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he archaeology of the area around the city of

Sanliurfa in southeastern Tiirkiye has shot to

worldwide prominence as a result of work at
Karahan Tepe and the World Heritage site of Gobekli Tepe.
These have captured the archaeological and public imagi-
nation because of very large, monumental communal
buildings with their T-shaped, probably anthropomorphic
pillars, covered with animal and human depictions,
alongside various statues and other relief carvings. These
sites are part of a more widespread concentration of massive
buildings in the hills around the Harran plain. The
TC Ministry of Culture has initiated a large-scale regional
project focussed on these so-called Tastepeler sites. The
BIAA contribution to this includes the University of
Liverpool excavation at Mendiktepe, which will contribute
to an understanding of the origins of this phenomenon.

Mendiktepe is located 15km southwest of Sanhurfa and

1.3km northeast of Mendik village. Survey and excavation in
2023 and 2024 suggest the occupation dates to Pre-Pottery
Neolithic A (PPNA); that is, the earliest Neolithic, and
possibly the end of the Epipalaeolithic, ca 10,000-9,000

Figure 1. Drone image of Mendik tepe from the west.
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cal. BC. This period encompasses the beginning of the
Holocene, with its dramatic climatic amelioration, the
widespread establishment of sedentary behaviours and the
appearance of the earliest, so-called pre-domestication,
cultivation, all issues we will also investigate at Mendik.

Work in August—-October 2025

Mendiktepe 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 minimum 4ha; this is very extensive for a
PPNA site. We excavated four areas this season.

Area A

On the surface, Structure 1 seemed typical of the numerous
small buildings at the site; we thought it might typify the
domestic habitations. Excavated evidence suggests we
should revise this possibly oversimplified assessment.
Structure 1 was shown to have an external diameter of 3.2m.




We revealed a thin possible occupation material on the
bedrock floor of the building, and revealed a small upright
stone pillar in the southeast corner of the building. The
single occurrence of a pillar and its small size suggests a
symbolic role for this small element. Cut into the bedrock
floor were numerous small features. The largest feature in
the building in the southwestern area seems to be a hearth.
The other smaller features seemed likely to include post-
holes but were so numerous and varied in size that they
probably also included mortars and settings for objects like
baskets. Given frequent posts and other fixtures there
seemed little space for many people to sleep and socialise. A
domestic function seems likely, but perhaps not including
residential activities such as sleeping. It may well have had a
specialised role such as a kitchen and/or storage structure,
paired with structures with more residential roles nearby.
Close study of finds and micromorphology may help us with
further interpretation of these options.

Area E

We continued work in Area E close to Area A, the centre of
which is dominated by a curvilinear structure, Structure 6, ca
3.5m external diameter (Fig. 2). Like Structure 1, this is
constructed of an interior facing of upright slabs on the
inside of the building, and the exterior consists of coursed
masonry one leaf thick. We have now excavated a
rectangular stone walled internal feature in the western part
of the building, likely a storage bin or compartment for other
purposes. We can see this was constructed in a second phase

Figure 2. Structure 6.

of use of the building. We have exposed the bedrock floor of
the building in several places, and there are no features yet
visible which provide a notable contrast with the several
other buildings we have excavated at Mendik.

The coursed exterior wall of Structure 6 ended in a neat
upright terminal in the northern area of the wall arc. A
coursed wall of large, dressed masonry ran straight to the
north of the circular main space of the building. Previously
we had speculated that this might be one wall of an entrance.
However, it is now clear that this wall and the continuation of
the western wall of the building flaring out to the northwest
create a very substantial trapezoidal area, which is a second
room/space within the structure (Fig. 2). After removing the
collapsed rubble fill we have documented the presence of a
large circular stone walled feature on the floor of this space,
likely to be a hearth. This would confirm the role of this area
as a separate room and provide the first evidence of
multiroom structures at the site and structures that combine
curvilinear and rectilinear walls. Given very limited evidence
for features in the floor it seems plausible this sort of
building would have acted as a residential structure, twinned
with more specialised small structures such as Structure 1,
several of which indeed surround Structure 6.

This excavation of areas around Structure 6 provides a
better understanding of the use of external areas between
buildings and shows that external surfaces existed through
accumulating deposits in these areas. On one of these was
placed a very large ground stone cache of probable food
processing tools, piled against the exterior wall of an
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Figure 3. Structure 7.

adjacent structure, indeed showing the nature of use of
external areas for large-scale possible multi-household food
processing activities.

Area D

We extended Area D so it reached a size of 7m x 8m to
encompass Structure 7. Notably, this building had a very
substantial perimeter wall of three leaves of stone, including
some very large boulders (Fig. 3), suggesting Structure 7
was visually an imposing building despite its moderate size.
In addition, we have exposed extensive rubble collapse in
the southern interior of the building which surrounds two
stone uprights within the building, one of which has
certainly been dressed on one face.

The bedrock floor has a dense cluster of features cut into
its surface, some of which appear to be postholes (Fig. 3);
others are larger and may be small pits including some of
less regular shape and, therefore, currently more enigmatic
character. The floor of the building was marked by a sharp
cut into bedrock along its eastern edge, and the building
floor is very carefully finished in this area.

The northwestern area of the building saw different uses,
represented by the presence of an extensive oval platform set
against the interior face of the wall and the front by a perimeter
of large stones, including reused stone objects (Fig. 3). The
platform was constructed from a layer of medium-large stones
overlaid by a thick layer of very hard-cemented plaster, grit
and small pebbles, creating a robust surface to the platform,
presumably reflecting the distinctive role of the platform.
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The various distinctive features of this building
differentiate it from the smaller and more obviously
domestic structures, and suggest this building may have had
roles that served the needs of multiple households, even
though not on the scale of the iconic large communal
buildings. This suggests significant complexity to the social
arrangements created to integrate different elements of the
community in these early sedentary sites.

Area F

We opened a new trench, Area F, which is now 8m x 8m, on
the western slopes of the site. Our work exposed a large and
thick perimeter wall, 1.2m thick, at the southern end of
Area F curving round to the north, apparently demarcating a
very large central space. The wall is also distinguished by
the presence of dressed pillars built into it at regular
intervals perpendicular to the run of the wall. Two parallel
uprights close together in the southernmost point in the wall
may mark an entrance. Further work has also revealed
extensive masonry collapse immediately next to both the
southern and northern faces of this wall. It seems that this is
a large wall of possible public or ritual buildings, and that it
had a very substantial superstructure. The building would be
approximately 21m long in its longest axis, slightly larger
than several of the big Early PPNB (the period following the
PPNA) Gobekli buildings. This therefore seems to represent
a very early example one of the large communal buildings
that distinguish the Tastepeler sites, and will indeed tell us
more about the origin of this phenomenon.
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had two field seasons (2023 & 2024) and a study

season (2025). The aims of the field seasons in the
Urfa region of Tiirkiye were to identify and sample at the
field sites to assess the potential of the local sediment caches
in the uplands, as well as on the Harran Plain. This work has
benefitted from the support of the scientific director of the
Tastepler Project, Necmi Karul and the site directors (specif-
ically, Sahin at Cakmaktepe, Baird at Mendik and Ozdogan
at Sayburg, as well as Karul at Karahantepe) during their
excavation seasons to discuss geoarchaeological sampling
strategies to liaise with the larger landscape investigations.

The project of sampling in the Tas Tepeler to date has

We also undertook limited sampling of the landscape around
Cakmaktepe and Mendik with the help of Sahin. This year,
we have developed a strategy for analysis and digital inter-
pretations, including landscape-evolution modelling with the
team at Freie Universitdt Berlin, who have been conducting
a long-term geomorphological study of the environments
around Gobeklitepe. This culminated in a workshop held at
Freie Universitdt Berlin (12—-13 May 2025) to discuss the
collaborative avenues to take the work forward, including
analysis of samples taken in the previous field campaigns, as
well as our map- and remote-sensing based analysis at the
regional level.
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Figure 1. Hand-held LiDAR image of sediment section of the Cudi Deresi stream together with initial classification to show

variability surface roughness as a proxy for grain size.
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