hadrut freedom fighters, as well as memorial complexes dedicated
to the victims of the Armenian Genocide, the Artsakh Liberation War, and the Great Patriotic
War in Shushi. Other destroyed monuments include the “Revived Talish” memorial in Talish
village of Martakert Province, the bust of Hovhannes (Ivan) Tevosyan, the statue of Vazgen
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and restrictions on the cultural rights of Artsakh Armenians persisted
throughout the nine-month blockade of the Lachin Corridor, the complete
depopulation of Artsakh in 2023, and beyond.

The ongoing conflict has jeopardized the preservation of over 4,000
cultural assets — including churches, monasteries, khachkars (cross-stones),
fortresses, and early Christian settlements — within Armenian territories now
under Azerbaijani control. This damage stems not only from destruction and
vandalism but also from the military use of heritage sites. Examples include the
placement of military equipment in Artsakh’s churches, community educational
and cultural centers, the storage of weapons and ammunition, the
transformation of heritage sites into combat positions or command centers, and
their use as shelters for soldiers.

Although Azerbaijan is a party to the 1954 Hague Convention and its two
Protocols, and is bound by international humanitarian law to neither target
cultural property nor use it for military purposes during armed conflicts, these
obligations are repeatedly ignored. This disregard for international norms
fosters an environment of impunity, leading to the continued loss of Artsakh’s
unique cultural heritage.

International Prohibitions on the Military Use of Cultural Heritage

According to the 1954 Hague Convention for the Protection of Cultural
Property in the Event of Armed Conflict and its additional protocols of 1954 and
1999, it is prohibited to use cultural property defined by the convention® for
military purposes.® Article 9 of the 1954 Hague Convention prohibits the
establishment of military positions near civilian infrastructure as well as the use
of cultural properties, charitable buildings, educational centers, schools, and
hospitals for military purposes (shelters, armories, bases for armed groups), as

Sargsyan, the statue of Alexandr Myasnikyan, the memorial to Artsakh Hero Ashot Ghoulyan,
the bronze statue of Stepan Shahumyan, the bust of Anatoly Zinevich, and the statue of
Charles Aznavour among others (see the Artsakh Cultural Heritage Monitoring website and
Alerts section, www.monumentwatch.org).

5 Cultural property, irrespective of its origin or ownership, refers to movable or
immovable assets of great importance to the cultural heritage of every people. These include
monuments of architecture, art, or history, whether religious or secular; archaeological sites,
and architectural complexes of historical or artistic interest. (UNESCO 1954, art.1"a).

5 Tigranyan 2023, 157-158.
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this can significantly damage the integrity of the heritage.” Article 6 of the 1999
Second Protocol to the Hague Convention prohibits turning cultural property
into military objects or using them in ways that can expose them to destruction
or damage. Article 15(c) and (d) of the same protocol classify such actions as
war crimes. It is worth noting that when monuments are used for military
purposes, including churches, educational centers, museums, or other
buildings, they lose the protection provided by Article 4 of the Hague
Convention (and other regulations) during wartime.® This means that the
inviolability of heritage during armed conflicts is nullified, and it is deliberately
or inadvertently transformed into a “military objective,” making its targeting not
prohibited for gaining military advantage. Here, a fundamental question arises:
What constitutes a military purpose, and what does it mean to use a monument
for military purposes?

The Military Use of Monuments: Using monuments for military purposes
means employing cultural heritage in ways that serve the objectives of gaining
military advantage during armed conflicts, which can take several forms:

Using Cultural Heritage as Shelters: During military operations, monuments
and heritage sites are often used as shelters for soldiers or civilians. Although
these sites may be perceived as safe due to their cultural significance, such use
renders the heritage vulnerable and increases the likelihood of being targeted
by the adversary.

Storing Ammunition in or near Heritage Sites: Using monuments for this
purpose, aside from the risks of accidental explosions and damage, can make
heritage sites targets for the adversary. Reducing the enemy’s ammunition
supplies can provide a military advantage, making the storage of weapons in
churches, museums, schools, or other buildings previously serving cultural
purposes a significant threat to the preservation of the monument. Neutralizing
such ammunition can become a military imperative in certain situations.

Using Heritage Sites as Observation Posts or Command Centers:
Depending on the nature and location of the heritage (e.g., a high tower or a
historic fortress), it can provide tactical advantages and serve as observation
posts for snipers or command centers during military operations, thus giving a

" UNESCO 1954, art. 9.
8 UNESCO 1954, art. 4.
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military advantage to the forces using it. This use directly endangers the
heritage through retaliatory strikes, explosions, and accidental damage.

The Military Use of Artsakh’s Monuments by Azerbaijan

After the end of the 44-day war in 2020, the Azerbaijani armed forces
transformed the Kataro Church in occupied Hadrut into a military shelter,
where weapons and ammunition are stored.® The Kavakavank Church, located
on a hill separating from the plain to the left of the road from Togh to Varanda
(Fizuli), was also used for military purposes by Azerbaijan. During the intense
battles of October 2020, the area was subjected to artillery shelling. Azerbaijani
soldiers used the church as a military stronghold, resulting in significant
damage or destruction to the church’s ornaments and Armenian inscriptions.*®

In official broadcasts on television, the Azerbaijani side showed that their
armed forces were stationed in the former military bases of the Artsakh Defense
Army. However, monitoring Azerbaijani social networks, especially after the
complete occupation of Artsakh in 2023, reveals that buildings of some schools
and especially community cultural centers, constructed and renovated before
2020 in various settlements of Artsakh, have been used as police and military
bases and headquarters. Specifically, after the military operations in September
2023, some of the military equipment and ammunition of the Artsakh Defense
Army were located in the yard of the former Khachatur Abovyan School in
Shushi. Judging by photos and videos, this site had become one of the command
centers of the Azerbaijani army in Shushi." The building of the community
center in the village of Getavan, Martakert region of Artsakh, has been
repurposed for military purposes, as has the building of the school in the village
of Chapar, Martakert region. The buildings of the community centers in the
villages of Sarnaghbyur and Ukhtadzor have also been converted into military

9 Monument watch, https://monumentwatch.org/en/alerts/the-usage-of-the-church-of-
kataro-monastery-for-military-purposes/ (21.06.2023):

0 Monument watch, https://monumentwatch.org/en/alerts/alert-the-kavakavank-church-
is-losing-its-original-appearance/ (17.09.2024):

1 Military attaches inspected military equipment and ammunition confiscated from Ar-
menians. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=pedhLD0OaAoU (24.06.2024):
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outposts. By 2023, the building of the community center had already been
abandoned, with its windows broken*.

The International Prohibition on the Use of Cultural Property for
Military Purposes

Rule 38 of International Humanitarian Law requires parties to a conflict to
respect cultural property and refrain from unnecessary destruction of
structures dedicated to religion, art, science, education, or charity, as well as
historical monuments, unless they constitute military objectives. The rule further
stipulates that heritage of great importance to all peoples (as defined in Article 1
of the Hague Convention) should not be targeted unless military necessity
imperatively demands it.

This implies that if a church houses military personnel or stores weapons
and ammunition, its destruction could provide a concrete and specific military
advantage to the adversary. In such cases, the “if”” clause within the rule nullifies
the protection, rendering an attack on the heritage site “lawful.” Therefore, the
use of monuments for military purposes during armed conflicts can potentially
legitimize an attack by the opposing party on such heritage.”® In the same vein,
Rule 39 of International Humanitarian Law further prohibits the use of any
people’s cultural heritage for purposes that could potentially lead to its
destruction or damage, except in cases where such use is dictated by military
necessity.” From the analysis of these rules, it becomes evident that the primary
means of protecting cultural property during military operations is to avoid
using them for military purposes. This is because such use can undermine the
inviolability of heritage during conflicts and provoke attacks by the adversary.

Here, the term “military necessity” requires further clarification, as this
principle weakens the overall legal framework for the protection of cultural
heritage during wartime. The principle of military necessity entered the realm of
international humanitarian law through the conventional provisions of the 1954
Hague Convention and the 1949 Geneva Conventions. One of its most significant
articulations is enshrined in Article 4 of the Hague Convention: “States are

2 Monument watch, https://monumentwatch.org/en/alerts/azerbaijan-utilizes-artsakhs-
culture-houses-community-centers-and-schools-for-military-objectives/ (24.06.2024):

3 Tigranyan 2023, 67-71.

1 ICRC, Practice Relating to Rule 39.
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obliged to respect cultural property, both within their own territory and that of
other parties, by refraining from acts of hostility, except in cases where military
necessity imperatively requires such a decision”.*® According to paragraph 2 of
Article 4 of the Hague Convention, the obligation to protect cultural property is
subject to exception in cases where its destruction is necessitated by military
necessity. An analysis of the factual context reveals a clear truth: cultural
heritage enjoys full protection as long as it is not associated with or used for
military purposes. However, once it serves any military objective, its protection
becomes highly problematic.

With this understanding, let us provide a substantiated explanation of the
term. In the context of the protection of cultural heritage, the principle of
military necessity is not a norm that seeks to absolutely safeguard cultural
heritage. Instead, against the backdrop of the widespread destructions of the XX
century, it aims to mitigate and constrain the practice of waging aggressive
wars. It restricts the freedom of states during armed conflicts and raises
guestions about the legality of achieving military objectives.

In other words, military necessity is a concept within international
humanitarian law that seeks to balance the demands of effective military
operations with the imperative of protecting cultural property. It permits the use
of force and the undertaking of certain measures that are essential to achieving
a legitimate military objective, provided they are not prohibited by international
law.'®

This principle has been consistently present in all laws concerning the
protection of heritage during warfare, including the 1868 St. Petersburg
Declaration and the Lieber Code. According to these frameworks, the use of
military force against cultural heritage is lawful only to the extent necessary for
the belligerents to achieve their military objectives.'” It is worth noting that,
according to the 1907 Hague Regulations on the Laws and Customs of War on
Land, the destruction or seizure of the enemy's heritage is lawful if it is
imperatively demanded by the necessities of war operations.'®

5 UNESCO 1954, article 4.

18 Tigranyan 2023, 62-67.

7 Carnahan 998, 213; Robertson 1998, 197.

8 |HL Hague Convention (IV) 1907, Regulations: Art. 27
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Article 23(7) of the 1907 Hague Convention defines military necessity as
anything required for warfare or defense during combat or in preparation for
it.!® Article 27 of the same regulations explicitly states that “it is prohibited to
target cultural property unless it has been used for military purposes.”® The
logical confirmation of this principle is that the use of cultural property for non-
cultural purposes causes it to lose its additional protection and transforms it into
a target pursuing military objectives. It is crucial to note that while military
necessity initially emerged as a limiting force against the destruction of cultural
property, it subsequently evolved into a permissible exception.?

The First Additional Protocol to the 1949 Geneva Conventions, adopted in
1977, aligned the protection of cultural property with that of civilian objects,
stating that such property must not be subjected to attacks, except in cases of
military necessity.?? Article 52(2) of the Protocol defines military objectives by
incorporating two essential criteria that must be fully satisfied before the
destruction, damage, or seizure of cultural heritage objects.?

The first criterion stipulates that attacks must be limited to military
objectives, and the nature, location, purpose, or use of the object must make an
“effective contribution to military action.”® The second criterion requires that
the military advantage gained from the attack must be “definite and specific.”?®
It is evident that, by their nature, location, or purpose, cultural heritage objects
cannot make an effective contribution to military action, nor can they provide a
military advantage to the adversary. However, their use for military purposes
can jeopardize their protection. Importantly, the concept of a definite and
specific military advantage remains critical here. Thus, “It is not permitted to
destroy a cultural object whose use does not result in a definite and specific
contribution to military action, nor to destroy a cultural object that has
temporarily served as a shelter for combatants but is no longer used as such.””?

19 |HL Hague Convention (IV) 1907, 23 (g).

20 |HL Hague Convention (V) 1907, Regulations: Art. 27.
2 Johannot-Gradis 2015, 1268-1271.

22 Geneva Protocol I.

2 Henckaerts 1999.

2 Henckaerts 1999, 34,

% Geneva Protocol I.

% Bothe, Partsch, Waldemar 1982, 334, § 2.6.
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The use of a cultural property for military purposes® at a given time is the
sole condition under which the cultural property may “become” a military tar-
get.?® In other words, the use of heritage to support military operations is the
primary argument that a party to an armed conflict may invoke to justify attacks
on cultural properties.*® From this, we can again conclude that the use of
cultural heritage as a shelter or storage for weapons and ammunition
undermines the overall system for the protection of heritage and makes it
vulnerable to targeting.

In 1999, the Second Protocol to the 1954 Hague Convention was adopted,
stating: “A ‘military objective’ is an object which, by its nature, location,
purpose, or use, makes an effective contribution to military action, and whose
total or partial destruction, capture, or neutralization, in the circumstances
ruling at the time, offers a definite military advantage.”3° The Protocol specifies
that acts of hostility against cultural property are lawful if two conditions are
met: 1. “The cultural property has, by its function, been transformed into a
military objective,” and 2. “There is no feasible alternative available to gain a
similar military advantage.”®" The definition emphasizes that, for an attack to be
lawful, the heritage must have been used for military purposes, the military
advantage gained from targeting the heritage must be clear and evident, and it
must be demonstrated that no practical equivalent alternative exists to achieve
the military advantage other than through the attack on the object.

The Second Protocol seeks to tighten the conditions and stipulates that an
attack must be ordered at the highest operational level of command, by an
officer commanding forces equivalent to or larger than a battalion, and that it
may only be carried out “due to imperative requirements of immediate self-

2 There are various ways in which an adversary may exploit cultural property during
military operations. The most evident involves utilizing immovable cultural heritage as
strategic positions, such as employing a historic hilltop fortress as a defensive stronghold or
stationing a sniper in a medieval bell tower or minaret to surveil the battlefield. Another
scenario involves storing military equipment or ammunition in museums, galleries, or
historically significant buildings.

28 UNESCO 2016.

2 O’Keefe, Péron, Musayev, Ferrari 2016, 1-91.

%0 UNESCO 1999, art. 1 1.

% UNESCO 1999, art. 6
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defense.”*? Additionally, the Second Protocol introduces a further condition for
attacks: a warning must be issued before the attack when circumstances permit.
This obligation did not exist under the 1954 Convention. Furthermore, when the
opposing party discovers that a cultural site is being used for military purposes,
it must allow a reasonable period for soldiers or commanders to rectify the
situation. These observations make it evident that “military necessity” cannot
serve as a justification for the unlimited use of force to damage or destroy
cultural heritage.*

Conclusion

The use of monuments or their immediate cultural landscapes for military
purposes such as shelters, weapons/ammunition storage, combat outposts,
observation points, command centers, or troop deployment sites, poses a
significant threat to the preservation of heritage during armed conflicts or in
conflict situations. The 1954 Hague Convention for the Protection of Cultural
Property in the Event of Armed Conflict, its two Protocols, the Geneva
Conventions, and their Additional Protocols, as well as the norms of
International Humanitarian Law established on their basis, prohibit the use of
cultural heritage for military purposes. However, since 2020, the use of
Armenian churches, community cultural centers, and educational sites in
Artsakh for military purposes by Azerbaijan has resulted in the loss of these
assets’ inviolability and jeopardized their future preservation.

A review of international documents reveals that, in many cases, the
protection of heritage during wartime depends on the appropriate and effective
actions of armed forces, ensuring that heritage is not transformed into a military
target or used for military objectives. As demonstrated, Armenian monuments
are endangered not only by deliberate attacks but also by their utilization for
various military purposes by Azerbaijan. Adherence to international norms is
imperative for the continued preservation of the cultural heritage of Artsakh.

32 UNESCO 1999, art. 13(2)(c).
33 Techera 2007, 1.
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urunrut Sh4NPuL3uL
Udthnthnid

Mwuwbpwqdubph dwdwuwly dowynipwht dwnwugnyeniup fungbih &
nhunwynpjw| hwpdwynwubiph bW wuhwunnipdnnuywunypjwt wwwnbwnny,
husu fwywunpbu npulinpybg Unppbowth Ynnihg 2020 pywlwupht uwudw-
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wmwjhu hpwyhbwubipnwd hniwpdwuubph, npwug wudhowywu dowynipw-
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Fwlwu Junwug £ dwnwugnipjwt wywhwwunipjwun:

2020 pywlwuh wwwbpwqdh pupwgpnd U npwuhg htnn Upgwfup dh
owpp bLytintighutip, hwdwjupwihu dowynipwihu nu Yppwlwu Ysunmpnuubn
Unppbiowup Ynndhg ulubight oguwgnpdyb nwquwlwu twywwwyny' fuw-
pwpbiny dwnwugnipjwu hpduwlwu' dwyniewihu, hnglnp, wwundwlw,
Yppwlywu, gnwghnwywu b wj gnpdwnnyputipp: dwnwugntejwu gnpdw-
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nnyph tdwu thnhnfudwdp nwquiwlwt bywwmwlyubpht dwnwjbigubp Ywd,
np unyutu £ dwnwugnieiniup nwqdwywu opjywnh yYbipwdkip, thwuwnpbu,
ytipohupu hnglinp-dowynypwiht gnpdwnnyph fuwpwpnwihg quw, dh Yynn-
dhg skignpwgunud £ dwnwugnipjwt wudbnudfubijhnyeinitup npwbiu ywwnb-
pwqudubpnud <wwaquwih, dulth Ynuybughwubpny b dhowqgqwiht dwpnwup-
pwlwu hpwyniupny wwonmwywuywsd pwnwpwghwlwu optlw, huy djniu
Ynnihg wnwyby fungbiih nwpdund’ pwpdpwgubing nsuswgdwu hwywuwlw-
unipyniup: Pwyg, stwjwd dhowqgquihtu hnidwuhwwnp hpwynituph wnlw unp-
deppt’ Unppbowup Ynndhg Upgwfuph hnpwpdwuubph nwqdwlywu tywwnwy-
utipny ogunwagnpddwu hbinlwupny npwug nsuswgdwu b Juwudwtu nbiwpbpp
ns dhwju sbU nwnwpnwd, wy 2wpniuwynud Bu wéb] quwugbing ph nwpw-
swopowuh U L dnnpwyh dawynipwihtu dwnwugnieintun:

Pwuwih pwnbp' Uhowqquipti dwpnwuppwlwt ppwynibip, dHwlnpuyght dw-
nwbhgnipywt wwpypwwunyyni ghtijwé  hwlwdwppnyeyni, Upguwfu, Unppb-
owl, dpwlhnipuyphli wpdbplbinh nwqdwlwi ogynwagnpdnid, nwquwlwl wihpuw-
dbpwnyeynit, nwqdwlwt hwbgwagnpdnyanib:

MEMAYHAPOOHbIE 3AMNMPETbl HA UCNNOJIb3OBAHUE
A3EPBANIMAHOM B BOEHHbIX LLEEAAX KYIbTYPHOIO
HACJIEQAUA APLAXA

APMWHE TUT'PAHAH

Pe3iome

B ycnoBuax BoopymeHHOro KOHpNMKTa MCnonb3oBaHNE NaMATHUKOB U UX
KynbTypHOro naHALiadpta B BOEHHbIX LENAX — B KAYECTBE YKPbITUA, CKNafoB
6oenpunacos, BoeHHbIx 6a3, HabntopatenbHbIX MYHKTOB, KOMaHAHbIX MyHK-
TOB WM LLEHTPOB pa3BepTbiBaHWA BOOPYMEHHbIX CUM, MpencTaBnaer coboii
CEPbE3HYI0 Yrpo3y ANA 3alMTbl KYIbTYPHOrO Hacneaua.

Bo Bpema u nocne BoiiHbl 2020 roga MHOTMe LLepKBU, KYNbTypHble U 06-
pa3oBaTenbHble LeHTpbl Apuaxa Obinu ucnonb3oBaHbl A3epbaiifyaHom B
BOEHHbIX LeNAX, 4YTO HE COOTBETCTBOBaNO (PYHKLMOHANbHOMY Ha3HayeHuto
OaHHbIX 0O6bEKTOB, UMEBLLUX LyXOBHOE, UCTOPUYECKOE, KyNbTypHO-0bpa3oBa-
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Tigranyan A.

TeNbHOE W 3CTeTU4eckoe 3HavyeHue. [lomrmo Toro, 3To NPOTUBOPEHNNO HOP-
MaM, 3aKpenneHHbIM B [aarckoil 1 *KeHeBCKOW KOHBEHLMAX, a Takke B ME-
AyHapOJHOM ryMaHUTapHOM NpaBe, KOTOpPble 3alLMLLaloT KyNbTypHOE Hacne-
AME KaK rpaMaHCKuii obbeKT.

Wcnonb3oBaHne o6beKTOB Hacnefua B BOEHHbIX LENAX HapyllaeT wux
HENPUKOCHOBEHHOCTb, CO3/AaBaA yrpo3y NoBpeMieHuii u paspylleHnii. He-
CMOTPA Ha CyLL,eCTBYIOLLE HOPMbI MEMAYHAapPOAHOro ryMaHMTapHoOro rnpasa,
noBpeMaeHne 1 paspylleHne namATHUKOB Apuaxa B pesynbTaTe Ux MChonb-
30BaHMA B BOEHHbIX Lenax AsepbaiifyaHoM MMeEET MecTo Mo ceii feHb, YTO
ABNAET coboii ONacHOCTb ANA KynbTypPHOrO HacneAusa permoHa Kak 4actu mu-
pOBOI1 KyNbTypbl.

KnioueBble cnoBa: mexOyHaPOOHOe 2yMaHUmMapHoe nNpaso, 3awuma Ky/bmypHO2O0
Hacnedus, soopyxeHHbIl KoHghnukm, Apyax, A3epbalioxaH, 8OeHHoe UCnosib308a-
Hue KyJibmypHbIX YeHHocmeli, B0eHHOe npecmyniieHue.
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