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The archaeology of the area around the city of 
Şanlıurfa (henceforth Urfa) in southeastern Türkiye 
has recently shot to worldwide prominence as a 

result of work at the World Heritage sites of Göbekli Tepe 
and Karahan Tepe. These sites have captured the archaeo-
logical and public imagination because of very large, 
monumental communal buildings with associated evidence 
for elaborate ritual and symbolism in the early Neolithic. 
They are part of a more widespread concentration of such 
sites in the hills around the Harran plain, in which the city of 
Urfa is located. As a result the Ministry of Culture and 
Tourism has initiated a large-scale regional project focussed 
on these so-called Taştepeler sites. The BIAA was invited to 
participate in this major regional project; the focus of the 
University of Liverpool contribution is one of these sites, 
Mendiktepe, recently identified by Dr Fatma Şahin during 
her survey in the area. The project was conducted in collabo-
ration with Şanlıurfa Museum and its director, Celal Uludağ. 

Mendiktepe is located 15km southwest of Urfa and 
1.3km northeast of Mendik. Survey and excavation in 2023 
and 2024 suggest the occupation dates to Pre-Pottery 
Neolithic A (PPNA) and possibly the end of the 
Epipalaeolithic, ca 10,000–9,000 cal BC. This period 
encompasses the beginning of the Holocene with its 
dramatic climatic amelioration, the widespread estab-
lishment of sedentary behaviours and the appearance of the 

earliest so-called pre-domestication cultivation, all issues we 
will investigate at Mendik. Mendik is one of the concen-
tration of sites in the Urfa area, many of which show 
evidence for the appearance of multiple large 
communal/public buildings that represent the world’s first 
corporate institutions. This will allow us to contribute to the 
understanding of the early stages of this significant devel-
opment in human behaviour. 

Work in September 2023 and August–October 2024 
The site occupies the upper part of a single ridge running 
between a higher southern eminence and a lower northern 
one (Fig. 1), a distance of ca 200m. The site, as documented 
by concentrations of chipped stone combined with Neolithic-
type architecture, in some places visible on bedrock, covers 
an area of ca 2ha, quite extensive for a PPNA site. The 
pedestrian and drone survey revealed the presence of many 
curvilinear stone walls visible on the surface of the site; 
some of these features had been dug into by looters’ pits. 
Most curvilinear structures are probably Neolithic structures, 
as our investigations showed, so the Neolithic settlement 
consists of a large number of structures. Two large cisterns 
were detected by pedestrian and drone survey, one of which 
was excavated in Area C (Fig. 2) and probably dates to a 
period within the last two millennia, judging by the nature of 
its plaster lining.  

immediately next to the Sanctuary of Aphrodite, explored 
the peristyle at the eastern edge of the house plan and the 
range of rooms on its northern edge (Fig. 4). Abundant high-
quality late Hellenistic ceramic table-wares (unusual for 
Aphrodisias), showed there was elite housing this area as 
early as the Augustan period. The date of construction of the 
surviving house after ca AD 300 was confirmed, and new 
evidence showed extensive re-modelling after ca AD 600.  

Other projects. We worked also on conservation of the 
Tetrapylon, further anastylosis in the Sebasteion, the 
documentation of the Temple of Aphrodite, conservation of 
the pool in the Place of Palms, and the study of bones, 
ceramics, coins, glass, inscriptions, marbles and mosaics. 
And we published our 14th site monograph: Andrew Wilson 
and Ben Russell, Aphrodisias XIV: The Place of Palms: An 
Urban Park at Aphrodisias (Wiesbaden 2024).  
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Fig. 1. Drone image of Mendik Tepe from the west.

The surface collections yielded chipped stone which was 
dense at the surface due to deflation, and less frequently 
ground stone with a few other artefacts. This included 
diagnostic tools which are consistent with a PPNA 
assemblage. A few microliths were found which could be late 
Epipalaeolithic, but they could also belong to the beginning 
of the PPNA. In sum, the site probably dates to the 10th 
millennium BC cal, broadly contemporary with Çakmaktepe, 
which is located ca 5km away. There were architectural 
elements scattered across the site, including some fragments 
of small, shaped pillars, as well as numerous roughly shaped 

sub-oval stones probably used for wall construction. Whilst 
most buildings were small there is evidence of some larger 
curvilinear structures. 

Many of the curvilinear structures documented at the 
surface or in excavation are relatively small. In Area A we 
excavated a typical-sized building, Structure 1 (Fig. 3), 
which was ca 3m in external diameter. The building had been 
filled with structural debris from a stone superstructure. The 
lower part of the wall was constructed of large, shaped 
rectangular upright slabs set on their narrow end. The stone 
superstructure must have been of a different character to the 

Fig. 3. Area A, Structure 1.Fig. 2. Cistern in Area C.
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Fig. 6. Area D, Structure 7. 

Fig. 5. Area E Structure 6.  

Fig. 4. Area B, showing cuts for Neolithic buildings.

wall of uprights judging from collapse, which packed the 
inside of the building and probably consisted of courses of 
roughly dressed limestone. It seems that this coursed wall sat 
outside the line of uprights. The floor utilised the bedrock 
and showed the formation of travertine. This suggests the 
building stood open after its abandonment for a period before 
filling with structural debris. The bedrock floor of the 
building had been cut by numerous small circular features, 
also like the buildings in the northwest of the site. Their size, 
depth and profiles suggest many were postholes, some of 
which presumably supported a roof, but others may have had 
other functions, whether as posts or not. The larger postholes 
seem to have been arrayed closest to the centre of the 
building, concentric to its walls, and were probably the main 
roof-bearing supports. 

In Area B we swept the bedrock clean, which revealed a 
cluster of four Neolithic circular buildings (Fig. 4) with 
curvilinear foundation trenches for the walls, clusters of 
probable posthole and other circular features in the floors of 
the buildings, in one case a small bench, small drainage 
channels on the exterior and exterior postholes to support 
their roofs. These structures were just over 2m in diameter. A 
pit outside these structures may have been an external hearth, 
hearths not being evidenced in those small structures 
excavated to date. The density of features and small size of 
Structure 1 and those in Area B, as well as absence of 
hearths, indicate not all these buildings may have had 
residential functions, given possibly limited space for 
sleeping. Perhaps some were storage buildings. 

In other areas we have excavated larger structures. In 
Area E, close to Area A, we have detected a building, 
Structure 6 (Fig. 5), ca 3.4m external diameter with an 
interior wall of upright dressed slabs and an external 
coursed wall surrounding it, as inferred in Structure 1 in 
Area A. This larger building was surrounded by smaller 
curvilinear structures with only coursed walls, some 
possibly rebuilt on more than one occasion. To the north in 
Area D a much bigger building, Structure 7 (Fig. 6), with 
thick three-leaf walls – the outer leaves constructed of 
massive stones – has been partially excavated. It, too, 
seems to be surrounded by smaller structures. A large, 
dressed stone upright/pillar seems to have been set just on 
the exterior of its northern wall and fell in situ. A pattern 
may be starting to emerge of larger structures surrounded 
by several smaller structures. Given the dense features in 
the floor of Structure 1 and other small buildings, it may be 
that the smaller buildings are not residential structures but 
for storage and other semi-specialised purposes but closely 
related to somewhat larger proximate residential structures. 
Further, some substantially more elaborate buildings are 
present associated with pillars in a perhaps early 
manifestation of the more dramatic corporate buildings of 
sites like Göbekli and Karahantepe. 
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