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ABSTRACT

CONSERVATI ON PROPOSALS FOR G¥BEKLK

The conservation of archaeological sites is of gmaabrtance as they provide
physical remains of past onewsfthd mogt enportanin s .
archaeological site in human histomas included irthe World Heritage List in 2018
Remains in G°bekli T e p eurea surcuradeddy orgularc a |
rectangular wall rows, and containing monolithiesAaped pillars in the center and
peripheral wallsin two layers The aim of this study is to exane the construction
techniqueand relations between structural elementstardgfine conservation problems
in order todevelop conservation proposals. The method of the stutlg &valuaton of
the data collected during the field survey together with the information given in the
literature. In order to determine the similastianddifferences between the layers,
components and alignment characteristics of encloswers defined,the rehtions
between these componemtsre examinedt was found that there iglationship between
the diameter of enclosure and height of central pillar, and this ratio wasirsame
enclosures and close in another encloslihe state of conservation and preservation

conditions of the structural elements of the enclosures mamined and risk classes

were determined. The problems observed in the structural elements were determined as

crack, deformation, fracture, material loss, disintegration. It had been suggested to

stabilize the walls to prevent further damage, to designdenelop the support system

for the pillars, and to carry out regular monitoring to detect possible damage or problems

for components

Keywords: G° b e k | i Tepe, Prehistoric Remains

Problems
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Anahtar

Soru

nki tébbkadad ai r e s e | ve dikd°rtgensel bir v
ili, merkezinde vparmomikT-kdeukviarlliardé nké nl
en yapélardéer. Bu -al ékmanén amaceée, GP°
ijinin, yapésal el emanl|l arénén, yapésal
ma ©°neril eriunpels «rtumlmerké nié-ni nt akneerml an
emi , l'iterat¢rde verilen bilgilerle
anan verilerin dejerlendirilmesidir.
i k1l er i bel ibrilleenkeekn i iethiil @wapbe Ear éamr as é
ml anBékt acel emel er sonucunda yapéneén
énda bir il iikkki ywylmdEuwdjauli dvuely dboué da ain®ae y a
nNmuktur. &hewmaaramnéryamékat unmukl|l uk dul
l ener ek, ri sk sénéfl are belirl enmickt.
rl arda ayr ékma, daj el ma, mal zeme Kkayhb
|l ma, -atldkkemaleede &mgbma ol arak bel
fazla tahribateé °nl emek i -1 n stabil
elendirilerek geliktiril mesi, d° Keme
d¢zenmaséezPamei yampetir . Al anda t¢gm y
|l erinden korunmasé i-in kaleéecé ¢st ©°rt

mada en az m¢gdahale ile °9zg¢gn durumun
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Prehistoric periods include the periods before the invention of wrilihgse
periods are stone age (Paleolithic, Mesolithic, Neolithic), stapper age (Chalcolithic)
and metal agécopper, bronze, iron). Stoneggés in Anatolia are described as Paleolithic
era the period up to J@0 BC the Mesolithic era between 1000 and 8@O0 BC, the
Neolithic era 80005500 BC(Naumannl9102 0 1 9 ; Y é.lAmthétectur@l Gehdnk
from the prehistoric period to the present are diversifiedasestic andmegalithic
remains. Domesticepresents remaingssociated with housing such as huts, houses,
village settlements andegalithicrepresergpillars, dolmensand temples

Remains of domestic architectureAnatoliawere dated back torBto-Neolithic
Age ( ¥z d o] a nand1Nedit®i¢ Age (Naumann 19102019) ProtoNeolithic
exx mplified Hall an Nedithicexeimp| Bdti man ¢wlyi®lng i n
Remains of nordomestic architecture are dated back to Nealigein Anatolia with
t he di scover y(Sarhidt DP9)bGiekliiTepd(36@BC) is the oldest
nonrdomestic remaing Anatolia and in the worldG° b e k | whiciA peopeel that
people started to build structures that require advanced architecture during the transition
from huntergatherer life to settletife in the Neolithic Age had changed the known
information on human history. It hasken understood thaepple who lived around
10,000 BChad much more advanced lifestyle than was thought, and the knowledge to
build advanced structures.

Until the discoer y of G° b ekl ildesk egrdomesticréneainse ar e
known aroundheworld are Atlt Yam inAtlit, Israel 7000 BQ, AlmendresCromlechs
in Alentejo,Portugal (6000 BY; Barnenez Nedhic Remains irFinistere France (5000
BC), Nabta Raya in Egypt(4500 BQ, Mata Megalithic Temples (4400 BCZiggurats
in Mesopotamian Iran, Iraq(4000 BQ, Karnak Stones Brittany, Francg3300 BQ,
Caucasia Cromlechs Armenia, Russi&3100 BQ, Pyramids irCairo, Saqqara iBgypt
(2600 BQ and $onehengen Wiltshire, England2500 BQ.

G°bekli Tepe is a unique archaeol ogi cal

suchas pillars and enclosures. This area is differentiated among all the other settlements
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belonging to the Neolithic Age with its circular and rectangular planned structures at the
bottom, Fshaped pillars located thecenter and in peripheralalls, animal, human and
geometric motives on the pillars in two different layers unearthed asuéi ofs
excavations until today. It was inscribed on the World Heritage List in 2018 because of
its creative human genius, being one of the first manifestations of honade
monumental architecture, and being a collection of buildings that represent thee of
mostsignificant period of human historf WHC 2018)

The construction techniquebkat developed in different regions with different
materials have led to diversity in the field of construction technology. These construction
techniquesas constantly evolving knowledgbave ben shaped by the environment
where the construction is located and the available materrat®fstruction like stone,
wood andmud.

Construction technique of prehistoric ruins is an important tool in understanding
construction technology and architeeiknowhow. Understanding this technology will
be effective in suggesting or reorganizing prehistoric ruins conservation approaches.
Detailed construction technique knowledge of architectural remains will contribute to the
available datand conservatioproposals

Concerning the awservation of arhaeological sites in generalroplems in
legal/administrative, planning, documentation, structural and conservation practices are
observed. Within the scope of this study, the structural and material problems in the
remare unearthed in G°bekl:i Tepe nsmwaton di scu
proposalsspecific to the siteidentification of conservation issues important. In this
direction, potection proposalsnight be developed by considering tltenservation
problems, state of preservation of assptsservatiorconditions andisk conditions of
the remains herefhe European StandaiN 17652- Cultural Heritage Assessment
and Monitoring ofArchaeological Deposits for Preservation in 8ihas been used as a

guiding document for the exaemination of ¢t

1.1. Problem Definition

Archaeol ogi cal remains i n G°bekl i Tep
technology as the earliest andique example of monumental (ndlomestic)
architecture. Architectur al r ui fsdemesticn G©° b ¢
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buildings with a circular and rectangular plan andh@ped pillars in the center and
peripheralwalls. Remainsn the area have been dated to thdiferent periods as layer

[II'T 9600-8700BC, layer 11T 87008200BC and layer | after 8208C. In theresearches

of G° bekl i Tepe, the architectural features
enclosure were examined in generaht present, liere are nineNeolithic period
enclosurethathave beemnearthed in the area, and these are dated to layer Ill and layer

II. Examining thedifferencesbetween the construction techniques of énelosurs in

these two layers is necessary in order to determine the construction stages and the
similarities and dferences in the construction syster®s the other hand, structural and

material problem®bserved in the remains should be defined related with construction

technique in different layers and conservation proposals should be developed.

1.2. The Aim of the Study

The aim of this study is to document the construction tgclenand the
characteristics afhe stuctural elements in detail) examine the relationships between
these features in order to determine the conservation interventions endlusure
remai ns unear t lamedtbsuggestaBsenvatidn broposale iy determining
the conservation problems of the remailmsthe studythe construction techniques of
sevenenclosurs belonging to layer Il and twenclosure belonging to layer lidesign
criteria and the relations of structural elements with each other were examined and
analyzd in order to understand that nerclosurs in the area were built with a similar
construction system (dimensions, relations and layouts of structuralerg®m
Conservatiors t r at e gy o fisa@RzZedCknsdrvatibreigsies in management
planarestated, the objectives have been achieved or objectives to achieve were identified.
After evaluating the existing approaches,new proposalis suggested about the
conservation approaches in management plan.

In this context, the area, flooring material, wall material, wall form, wall
thickness, number of wall rows, pillar material afwdm, pillar dimensions, pillar
numbes and forms belongingtthe enclosures in layer 11l (enclosure with snake motive
/I A, enclosure with fox motive / B, enclosure with wild boar motive / C, enclosure with

animal scenery motive / D, E enclosure, enclosure with dog motive / F, enclosure with



leopard motive/H)andayer |1 (enclosure with | ion
Tepe Archaeological Siteredefined.

Conservation problems in the area candted under thremain headings. These
problems are observed as environmental, structural and materiainpsoklentroversies
continue on the fact théie protective structurepnstruction was completed in 2Q1did
not provide @ll protection for the remainsThese problemare definedin detail and
conservatiomproposalsvere developed that will contribute to the existiognservation

measures.

Research Questions of the study;

A How is the construction technigue of
remains defined?

A How is the construction technique of the enclosiunefayer Il and layer Il
defined?

A What are the similarities and differences between construction techniques of these
enclosures?

A Is thereacommon structural system among the enclosures and among the layers?

A How should the data gathered from the studys® to preserve the construction
technique otheremains?

A What are the conservation problems of

A What are the conservation approachesNeolithic remains around the world
having similar physical characteristics?

A what ar e t he conservation proposal s

conservation approach?

1.3. Methodology

The method of the study wtheanalysis and evaluation of datallected vidield
survey European standard titled &N 17652 Cultural Herige - Assessmentand
Monitoring of Archaeological Degsits for Preservation in Situ waisedin order to
define the conservation problems of remains.

In the scope of the study; the origirgttuctural characteristicsgonstruction
techniquesuse of material in the enclosur@sd conservation problems of ditaeve been

4
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examined by means of field survellse obtained data have been analyzed and evaluated
using cross case analysis methods

The field survey was conducted in kanl
with the aim of obtaining measurements and to obtain visual data according to criteria
defined by standard. The physical features of the remains were documented by taking
photogrphs, sketch drawings and measurements.

The enclosures in the site were named after the motives on pillars as enclosure
with snake motive/enclosure A, enclosure with fox motive/enclosure B, enclosure with
wild boar motive/enclosure C, enclosure with arlimeenery motive/enclosure D,
enclosure with dog motive/F, enclosure with leopard motive/enclosure H, enclosure with

lion motive/enclosure L, enclosure E and enclosu(€iGure 1.1)

LEGEND
A Enclosure with
snake motive

w

Enclosure with
fox motive
Enclosure with
wild boar motive
Enclosure with
animal scenery
Enclosure E
Enclosure with
dog motive
G Enclosure G
H Enclosure with
leopard motive
L Enclosure with
lion motive

[ Layer I
I Layer Il

o O

nm

Imager©2022 Maxaridechnologies

Figurell.Nameofe ncl osures in G°bekli Tep
(SourceRevised fromGoogle, 202D

This classification was based on the system in researches by Schmidt in 2002, the
2002 excavations at G° b erplessiorns &gmean gnignmatict h e a s
site, GO°-lseutheéasterniTarkeg. the seventh campaign, 2001, in 2003 the 2003

campaign at G°bekli Jepen(300bhdé®Rstaran Tu
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Neol ithisation of upper Mesopotami a, G°bel

Tepe excavations 200&chmidt 2002a; 2002b; 2003; 2005b; 200BEnclosure A,
enclosure B, enclosure C, enclosure D and enclosure L were associated with motives in
pillars (Schmidt 1997; 1998; 1999; 2000et, the enclosure E, enclosuresRclosure G
and enclosure H were not associated with any motive. In the thesis, enclosure F was called
as enclosure with dog motive and enclosure H was called as enclosure with leopard
motive depending on the motives in enclosures. Since there is no mognelosure E
and enclosure G, they were named with lettEigure 1.1)

Theconstruction stages of the structui@dayer 11l (six circular planned and one
oval enclosures) and layer Il (one rectangular andconalarenclosure), the forms of
the structureghe area of the structures, floor materialall forms,wall materialswall
thickness, organization afall rows, pillar materials, forms, organizatiasimensions
and the form of thenotiveson pillarsareintroduced.The relationships between the area,
form, wall i pillar 7 floor characteristics (size, material, form) of the enclosures are
examined, information are produced about the construction process and it is a
contribution to previous studies. In this context,ghelosures in layer Il (enclosure with
snake motive / A, enclosure with fox motive / B, enclosure with wild boar motive / C,
enclosure with animal scenery motive / D, E enclosure, enclosure with dog motive / F,
enclosure with leopard motive / H) and layé (enclosure with lion motive and G
enclosure), the similarities and differences of the construction techniques of the
enclosures are examined. The construction technique features of the circular and oval
planned buildings in layer Il and circular arettangular planned enclosures in layer Il
are determined in terms of stylistic and dimensional variations and material usage, the
formal features of the enclosures and the relati@t&een the enclosure elementsave
determined About construction techque, umber of wall rows, wall thicknessgjllar
numbers, pillar dimensions, pillar bases afidor materials; about alignment
characteristics form of enclosuresea of enclosures, form and location of motives are
identified. For the relationships betwethese components; enclosure area with pillar
numbers, pillar dimensions, number of wall row, central pillar dimension; central pillar
dimensions with peripheral pillar dimensions, distance between central pillar, ratio of
diameter or diagonal to centgalllar, disposition of pillars with wigs and angles between
pillars wee analyzedAn evaluation wasnade regarding the construction process. In



addition to providing information about the construction technique of the remains, current

corservatiornproblems in the area weedetermined and proposalee developed.

In the documentatiophase theplandrawingsof remains wer@reparedh s i .

and

t hr ee

di mensi

onal

mo d el

wa s

dxf o

prepared

softwarelike AutoCAD, ArchiCAD andPhotoshopincluding thematerial, form and

dimension data of floorwall and pillars belongingenclosuresThe 9 enclosures of

G° b e k | were Uazyented in detail.

For the definition of enclosures, the table was prepared inclustmgtural

elements and their material, form, dimension, motives on pillersexample oempty

tableand a tabldilled with information belmging an enclosure in the site ajigen in
the following(Table 1.1 Table 12).

Tablel.1. Charateristics of sructural elements ofrelosure

STRUCTURAL
ELEMENTS

MATERIAL

FORM

DIMENSION

MOTIVE

PHOTOGRAPH OR DRAWING

Wall

Pillars in the
peripheral
wall bondin

Pillars in the
center

Floor

Object




Tablel1.2. Characteristics of structural elements of enclosure with wild boéven(C)
(Photographs: K¢ e | i k)

Limestone | Circular | Thickness:
planned | 601 130 cm

9 limestone Length:
pillars shaped | 627 190 cm | boar,
Width: Bird
237 90 cm
Height:
2357 355
cm

2 limestone| T- Length: Fox
pillars shaped | 180 cm
Width:
55cm
Height:
500 cm

Limestone | Circular | D1: 30 m
smoothed planned
from

bedrock

Limestone |U-shaped Wild
boar




The conservation problems of enclosures wirfned aghe titles offistate of
preseé v at ipresevation tonditianand firisk clas® based orEuropean Standard
tittedasii Cu |l t ur a-lIAsséssmemdnd &gnéoring of Archaeological Deposits for
Preservation in Situ N 1 7 6Skat pfdpreservation of assets is stated as excellent,
good, poor and very poor depending on stand@gathle 13). SP stands for state of

preservation of assets.

Table1.3. Stateof preservation of assets classification

State of preservation of assets class (| Description
SP 4 Excellent state gbreservation
SP3 Good state of preservation
SP 2 Poor state of preservation
SP1 Very poor state of preservation

In the scope of the thesis, definitions ahte of preservation of assets
classificationthat not stated in the standard are defined as the following.
Excellent state of preservation The remains haveo structural damage or material
deterioration.
Good state of preservation The structural elements of remains have material
deterioration thiais not structural like hair crack and/or rarely material loss (missing part).
Poor state of preservation The structuralelements of remains have part@aack,
deformation, partly material loss and/or frequently material deterioration such as fracture,
hair crack, biological colonizatian
Very poor state of preservation The structuraélements of remains have partshck,
deformation, disintegration, total material loss and/or frequently material deterioration
such as fracture, hairack,biological colonization

Preservation condition class represents precautions and implementations done in
the site for conservation of cultural assets. Preservation cond{ff@)sare stated as

excellent good, poor and very poor dading to the standardgblel14).



Tablel.4. Preservation condition classification

Preservation condition class (PC) Description
PC 4 Excellent preservation conditions
PC 3 Good preservation conditions
PC 2 Poor preservationonditions
PC1 Very poor preservation conditions

In the scope of the thesis, definitions of preservation condition classification not
stated in the standard are explained with the parameters in b@&lognclosures in
G°bekli Tepe .archeological site
Excellent preservation conditions The conservation interventions (consolidation,
rehabilitation, restorationwere implemented, maintenance and monitoring are ongoing.
Good preservation conditions: The conservation interventions (consolidati
rehabiltation, restoration were implemented, maintenance and monitoring are not
ongoing.

Poor preservation conditions: Temporary conservation precautions as temporary
support and protective structure were implemendtective structure on the site was
stated asot effective on moisture, wind, dushowand rain coming from the sides, it is
defined as poor preservatibased on observationsthe field surveyFigure3.2). Since

the protective structure was nofegftive, it is defined as poor preservation.

Very poor preservation conditions: There is no conservation precaution.

Risk class are defined according to classifications of state of preservation and
preservatin condition of assets. There &oer different risk class as low, medium, high
and immediate risk of loss of significant heritage material. Classifications of risk class
given in the standard are revised. Risk classifons according to standard ayigen

below(Tablel5). The two column®n the right shows risk class and descriptions.
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Tablel1.5. Risk classification according to standard
(SourceCEN, 2021)

State of preservation Risk Description
SP4 SP3 | SP2 SP1 class
Excellent | Good | Poor | Very poor (RC)
PC4
Excellent
c
§e]
S PC3 Medium risk of
o Good loss of significant
5 heritage material
B PC2
% Poor
0
o
& PC1
Very poor

In the scope of thesis, risk classificatisndeined as in the below (Table6).
Remains in good and excellent state having good and excellent conservation
implementation or precautions are defined as in low risk. The remains in poor state or
having poor preservation conditions are in mediutk e remains in very poor state
is in high or immediate risk of loss of significant heritage matéeFia two columns on

the right shows risk class and descriptions.

Tablel.6. Riskclassificatiorrevised in the scope of thesis

State of preservation Risk Description
SP 4 SP 3 SP 2 SP1 class
Excellent | Good Poor | Very poor (RC)
PC 4
Excellent
c
i)
'-g PC3 Medium risk of
S Good loss of significant
5 heritage material
‘§ PC 2
o} Poor
(%]
p
o PC1
Very poor
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Risk classification thaare not staw in the standard are defined as below in the
scope of the thesis.
Low risk of loss of significant heritage material: It occurs when the remains are
excellent or good state of preservation having excellent or good preservation condition.
The loss of significant heritage material is low.
Medium risk of loss of significant heritage material:It occurs either the remainsea
poor state of preservation having excellent, good, poor preservation condition or the
remains are excellent or good state of preservation having poor preservation condition.
The loss of significant heritage material is medium.
High risk of loss of sigiificant heritage material: It occurs either the remains are
excellent or good state of preservation having very poor preservation condition or the
remains are very poor state of preservation having excellent or good preservation
condition. The loss of sigficant heritage material is high.
Immediate risk of loss of significant heritage materiallt occurs when the remains are
poor or very poor state of preservation having poor or very poor preservation condition.

The loss of significant heritage mateimimmediate.

1.4.Literatu re Review

The literature reviewrelated withconstrucon t echni ques of Geo
encl osur es, vi suali zati onG°dfe kd n c |Teespuer ecso nis|

problems and interventions are given below.

1.4.1.Literature Review of Constuction Techniqueso f G° bekl i Te

Enclosures

Literature survey was concentrated on definition of prehistoric remains,
construction technique of prehistoric architectural remains, architectural features of
Go°bekl i Tepe, documents eetatedawithd consarvatioradpproaches of
G°bekl i Tepe. Excavation reports publ i s
management plan as written documents and restitutional illustrations and maps as visual

materials were analyzed in literature\sy.
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G° b e k | has beatipeesubject of many studies as a prehistoric site that was
unearthed by archaeological excavations started in 1994. The first study in whsith the
was recorded was th®r ehi stori c Research I n Sout he
Anadol u Tar i h° pwhelswas carriea nut jeinthynby theaUnigersities of
K's t aandoQhitago between 194372( ¢ a mb e | and BGabdkwbbdTapeé
has been introduced in terna$ archaeological data, settlement layers, construction
technique, material usage, finds, use of site, settlement features, social structure and
history wth the works of Klaus Schmidt, who led the excavations in 1994, Lee Clare,
who led the excavations after 2014, and Oliver DietdelmsNotroff, CihatK ¢ r k - ¢ o] | u,
¢ijJdem-Kchkmgiad t Edward Bruce Banning, Cel a
researche The sitavas included in the UNESCO World Heritage List as a Cultural Site
in 2018 The information abouthistorical, archaeological, architectural, construction
techniquesof G° b e k | i Tepe prehistoric area have
archaeological excavationReseeches related with architectural characteristics and
construction technique of enclosures in the site are given on the table chronologically.

These are researches, excavation reports, articldsomicchaptergTable 17).

Tablel.7. Researches related with architectatadracteristiceind construction

technique

YEAR RESEARCHER(S) | PUBLICATIONS TYPE

1980 ¢ambel , BrlG¢eneyd Anadon cakislaxrt ar ma Book

1995 Schmidt Investigations in the Uppévlesopotamian Early Neolithig Article
Ghekli Tepe and G¢grceitepe

1996 Schmidt The Urfa Project Article

1997 Schmidt Snakes, Lions and Other Animals: The Urfa Project 199 Article

1998 Kromer, Schmidt TwoRadi ocar bon békhTepesSoith Easter Article
Turkey

1998 Schmidt Beyond Daily Bread: Evidence of Early Neolithic Rity Article
from G°bekli Tepe

1999 Schmidt Boars, Ducks, and Foxéghe UrfaProject 99 Article

2000 Schmidt G° b eTkepej Southeastern Turkey. A Preliminary Ref Article
on the 19951999 Excavations

2001 Schmidt G bekli Tepe and the Early Neolithic Sites of the U| Article
Region: a Synopsis of New Results and Current Views

2002 Schmidt G° bekl i 1T Soetleastm Turkey. The Sevent| Article
Campaign, 2001

2005 Schmidt G°bekli Tepe Excavati ons | Excavation

report
2005 Schmidt Ritual Centersnd the Neolithisation of Upper Mesopotan| Article
2006 Schmidt G°bekli Tepe Excavati ons | Excavation
report

2007 Schmidt Carved Creatures from t h(Artcle
Tepe, T Disdoeny!.Udearthingthe New Treasur
of Archaeology

cont. on the next pag
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Table 1.7. (contlResearches related with architecturhbaracteristics and constructis

technique
2007 Schmidt Tack ¢tajée Avceéelaréneén Gi z Book
TEPETEn Eski Tapénajé VYapa
2009 Schmidt G°hbekli Tepe D¢nyanén En | Artcle
2010 Schmidt G° b e k | ii TheTS¢opeeAge Sanctuaries. New Result{ Article

Ongoing Excavations with a Special Focus on Sculpt
and High Reliefs

2010 Schmidt G°bekl i T2e0pOe8 Rafdnmleécs e Excavation
report

2010 Schmidt G°bekli Tepe Kazésé 2009 | Excavation
report

2011 Banning So Fair a House: G° bekl i| Article

Temples in the Pr@ottery Neolithic of the near East
2011 Dietrich,-|D¢nyanén En Eski Tapénaj & Artcle
Schmidt, K
Notroff, Schmidt

2011 Schmidt 2011 G°bekli Tepe Book
chapter
2012 Dietrich,-|G°bekli Tepe Avrticle
Schmidt , K
Notroff, Schmidt
2012 Schmidt G°bekli Tepe Rapomi si 2010 | Excavation
report
2013 Dietrich,-|G°bekli Tepe: A stairway | Artcle
Schmidt , K
Notroff, Schmidt
2013 Schmidt G°bekli Tepe Rapomi si 2011 | Excavation
report
2014 Becker, Clare, G° bekl i Tepe Newsl etter 2 Aricle

Dietrich,-
Schmidt, Merbach
Notroff, Pant, Peters|

Pellath, §
2014 Collins G°bekli Tepe: Tanr él ar é&n | Book
2015 ¥zdoj an Understanding G°bekIl i Te p| Artcle
2016 Dietrich,-{G°bekl: i Tepe, Anl age H Article

Schmidt, K
Notroff, Schmidt

2016 Schmidt G %bekli Tepe A Neolithic Site iBouthearn Anatolia Article

2017 Clare Ghbeklitepe ¢anak ¢ ° ml e k g Article
¢°ml eksiz Neol80i k B: M ¥

2018 Kar ac aJré& a | An Evaluation of Restitutions Prepared for the Architect Article
of the Neol it hiaodaSropositiom f

2018 Clare, Kinzel,| G° be k | i Tepe : UNESCO Dy | Article

S° nmez, UllYakl akéeml ar

2019 Clare, Y¢inG°bekl i UNESCO WorldHaritage In Turkey Article

2020 Haklay, Gopher Geometry andAr chi tectur al P 1 a n| Article
Turkey

Schmidt defined the circul ar pl amnned
with T-shaped pillars up tbve-meterhighin the center and smallsized pillars in the
same form on the inneside wall of their walls. The pillarsn the perimeter wallsre
oriented to the two central pilla(Schmidt 2009)The narrow edges of these pillars are

positioned to face the center of the enclosure.
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The prehistoric r e nmchaeoogialsite are dated taGRrdee k | i
different period¢Schmidt 2005h)These periods are listed as layer Ill, layer 1l and layer
| from oldest® newest. Layer Il has been dated to the earhppteery neolithic A period
(96001 8700 BC), and layer Il has been dated to the earhpgptery neolithic B period
(87008200 BC). Layer | is the layer containing the-pidtery neolithic, medieval and
more recent remains togeti{&chmidt 1995; 2005a)

As a result of theexcavations started in the sitbe enclosurecalled he Rock
Temple in layer Il wadirst unearthed in 1994 in the southwest of the hill, in the western
excavation area. This structure was named enclosure ESatenidt 1995)Since 1996,
work has continued in the southwestern excavation area, and enclosures A, B, C and D
dated to layer Il and enclosuvgth lion motiveand enclosure G dated to layer Il have
been uneartheGchmidt 1997; Kromer and Schmidt 1998h&idt 1999; 2000; 2002a;
2010c) The enclosure unearthed in the southwest excavation area as a result of the 2008
excavations was named enclosure F and dated to laydgni¢losureH, which was
unearthed in the northwest excavation ane€2010, was dted to layer [[(Schmidt 2012)
(Figure 12). Groundpenetrating radar and geomagnsaticveys including underground
radar information has shown that there may be 20 more circular enslasuhe hill
(Schmidt 2006; 2007a; 2012; 2010b; 2016; Dietrich et al. 2011)

In general, symmetrical pillars were found in layer Ill,yiag in heigh from
three metesto five metes (Schmidt 2005a)The central areas of the structures unearthed
in the site are surrounded by $ix12 pillars, which are connected to each other by walls
and low benches in front of the walls. Thentral area is highlighted by tvadlars in the
center (Schmidt 2007a; 2009; 2010a;idlrich et al. 2011;Banning 2011 Dietrich,
Keksahmi dt, K¢rk-)ojlu, et al. 2013

The enclosures and remains belonging to the middle layer, layer II, were found in
the east of the hill. Architectural remains of this layer are stone walls, teftaared
rooms, large stone rings, andshaped pillardSchmidt 2000; 2006Banning 2011;
Dietrich et al. 2011; Clare 201{igure 1.3). The height of the pillars is 1.5 m on average
and it is stated that the structures were not covered. Fragments of destroyed sculptures
were found in walls belonging most of the layer Il utlead in 2005 and thought to
belong to the upper parts of the wall. These pieces had been interpreted as wild animal
and human representatiofSchmidt 2006)
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LEGEND

A Enclosure with
snake motive

B Enclosure with
fox motive

C Enclosure with
wild boar motive

D Enclosure with
animal scenery

E Enclosure E

F Enclosure with
dog motive

G Enclosure G

H Enclosure with
leopard motive

L Enclosure with
lion motive

[ Layer Il
I Layer Il

Ay

2022 Maxardechnologies

Figurel.2. Sitep an of G°bekli Tepe
(SourceRevised frontGoogle, 202D

A T-shapeddillar, which was found in the quarry on the northern plateau of the
hill, is documented with a hdawidth of threemetersand a height of seven meter
(Schmidt 2007bjFigure 1.4). It is thought that the limestone construction materials used
in the enclosueswere extracted from this quar(gchmid 2007b; Collins 2014; Clare
2017) Most of the stone prossing materials used in the sdee flint, and obsidian
material is less common. The use of obsidian is intense in areas dating to the same period
as G°bekl.i Tepe. Asondacted lgysTustart Caef by exangining e s e a

the ¢atal h°y¢k and G°bekli Tepe finds in
obsidian materials i n G°bgXxhmd20®me was t he
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Figurel.3. Large stone rings
(Source:Schmidt 2000)

Figurel.4. Stone pieces in quarry
(Sour@: Schmidt, 2007b)

Existing studies describing the alignment characteristics and construction
techni qgues oprehigBfc beendirls ican bHeeepatuated in faiategories as
studies examining the alignment characteristics and construction technique within the
scope of the studies dealing with the settlement in ge(®&rhmidt P95, Schmidt 1997,
Schmidt 2000Schmidt 2002, Schmidt 2085 Schmidt 2005bSchmidt 2006, Schmidt
2009, Banning 2011, Schmidt 2011, Dietrich 2012, Schmidt 2012, Schmidt 2013, Becker
2014, Clare 2018, Haklayand Gopher2020), studies defining the alignment
characteristics by examiningdtenclosures specificallfschmidt 1997, Schmidt 1998,
Schmidt 1999, Schmidt 2000, Dietrich 2011, Dietrich 2016, Clare 20Efe, Tuna
Yéneceg, and ) Wtudiesd anplyzirgy Gohs@ruction technique of enclosures
(Schmidt 2008, Schmidt 2010, Collins 20146chmidt 201p and three dimensional

drawings showing the arrangement features to determine the original states of the
17



enclosuregYazman 2010, Mann 2011, Magli 201Sonnur¥ z can 201 4nd Kar ac

Ur f al2e00lj8l,u ¢ e v i kDré&wvihd-%oogle202}) (Table 1.). Information
on theconstructiortechnique impreviousresearchewere compiledor theenclosure A,
B, C, D, E, F,G, H andenclosurewith lion motive This information related with
enclosures iexplained inthe order of location, layer, placharacteristis, objects

construction technique dmaterial for each enclosure.

1.4.1.1.Enclosurewith Snake Motive/EnclosureA

Enclosure with snake motive/enclosure A is located in the southernmost part of
the southeast excavation area. In the study published in 1984 ihentioned that there
were T-shaped pillars thought to be part of a large structure in thgSchanidt 1997)

Since there are many snake motives on one of these pillaendlosurevas called the
"enclosure with snake motiveThe enclosure was dated to layer The pillars of the

oval planned enclosure and the bench made of limestone were un€Bigjuesl 1.5. It

was stated that the main construction material of the walls and pillars is cut limestone and
there is alsoreusedmaterial among themit was determired tha there was tweo
centimetetthick mud mortar between the stong€achmidt 2010a)Also, plaster found in

the enclosures contained loam charcoal and organic mgieg&lich and Scimidt 2010;

Di et r i c-®Bchmid N&treoff ¢t al. 2013 5chmidt states that there are not only
rough stones on the wall, but s&s reaching a length of 80 cmreearefully processed

in the form ofaloaf of bread (Schmidt 2007b).

Schmidt (1999)stated in his study that there n@esnake, bull, fox and crane
motives on theillars of enclosure A. There weedouble holes and ctghaped cavities
on the top of the pillars. 4dhaped stone with remains on the ground was found in the
central area of thenclosurgSchmidt 2007b; Banning 2011j total sevenpillars were
identified in theenclosure Two of these pillars are in the agdee part in the northwest
of the enclosure, while the others are in the east of it. It has also been determined that the
pillars in the apse of enclosure A are defined as the central 8leinsnidt 2016)It was
understood thahe enclosure with snake motive was younger than enclosure B, C and D,
this enclosure was interpreted as a transitional period construction between layer 11l and
layerlI( Di et r i €SbhmidtKNbtko#, atlal. 2013)
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Figurel1.5. Pillars and bench of enclosure wghakemotive (A)
(Source:Schmidt 2010b)

1.4.1.2 .Enclosure with Fox Motive/Enclosure B

A stone wall and pillars were found in the northwest of enclosure A, which were
determined to belong to another enclosure, and this enclosure was called enclosure B.
There are foxnotiveson the pillars in the center, the enclosure was dated to layer Il
(Schmidt 1999)The circular planned enclosure is also known agttobosure with fox
motive.lt is reported that there is a totdike motive in the wall of the enclosure and that
this statue is 38 cm wide and 187 cm h{§ithmidt 2012) The floor of enclosure is
defined as terrazzo flogr Sc hmi dt 2 0 0 6 ; An ¥fferthg@vesaaimade @f1 5 )
limestone was found embedded in the terrazzo floor of the encl{Scinenidt 2006)
(Figure 1.6). Terrazzo floor wadefined as a flooformed by abrading a mortar layer
mixed with thick lime chips after hardenirf§chmidt 2007h Schmidt stated that the
floor coveringprocessingt G° bekl i Tepe was st-ghapgchr di z e

mortars and cylindricatbnicalpestles made of basalt in the afahmidt 2016)
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Figurel.6. Offeringvessel
(Source:Schmidt 2007b)

1.4.1.3.Enclosure with Wild Boar Motive/Enclosure C

Enclosure C is located in the southeast excavation area, which began to be
excavated after 1996. The floor of it, located to the east of the area belonging to Level lll,
was shaped bydttening the bedroc{Schmidt 2007b¥ z d o | a pClaiz @0lLHNot
only the bedrock was flattened, but also tases for the pillars were formed. The
enclosure with wild boar motive, which is dominated by the wild boar depiction, has a
circular plan and it is stated that the central area of the enclosure is surrounded by three
or four concentric walls. The height of tdestroyed central pillars of the build is
thought to have reached five meteaccording to the data obtained with the virtual
completion (Dietrich et al. 2011)It is stated that the ddhaped monolithic stone
uncovered in the south direction, on the outermost wall row of thetgiMas arranged
to emphasize the entrance of the enclogBanning 2011; Becker et al. 2014)his
arrangement has been similar to #dmerance passage or dromo (a structure buried in the
ground, accessed by a tuniike entrance)Schmidt 2005b; Collins 2014)0On the top
of the left part of this stone, which was recovered undamaged, there is a motive look like
wild boar (Schmidt 2010b)Figure 1.7.% A stair was found on t uth edg of
enclosure leading to this-Ehaped stone, it has eigéteps( Di et r i eShhmidtK° k s a |
K¢rk-¢o0] 1 u(Figeel. 781 . 2013)
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Figurel.7. Drawing of U-shaped stone with motive on the location on mapnd
stairsphotograpi(SourceDi et r i c-BchKP @8 al K¢ t2013)¢ 0] | u,

1.4.1.4.Enclosure with Animal Scenery Motive/Enclosure D

There are motives of human hands and arms on the central pillars of enclosure D,
which is the northernmost of the enclosures in laye($3¢thmidt 2006) Two pillars in
center and 1pillars in periphery were unearthed. Many animal motives were found on

the pillars on the periphery. The floor of the enclosurefarased by leveling the bedrock
(Schmidt 2012; Clare 2017)
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Figurel.8. Holed stone in enclosure D
(SourceCollins, 2014)
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It has beerletermined that the central pillars of enclosure D, which is the largest
enclosure in the area, have a depth of 15 cm in the(Babenidt 2012) The height of
central pillars belonging to enclosures reache®p5 neters (Dietrich et al. 201). A
holed stone was founah ithe rorth of enclosurgDietrich et al. 2012; Collins 2014)
Collins stated athe holed stone igligned with Deneb stas suggestelly Rodney Hale
(Collins 2014)(Figurel.8).

1.4.1.5.Rock Temple/Enclosure E

The first enclosure unearthed in 1995 was identified as the Rock Temple located
in the southwest of the hill, it was stated that the enclosure was carved into the rock
(Schmidt 1995)This enclosure called enclosure E redgnihas circulaplan On the floor
of enclosure, there is a benehcompassinthe perimeter and two holed baser pillars
(Schmidt 1995; 1998Figure 1.9)

Figurel.9. Enclosure E
(Saurce:Leo, Merbach, and Parg017)

It has been suggested that thaeor of enclosure as neatly worked bedrock
represents a kind of "ptterrazzo'floor. Two oval chambers carved into the bedrock were
found at a depth of two meteto the northwest of thenclosureln one of these oval
rooms, a fivestep staircase and a cesigaped altalike element of about 80 cm carved
from the bedrock were obsed (Schmidt 1995)
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1.4.1.6.Enclosure with Dog Motive/Enclosure F

In 2008 excavation report, Schmidt reported that a new enclosure was found to
the southwest of the excavation site. It was stated that this circular planned enclosure
was called enclagse F and dated to layer I{Echmidt 2010h)One of the different
characteristics of this enclosure is the orientation of the pillars in the center. The central
pillars are arranged in the southwest direction. Most of the pillars of enclosure F have
hand and arm motifs, one of the pillars uneartimetiroken condition has an animal
motive from the canid famil{Schmidt 2010h)Iit was determined that the inner part of
the stone bench surrounding the interior ofleswe F was only filled with soil
(Schmidt 2012; 2010b)

1.4.1.7.Enclosure G

The first findings related to the enclosure are the wall row and pillar remains
unearthed in 200 chmidt 2010b; 2010c)The enabsure was dated to layer Il, however
it was also stated that it may belong to layer 1V, \Wh& older than the existing layers
and whose existence cannot be clarifi@dhmidt 2011)Only east seain of endosure
was unearthedlTwo pillars belonging to the enclosure were unearthed. Between these
two pillars, a channdlke element made of limestone, whose base was inclined from east

to west, was found. The function of the element is unkn@ehmidt 2010h)

1.4.1.8.Enclosure with Leopard Motive/Enclosure H

The enclosure remains unearthed on the northwest hill since 2010 constitute
enclosure H. In 2010, the head opilar belonging to the enclosure was unearthed
(Schmidt 2010c)The circular planned eradure has a depth of thregeters and was
dated to layer 11{Schmidt 2Q.2). Well preserved clay plaster was found on some parts
of the walls of the enclosure. 9 pillars were unearthed in the enclosure, and there are
motives containing lions and leopards on the pillars. It is thought that the entrance to the
enclosure wasrpvided with a laddelike element found in the enclosure. It was also

stated that the enclosure may have an elliptical {&trich et al. 2016)
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1.4.1.9.Enclosure with Lion Motive

During the excavations continuing in the southeast of the hill, a rectangular
enclosure wh a terrazzo floor was found.ofal of six pillars were unearthed in the
enclosureSincethere arethe lion motives orthe pillars, the enclosure was called the
enclosure with lion motivéon pillar enclosure(Schmidt 1997)(Figure 1.10) The
enclosure with lion motive was described as aldedl structure embedded in a mound
(Schmidt 2000)

The floor of theenclosure is covered with limestone fragments, which are thought
to belong to the upper cover. Basalt mortars and limestone slabs were also found in
enclosure with lion motive, thought to be a bench. The enclosure has a stishecase
structure leading ufyom a terrazzo flooto a raised bench, on which a relilefpicting a
woman was found. The stones that make up the wall are defined as rough cut stones
(Schmidt 2007h)

Figure1.10. Lion motive on pillar
(Source:Schmidt 2007b)
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Remains in G°bekli Tepe nacireles,dishdpedn e d a s
pillars, megalithic Ustones, large stone rings atholor-like stone frames different from
ot her sites (Akar-ay, Demirk©°y, tay®°ng¢, F
Neval.i ¢ori, Sefer TFYemp¥o)(SchkKidt2ha n , Kil i sik
It is still not known clearly whether the roof of the enclosures exists or not.
Schmidt stated that the enclosures werenged as open temenoi (sacred open space)
without a covefSchmidt 1999)It has been suggested that the pillars in the center could
serve as a support for this overlay, since the circular planned enclosures dated to layer Il
may have upper covefBanning 2011fFigure 1.11)Clare, on the other hand, stated that
the enclosuresould have been used both omerdenclosedduring their long lifetime
(Clare 2017)

Figurel.11. Conjecturadrawing of theory by Banning
(SourceBanning 2011)

Hakl ay and Gopher evaluated the top vVvie
Tepe and the geometry of the arrangement (Haklay and Gopher 2020). It is stated that
enclosures B, C and D located in the main excavation area were planned together and
initially built as a whole. In addition, it is stated that the central pillars of enclosure B and
C are located at the lower edge of the equilateral triangle. It has been argued that this form

shows a hierarchy between enclosure B, C, and D, and that this Inyeesnphasizes
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enclosure OFigure 1.12)The remains of kshaped stone in the floor of enclosure A was
interpreted as symmetrical pair ofdhiaped stone in enclosure(iaklay and Gopher
2020)

S

S @R ()
ﬁm v, w)& e
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Figurel.12. Analysis related with the planning of enclosure B, C and D
(Saurce:Haklay and Gopher, 2020)

After 2011, as a result of the soundings made at different points of the area, the
deep structure carved into the rock, whiécherged in the northwest of the area, has been
interpreted as a cistern. The partiallcavated pit has a diameter of eight mesterd a
depth of 2.8 m. The owgllanned, multiplying structures found in the pit to the northwest
of the hill, a workshoprea, a few hearths, findings sfone and bone bead production,
and remains containing dense bone tools were interpreted as traces of domgStareise
et al. 2@.8).

These data concerning partial alignment characteristics and construction
technique of remains in G°bekli Tepe is re
and floor material.

In the scope of this thesis, characteristics of enclosures such as enclosure area,
wall material, wall form, wall thickness, wdlbnding wall row number, pillar material,
pillar form, pillar base pillar dimensions, distance between pillars, floor matefioor
form and construction processrm of motives, location of motivaselonging to layer
[l and layer Il are introduced and the unique characteristics that needed to be abnserve

are highlighted.
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1.4.2.Review of Visualizations/R st i t uti onspeof G°bekl.

The visual studies of the remains unear
reconstructim drawings or introductory visuals of the remains in the area. These studies
areanalyzedin terms of the number a@nclosurs, environmental layout, construction
technique, material usage and size by compahegwith the situation occurred after
excavations

The image prepared by Fernando Baptista was featured in the study titled The
Birth of Religion: The Worl@ First Terple, published in National Geographic Magazine
in 2011. In this studyenclosure C and D of layer Il were model@gdgure 1.13)

Figurel1l3.G° be k|l i Tepe model by Fernando
(SourceMann, 2011)

Layer Il shouldcontain eclosure B, C, and Schmidt 2007h) However,
enclosure Bwas not shown. Enclosu®@ was determined as older thanobosure C
( Di et r i «<SthmidtkNotkof$, et 2013) According to the dating studigit would
be appropriate ifrclosure D was finished and thenclosure C was being built. In this
drawing, it is shown that the pillars are one piecewilébondingand the use of building
materials(Figure 113).

The model prepared by aposterapnblisBed inghle- € wa
T, BKTAK Bil i m v(eSodrerkwnri k¥ ZDeeamglosiraskeléonging to
layer 1ll, enclosureC and D, were modelef(Figure 1.14) The entrance corridor of
enclosureC is not shown. It is understood that the modeling shows theegoavation
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situation due tahe filling material shown inside thenclosureand thefact thatthe
enclosure are locatetbwer than the surroundings. In thisadiing, thewalls andpillars

are shown as one piece. Thendingof wall parts is not specified.

Enclosure C

Figurell4 G°bekl i Tepe model by Er han
(SourceSonnur,2044)c an

Enclosure B, C and D were modeled by the German Archaeological Institute
(AHI stori a .$tthst noleling, n@ Bfar®ation about the construction
technique and material usage is visible. The parts shown in brown in the study are the
remains unearthed as a result of excavation, and the parts shown in green are the parts
modeled asompletg(Figure 1.15) The thickness of the peritegwalls is shown thicker

than the current situation.

o S

Figurel.15. Model by DAI
(Sourcen Hi st or i,20185¢t zt uki 0O

In Abdurrahman Birdeis drawing, which is located in the Neolithic Age section

of the Urfa City Museum, all enclosures in the area are not sf@angle 2021)The
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location and relative placement of the enclosures shown are not consistent with the
information obtained after excavatiorSince it is known that rectangular planned
enclosuresvere built after all circular planneshdosuresall circular planne@nclosures
should be shown as finished constructi®round levels of circulagnclosure$Enclosure

C in the back and D ifront) and rectangular planned enclos(ioceated on the left) are
shown incorrectly. The rectangulalannedenclosureshould bdocatedhigher. Material

usage for pillars andall arevisible (Figure 1.16).

Figure1.16. Abdurrahman Birde®Drawing
(Source:Google 2021)

Intheconceptioppr epared by Eren Top-u for the
First Temple of the World, only one enclosuiee shown (Yazman 201Q) Plan
characteristics of the single enclosure shown are not compatible with any of the structures
unearthed. The representation of the owtatls did not reflect the current situation
(Figure 1.17) The stones appear stacked on top of each other, whereas in the current
situation a certain pattern wfall bondingis seen. An entrance opening to thelesure

is shown, but a defined entrance openggot revealed in any of them.

Figurel.17. lllustration prepared b r en Top- u
(Source:Yazman 2010)
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In the drawing of astrophysicist and archaeoastronomer Gildglics AWorldés
oldest temple built to worship the dog staonly oneof the enclosures in the area,
enclosure C, is modele@agli 2013) This model wascreated to investigate the
relationship between the directions of the central pillars and the Sirius stars. According
to the human scale given in the model, the dimensions of the walls and pillars are shown

higher and the sizes of the stones of the walsaown smaller than the current situation

Sirius

TURKEY Gé'bekli?
Urfa-/.'Tepe e TR

: [
*Aleppo \
km  SYRIA

Figure1.18. lllustration prepared biulio Magli
(SourceMagli, 2013)

I n the drawing prepared by Atl é@éhan Onat
Restitutions Prepared for the Architectur
Propositiono all excaationo araareactosuie ®, Bs@ant b ime st
Layer Ill were modeled using the 3DS Max progfali ar acal € andiInUr f al é
the study, scale modeling of the remadlicumented as a result of the excavation was
made The model based on real measurements reflects the morpholdwacatteristics
In this study, the pillars are shown as abstracted without mdEigasre 1.19)While the
pillars are showras they aren the model, thevall bondingis not shown. There are
differences in the current situation in floor coverings. Limestone is sestiosurs B,

C and D, and terrazzo flooring is seeremclosureA. This difference is not seen in the

model.( Kar acal e and Urfaléeojlu 2018)
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Figurell19Model prepared by Karaca

| &
(SourceKar acal & and Urfaléojlu 2018

Kpek Fatma ¢evi k modeled the G°bekl:i
technique to show them in a virtual reality environnfegt e v i k Cir2utarleBcjosures
A, B, C and D in Layer Il were modeldgéFigure 1.20) There is no detailed material
representation or emphasizing material differences. The finds unearthed after the

excavation were modeled, and no data orotiggnal state oftfie area was shown.

Figurel.20. Model preparedbk pe k Fat ma ¢evi k
(Sourcet e v, 20k9)

There is no detailed information about the material differeandgimensionsf
structuralmaterialsin these modelsAlso the motives on pillars are not shown. There is
no information about the other enclosures in the restediill belonging tolayerll and
layer Ill such as®closures E, enclosure with dog moti€), enclosures, enclosure with
leopard motivgH) and exclosure with lion motive.

In the drawings model prepared andused within the scope of this study,

information about the construction materials, material differences, construction order,
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motives and | ayers in the area will be includ

Archaeological Site.

1.4.3.Literature R eviewConcerningG®° b e k | i Tepe Conseryv

Problems and Conservation Interventions

G° bekl i nieatpprednvhe scope of Southeastern Anatolia Prehistoric
Research Project conducted by Istanbul University and Chicago University in 1963. Stone
tools wereencountered on top of the hill.nE site was recorded aseoof the stone age
settlementg ¢ a mb eBraidwonddl980)

Kl aus Schmidt, who worked the excavat.i
stones previously delivered to the museum, while investigating the area with his teacher
Harald Hauptmann. In 1993, excavations started and they found a pied oh the
western part of the hill after one month of work. In 1994, they found one of the pillars
that had been embossed on one of the | arge
in 1995 in collaboration with Harald Hauptmann of the German a@galogical Instute
and t he kan(Sémidtfi9®6) Mus e um

The area was declared a First Degree Archaeological Site by the decision of the
Diyarbakér Regional Counci |l for the Prote
September 2005 and numberetP2. The area surrounding the First Degree
Archaeological Site was determined as Third Degree Archaeological Site by the decision
of the Regional Council of kanl éurfa Conse
February 23, 2016 and numbered 1940.

Since 2010, preparations have been made for the top cover to the southeast of the
area. In 2012, infrastructure works for the use of visitors in the area started and the
environmental limit of the area to be visited was determined. In 2014, entry teethe a
with tickets was initiated. Completed in 2012, the top cover was designed by the German
Archaeol ogi cal I nstitute (Deutsches Arch?
carried out by the International Consultant Services Corporation. Thelatiwstrof the
protective structure was started in 2016 and completed in 2017.

Mainmanagement issues are defined in G°b
in 2017. Providing a framework for the establishment of a sustainable site management

system. Thesessies are 4 general areas as site management system, conservation of the
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site and its setting, excavation and research, development aiideosévierbach, and
Pant 2017)The key management issuesraggummarized
Institutional Framework
The institutional framewor k for site man:
establishment of a dedicated administrativeuggtfunctional at the site/local level, for
responding to the immediate organizational needs and deomsikimg within the sg
management system.
Resources
To put G°bekli Tepeds site management syst
efficiently and sustainably in the long run, three kinds of resources are required. These
are: human mources; intellectual resourcesd financial resources. However, these
resources are insufficient for operating the envisaged site management system. Adequate
|l evel s of staff and regular budget is extr
site management system is made opanat and runs sustainably.
Monitoring and Reviewing the Plan
An operational and sustainable site management system encompasses three main inter
related processésplanning, implementation and monitoring. These processes should be
implemented in a sequential, cyclic and transparent manner in the context of aiéactiv
related to the management of the key stakeholder interests, and are facilitated by the
institutional framework of and resources allocated to the site management system.
Monitoring Indicators
The purpose of monitoring is to assess how the valudsegbroposed \&Wld Heritage
Site are being maintained over time and to measure whether the objectives of the
Management Plan are being achieved.
Keymoni toring indicators were produced
Site. These are categorized undee titles of protection and enhancement of the
landscape setting; planning and policy; conservation of the archaeological site,
excavation and research; visitor managementaswble tourism and education and
management.
Protection and enhancement of thedscape setting includes:
71 Condition Survey as the evaluation of the current condition, quality of the settings
(impacts of climate, tourismOutstanding Universal Valuesignificance,

authenticity and integrity)
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Conservation of the archaeological siteludes
1 Existence of:
Conservation Plan
Landscape Design Project
Risk Management Plan
Conservation Field Assessment
Reduction of conservation backlogs
Numbers of materials repaired, salvaged and/oisesl
Condition of mortared walls
Stability of excavation profiles

Stability of T-shaped pillars

= =4 4 4 -4 -4 -2

Chemical interference with archaeological evidence
1 Impact of wind rain and snow

Excavation and Research
1 Existence of Research Plan

Fulfilment of the objectives of the plan

Number of the resech projects, Publications

Size of the excavation area

= =2 =4 =4

Number of the people working in G°bek
volunteers, local people, etc.)
1 Amount of resource for the research
1 Proportional Distribution and Annual Change in researchureso
1 Existence of Data collecting/Archiving system
1 Frequency and method of Regular dissemination of excavation results
Visitor Management, Sustainable Tourism and Education
1 Existence of Visitor Management Plan
T Number of visitors to G°bekl.] Tepe
1 Profile ofthe visitors
9 Distribution of visitors in time
1 Length of the visits
1 Excess of the carrying capacity
)l

Quiality of the visit/satisfaction of the visitors
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Existence of regular environmental audit of visitor facilities
Tourism revenues

Impact of tourism on localommunity

Evaluation of the adverse effect of tourism on site
Amount and Origin of Educational Resources

Type and frequency of educational activities/publications

= =4 4 4 -4 -4 -2

Organizations involved in education
1 Existence of Monitoring Plan
Management
1 Collaboration leel of all stakeholders
1 Existence of budget shortcuts or surplus
1 Fulfilment level of the objectives
)

Sufficiency of personnel

The Boundary of the Proposed Vérld Heritage Site and its Buffer Zone

Some of the attribut es iotdrrel&@iénshglbetweenThe p e, S
archaeological tell, the plateau and its setting as well as the stillness and sense of
remoteness experienced at the entire site, are closely associated with the unspoilt
condition of the siteadg s$é@&etcogtuThéresefgne
Tepe it is iIimportant to ensure that an app
i's conserved. To do so, a buffer zone has
zone, which also includes th& 8egree Achaeological Conservation Siis, meant to

serve as a protection mechanism for the setting of the tell and the surrounding limestone

pl ateau against external threats to the cL
Development Control

SinceG° bekl i Teepgres Ar dhaeol ogical Conserva
at the site unrelated to excavation and research are already prohibited. Considering the
rapid urban development and increase in building activities seen in the regioent rec

years and that the visual integlationships between the tell, plateau and its setting are
important attributes of the site, restrictions on development and construction activities
within the siteds setting (inomediately eutsideutf f er 2z

are required to be developed as a key tool inthettoegr m pr ot ecti on of t |
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significance. These should be developed within the egistegal and/or policy
framework

Condition and Protection of Archaeological Remans within the Site

The excavated r e ineonsisteig ohseverd tapees bflhistoridbeailoieg
materials dating talifferent time periods of theist e 6 s | d rarg cuhranty/tino r y
various

states of conservation. This is a result of fexsuch as the length of time that has passed

since their excavation, nature of the materials exposed as well as past conservation
interventions. The varying degree of fragility and deterioration of the archaeological
fabric requires its conservation to deédressed in a systematic manner. Furthermore, an
approach needs to be developed which ensures that steps are taken towardgeha long
conservation of all excavated archaeological components and other physical attributes of
the site apart from the excated archaeobical remains. Therefore, th#esrequires a
comprehensive Conservation Plan in order to ensure that the authenticity and integrity of
the attributes of Gobekl i Tepe are conser
Plan should be del@ped based on the understanding of the cultural significance of
G°bekl:i Tepe and its wvulnerabilities as \
philosophy which will enable the cultural significance to be retained isithee 6 s f ut ur
development andise as an archaeological resource for research and as a tourism
destination for ecaymic and community development.

Landscape Design Concept

G°bekl: i Tepe in its entirety tells the hi
apart

from the exavatedarchaeology theite has a range of qualities essential for the holistic
understanding and experience of its cultural significance. Important attributes which
impart a holistic understanding of the cultural significance of the site include the form

and substance of the limestone plateau; the natural quietness and spirplatéhehe

visual interrelationship between the archaeological tell, the plateau and its setting as well

as younger elements of the site such as the Mulberry tree on top of the tell. In this context,
establishing a holistic Landscape Design Concept fordinated development of the
landscape of the tell and the limestone plateau could be instrumental in enhancing the

understanding of the numerous attributes ¢
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ResearchConservation Balance

The multl ayered strati gr apnecessitaté theGenmmwakof uppef e p e
layers of archaeological evidence in order to undertake research at the lower levels.
However, since such an approach also means irreversible destruction of the younger
historic fabric, careful judgement must be exercisbdn undertaking such excavations

in the future. Thus, excavation at the site should not entail complete excavation of known
archaeology but rather focus on as much excavation as necessary for improving the
understanding of the significance of the site &silittle as possible. It is necessary to
ascertain that the need for conducting r es
need for leaving parts of the site undisturbed and/or conservation of already
exposed/excavated features, including ensuher stability in the longun.
Excavation-Conservation Sequence

Regul ar excavations undertaken at G°bekl:]
uncovering naltiple historic layers of thete step by step, which have contributedagty

to the undestanding the i'e and its supraegional importance. But consengti
measures implemented at th#esin the past could not address the excavation
conservation sequence in an equally comprehensive manner. As a result, camservati
backlogs are visible ahe ste. However, in accordance with internatiostédndards,
preservation of thate and its excavated archaeological componiebtsth movable and
immovablei i n a-hodWmddo state, as far as possi bl
members of anyexcavation and research team and conservation backlogs must be
avoided. Undertaking appropriate and systematic conservation works parallel to the
excavation activities should be at G° bekl
conservation activities shitd be undertaken in a carefully phased and sequential manner.
Storage of Archaeological Finds, and Data Management

To ensure that decisiemaking is effective and balances the conservation, resaacth
economic interests in thdées, it is important thaall relevant data is easily accessible
physically and intellectually, for the site administration team and management personnel

as well as other experts responsible for addressing the issues stemming from the key
stakeholder interests. Better transpaseof the structured approach towards collection

and dissemination of information would be instrumental in improving coordination

between all thactivities taking place at thées.
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Management of Visitors within the Site

A Visitor Management Plan is tBurequired to achieve balance between the tourism
management requirements for offering an informative and enjoyable experience to the
visitors, generation of economic profit through increase in tourism, the need for
conservation of the attributes contriimgf to the cultural significance of thsite, and

continuing research for increasing knowledge and understanding afeliehas yet to

be adopted. And guide the transformation ofdtesinto a sustainable tourist destination

which caters to the demasdf increasing number of local visitors as well as national and
international tourists

while respecting the cultural significance
Baseline Visitor Survey

Even though there has been a substantial increase in visitor numbersitatitheecent

years, there is a lack of comprehensive information, and of corresponding facts and
figures,

an understanding of these factors i s nece:
Tepeinto a cultural heritage site

Visitor Infrastructur e

Devel opment of G°beklii Tepe as a touris
infrastructure to meet the requirements of the increasing number of visitwrkiding

the physically challenged visitofsas well as mitigate the negative impacts of &nri

on the attributes of thste. These may include components such as roads, parking, toilets,
ticket counter, cafe/restaurant, observation platforms, pathways, signs, trails, waste
disposal area, lighting and closed circuit television, and should loeluted based on

an:

(a) assessment of the additional infrastructure required on asdeoff

(b) understanding of the potential impact of their introduction on the overall cultural
significance of thaite

At present, works are underway to radicalympr ove i nfrastructure
catering specifically to the needs of visitors. In addition to the new permanent shelter
structure, with its walkway leading to the most important part of the site, there is the
construction of a new visitor centé&cated at the main entrance to the site, approximately

one km west of the tell. This latter project, which is being pradilgethe official site

sponsoy will include a statef-the-art visitor experience with ufp-date information
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boards and displaysThese projects acknowledge an integrated approach towards
development and maintenance of visitor infrastructure, i.e. they respect all obligations
related to the conservation of the attributes ofstteeand prevailingand future research
interests.

Presentation, Interpretation and Visibility of the Archaeological Remains and the

Site

Il nterpretation refers to Athe full range
awareness and enhance understanding of cultural heritage site. These carpmmdude

and electronic publications, public lectures,-siie and directly related offsite
installations, educational programs, community activities, and ongoing research, training,
and evaluation of thimterpretation process itself éssential to estalsh and implement

a comprehensive approach towards site interpretation which assesses the need for and
accordingly enhances the overall wunderstan
be designed in coordination with the Visitor Management Plan

Site Promotion and Awarenes$ Raising

Since G°bekl: i Tepe is envisaged to be dev
variety of site promotion activities have already been undertaken. These activities have
not yet been

integrated into the framewk of a bigger site development concept. For ensuring the
development of thaite as a sustainable tourism destination it is important that the site
promotion activities are developed as an integral part of, or in accordance with, the
comprehensive VisitoManagement Plan these activities should be developed under the
umbrella of a comprehensive site promotion strategy

Community Involvement and Development

Community involvement in the overall management of a cultural heritage site has proven
benefits botHor thelong-term conservation of théts as well as sustainable development

of the local communities. Involvement of the local community is already a part of the
continuing excavation and research at G°be
local communities is not fully achieved there is scope for integrating the local
communities

in various other site management activities, such as conservationsof theetirsg and
development of theite as a tourism destination.
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In the scpe of thisthesis, risk classesere identifiedconsidering the state of
preservation of assets and preservationdition by specifying the ogervation problems
of enclosures in G°bekli Tepeaccodiogitsteer vat i

risk classe®f remains
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CHAPTER 2

ANALYSIS AND EVALUATION OF ALIGNMENT
CHARACTERISTICS AND CONSTRUCTION
TECHNI QUES OF ENCLOSUKEEPEI N G¥

G°bekli Tepe Archaeol ogical Site,is | oc
Turkey. Itislocated2. % i | omet er s east of ¥rencik Vill a
meters and the height of the hill is 15 meters. The archaeological site is to the north of the
Harran Plain, souttvesto f K a r a cseuth affthe Baaras Mountai(Sigure 2.1)

G° b eTepeiconsists of first and third degree archaeological sites. The first
degree archaeological site covers an area of 126 hectares and includes the hill, circular
monumental structures, the plateau with traces of prehistoric stone quarry and the
surroundingquarry areagFigure 2.6) The third degree archaeological site is the area
surrounding the first degree archaeological aiel covers an area of 461 hectares

Proposal management area limit coversuaa of 2306 hectares.

‘Diyarbakir

geBatman

-

iKiye ‘ ,‘fi

Figure2l. Location of G°bekli Tepe in Sc
(SourceRevised from Google220)
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Figure22.G° bekl i Tepe bef or evereboik protecti v
(Source Leo, Merbach, and Pant 2017)

Figure23. Top cover o protéefivebeket i Tepe
(SourceLeo, Merbach, and Pant 2017)

The G°bekl i Tca pite is a resedrch ared tlwagis currently being

excavated. The hill is of great importance withNisolithic remains at a height of 15
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meters. The earliest discovered layers of theswires are referred to as layer Il and
layer II. Layer Il is datel to the early prgottery Neolithic phaseA (96008700 BC),
while layer llis dated to the early pigotteryNeolithic phase B87068200 BC). Layer
| is the layer where the material belonging to both theppttery Neolithic period, the
Middle Ages andhe modern timessiseen in a mixed way.
As a result of the excavations carried out in the main excavation area on the
southernslope of the hill, 4 circular enclomsdated tolayer Il were revealedFigure
2.2). Circular structures varying in width from 10 30 meters stand out with their T
shapedpillars. Thesepillars were connected to each other by staa#ls and directed
towards two largepillars in the center. In the center pillars, there ratgives sud as
hand and clotlpieces that are similar to human figure, and in the small pillars in the
vicinity, there aremotives that are likened to animal symbols. Monumental stoiiz A
structures are mentioned as the main architectural components of tieigusa1.3.
Geophysical surveyvealed that themonumental enclosuresenat limited to
the southern slopét revealed anothanegalithicstructureassignedd the Layerll. At
one point, these structures appear to have been deliberately refilled and / or exposed to
flooding by slipping of the slopes around the mound. Typicatiglosurs are filled with
a wide range of materials, primarily limestone rubble, but flitifie&ts and large amounts
of animal bones are also seen. Second, it may be due to thadaltgegrehistoric feast
in the region. The composition of the filler material, including animal sculptures, and
stone plates, may suggest that ritual activitiesaasociated with the filling process.
Contrary to the previous phase (Layer Ill), teeclosure of Layer Il are
rectangular, with stonealls measuring about 3m x 4m and mosdde floors. Smaller
and fewer columns, or no columns at all. The existirghdped columns appear to be
arranged symmetrically, with only two small central columns. The archaeological site
includes the limestone plateau on which ithegalithics t r uct ur es of G° bek
built. The expansive slopes of the plateau served asmuaygand workshop area in the
Neol ithic, and there are numerous traces
Archaeological research has uncovered numerous prehistoric quarries and workshops,
including work pieces such as brokersfiaped pillars and rkecut caverns, possible
mixing areas foderrazz@floors. There are also numerous work tools such as flint stones

on the plateau.
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There are many iconographic materials of high artistic quality, sometimes
depicting people but mostly animals. These areistalike totem poles on the southern
sl ope of G°bekli Tepe in 2009. The most co
treated limestone slabs and oval shaped basalt mortars.

Only types ofdomesticbuildings and elements such as fireplaces or hednat
have been used as settlements have recently emerged. These reveal the existence of
contemporary workshops in the field. Theg ni f i ¢ a n cTepe,inflepe@dertfe k | i
the regioncomes from its repetition with similar iconography, such-a&dpé columns
or decorated objects; In Turkey, about 200km from where the expedition Karahan Tepe
was foundand Jerf al Ahmar, tell Caramel and tell 3 Abr in Syria. Accordingly, these

sites may belong to a common Neolithic cult community.

Figure24. Aeri al photo of G°bekthehilltdtheaeai ndi c a
(Sourceleo, Merbach, and Pant 2017)

Considering the context opromBénbpediioni Te p e
indicates that it is an O0elevatedd positi
topographic position at the top of the plateau makes it a landmark that can be seen from

afar, and its position has wide views over the surrognglains. In addition, ecological
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characteristics have been a major factor in site selection. In the immediate vicinity of the
fertile crescent, there are habitats for a variety of wild plant species, including wild black
wheat (later domesticated), g&kni and barl ey. However, at the
wild predecessors were bred; these plants have only been domesticated in the following
centuriegLeo, Merbach, and Pant 2017)

I n the close radius around G°bekli Tepe
that could be found, and their geographical distribution overlaps in this area. This is
demonstrated by the analysis of faunal remains from the area representing the wildlif
was exploited by prehistoric hunters. In summary, the area around the site is home to
different plants and animals, some of which will be domesticated during the
Neolithicization process. Therefore, this region is quite rightly regarded as the core regio
of SouttwestAsian Neolithization. The area raises a number of questions, including how
the complex hunter community can build suc
Tepe. In addition, it remains unclear wiia structures loo&d like during uselt is not
known whether the structures have some kind of intended use after burial. Perhaps the
columns are still visible at the top and are used as some evidence.

After the active use of G°bekli Tepe in
BC), information about the area is availablée concept of a special place, which is
based on old beliefs, seems to continue in the region. This is evident from themealcasi
destruction of some of the annexes. The only evidence for theStmst Age
construction activiti efiRomat WakRtdwerto the southe pe ¢ c
of the plateau and a nearby cist@rgure 2.7) The stone foundations of a rectaragul
towerlike structure can be seen here. This may be a function of protecting the eastern
border of the Roman Empire against the Parthians, especially since the south of the
plateau enters the Harran Plain and rsffe good perspective in three directighso,

Merbach, and Par2017)

Go°bekl i Tepe consists of first degree
first degree archaeological site covers 126 hectares and includes the hill, circular
monumental structures, plateau with traces of the prehistoric quarry, andnslimgp
quarry sitesThe third degree archaeological site is the area surrounding the first degree
archaeological site and covers an area of 461 hectares The proposal management area
boundary covers an area of 2306 hectéresure 2.6)
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Figure25. G°bekl i Tepiess Archeol ogi cal
(SourceLeo, Merbach, and Pant 2017)

G°bekl: i Tepe Archaeological site is a
soutlwest In this section, theresia car park, visitor center and museum entrance. The
area where the archaeological finding is locaiedthe northeast of this section cée
reached on foot or by vehicle. I n the cent
are archaeologicalridings unearthed by the excavations on the hill launded finds
discoveredby radarscanningsystems. Most of the finds unearthed are located on the
southern slope of the hill, and a small part is located on the northern slope of the hill
(Figure 2.7)
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Figure2.6. G° Depeknhinexcavation eeaand remainsigrounding
(Sourceleo, Merbach, and Pant 2017)

The area excavated in the south of the hill is in T form, and theeacazated in
the north is in rectangular form. The finds are dateithriee different periods. Layer llI
is dated to the early pigottery Neolithic periodA (9600-8700 BC), while layer lis
dated to the early pottefyeolithic period B (87088200 BC)(Schmidt 2007h)

There arenine enclosuresn the area. These can be classified as @wlewith
motive andenclosures without motivé&nclosures with motive are locateéh the south
excavation area and nowthstexcavation aredOne of the enclosusavithout motiveis
locatedin soutlwestexcavaedareaand me of them is in nortlestexcavated part

These nine enclosures are identified by taking into accounb@aponents of
enclosures, construction techniques andlignmen characteristics Construction
techniquesare stated asumber of wall rowswall thicknesspillar number pillar size,

base sizefloor materialthat make up the construction system of the enclosure. On the
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other hand, alignment characteristics are stattiteageometry of the enclasuplan, the
area of enclosurg¢he forms of motives in pillars, and the &ion of motives in pillars.
After analyzing the construction techniqud alignment characteristics, the

relationships between components of enclosures are evaluated.

2.1.ldentification of Enclosurewith M otives

Enclosures with motivsbelongto layer Il and II. These aenclosure with snake
motive (A), enclosure wth fox motive (B), enclosurewith wild boar motive (C),
enclosure with animacenerymotive (D), enclosure with dog motiv@), enclosure with
leopard motivegH) andenclosurewith lion motive(L). Enclosure with snake moti{@)
is located orsouth edgef T form excavation aredo thenortheast of it there is enclosure
with wild boar motive(C) and at nortlvestof it there is enclosure with fox moti(8).
North of all theseenclosures, there is enclosure with animal scemeoyive (D)
Enclosure with lion motivélL) is locatedon the north of enclosure with animal scenery
motive (D) Enclosure with leopard motiy@l) is located on the nortiwestof the hill.

Enclosure with the dog moti&) is locatedon thewestof main excavation area.
2.1.1.Enclosure with Snake Motive (Enclosure A)

Enclosure with snake motive (A) is located at southernmost of unearthed area
where the excavated area shaped asplan(Figure 2.8) Enclosure is dated to layer IlI

also stated as the construction of transition period from PPNA (Pre Pottery Neolithic A)
to PPNB (Pre Pottery Neolithic B).
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Figure2.7. Enclosure with snake moti\&)

Enclosure with snake motiv@) is oval planned ands width is 5.5 m and its

length is 8.5m (Figure 2.9).Enclosure is oriented towardsrthwesti southeast. There

is no defined entry. The enclosure is accessed from southeast direclioment

components of the enclosure are wall, pillars and {{dable 2.1)
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Figure2.8. Enclosure with snake moti\{@)
(Photograph: K¢ el i k, 2022)

Walls

The wallswere constructed wh the technique of clay based mud mortared rubble
core and rubble stone facing. In the rulbteestonefacing, clay based muaiortar was
used a binderEnclosure issurrounded byloublewall row. The width of stones vaes
between 30 cm80 cm. The height of stonegariesbetween 15 cAR30 cm.There are
embeddeaillars along thevall. As a result of excavation, threalls of the enclosure
have beeminearthedThethicknessf walls changedetweeroneand twometes.

Pillars

There are twaillars inwestwall andone pillar in east wallThe one on the east
wall is located parallel to theall. The onepillar on thewestwall is located parallel to
thewall and the othersilocated perpendicular to thell. There arepillars ouside of
walls, one on the east and one on test The dimensions gfillar on the easwall is
180x60x315 cm. The dimensions mdrallelpillar on thewestwall is 210x60x315 cm.
The dimensions operpendicularpillar on the west wall is 240x60x210 cm. The
dimensions of outsidgillar on the eastvall is 160x40x200 cm. The dimensions of
outsidepillar on thewestwall is 190x50x200 cmlhere is web motive in theast of west

pillar and 4 snake motives in soulfiqure 2.10. Three of these motives are facing down,
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one of them is facing toward up. There are bull, fox and crane motives in west surface of
east pillar. The east surface of perpendicular pillar in waithas snake motives facing

down.

Figure2.9. Snake motives on east pillar
(Photograph: K. ¢eli k, 2022)

Floor

The floor of the enclosure mosaic floor pavement consistinflimestone pieces
in limestone binder known as terrazzo floor.

Object

There is a remain assumed asstiped stonemade of limestonén floor of

enclosure.
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Table2.1. Structural Elements of Enclosungth Snake MotivgA)

Phot ogr aphs: cel i k, 2022

Limestone | Oval Thickness

planned | 17 2m

7 T- Length: Snake
limestone | shaped | 727 175 cm
pillars Width:

2871 66 cm

Height:

1727 315

cm
Terrazzo | Oval D1:10m

planned | D2:6 m

Limestone [U-shaped

2.1.2.Enclosurewith Fox M otive (Enclosure B)

Enclosurewith fox motive (B) locates in nortest of enclosures with snake
motive (A) (Figure 2.11) There is edlosure with wild boar motivéC) to theeast of it
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and enclosurwith animalscenerymotive (D)to thewestof it. Enclosure is dated to layer
Il

A

01 5 10m
ey —

Layer llI

I Layerll
BN Pillars

Figure2.10. Enclosure with fox motiveB)

Enclosure with foxnotives iscircularplanned and the diameterioher enclosure
is 9.3 m. There is nalefinedentry. The enclosure is accessed from neetdirection.
Structural elementsf the enclosure anall, pillar, floor (Table 2.2) Enclosure witfox

motive has no superstructure.
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Walls

The wallswere constructed th the technique of clay based mud mortared rubble
core and rubble stone facing. In the rubbteestone facing, clay based mud mortar was
used a bindeffFigure 2.12) The width of stonegariesbetween 30 crm80 cm,the height
of stonesvariesbetween 1£m-30 cm.There are embeddagillars along thewall and
pillars standingstill in center of enclosure. The thicknesswadlls changedetween 30
cm and 1 m. Outsidef thiswall, there is anothewall, its thickness is 50 cm hEse two
walls and passage space between them is surrounding the enclosure. The length of this
space changéom 1 m and 1.5 m. Some parts of thalls weae notunearthedin
excavationéSchmidt 2007h)

Pillar s

There are foupillarsin southwall as perpendicular tevall, onepillar as parallel
towall and there are fouypillarsin northwall perpendicular to thevall. One of thepillars
in northwall has not beennearthedompletely. The dimensions piilars in southwall
are listed in order from eastweest 150x60X800cm, 130xDx300 cm 180x60x400 cm,
130x60x300 cm The dimensions gdillars in northwall are listed in order from east to
west 90x50x200, 80x40x200, 80x40x200 cithe dimensionof the one notinearthed
completelyis 40x50x150 cm.

. ’&‘“’* e
;% s ann B
R

s

Figure.ll. Enclosure th fox moti)
(Photograph: K. ¢eli k, 2019)

There ae twoT-shapedillarsin thecenter. Their height is 4 m. The orientation
of thesepillars are in southeast ananthwest direction and facingeach other. The

dimensions of the centraillars listed as in order from east veest 170x80x400 cm,
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160x80x380 cm There are voids on top of tipdlars, looking like semiglobe nicheon
top of the pillars. Thereare fox motive on both centralpillars facingeach other. The
pillars on suth of the enclosures s fox motives, too. There is no other motive

enclosure.

Table2.2. Structural Elements of Enclosure with Rdwtive (B)
(Photograph: K. cel i k, 2019)

Limestone| Circular | Thickness
planned | 307 100cm

9 T- Length: Fox
limestone | shaped | 757 171cm
pillars Width:

3071 61cm
Height:
3007 330
cm

2 T- Length: Fox
limestone | shaped | 15671 166
pillars cm
Width:
66cm
Height:
360 cm

Terrazzo | Circular | D1:9m

floor planned

Limestone | Squared

Floor
The floor of the enclosure is terrazzo floor pavement consisting of limestone

pieces in limestone binder known as terrazzo floor.
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Object
On east of enclosure, close to central pillars, there is a big stone piece like a bowl.

It is assumed to be affering vessel and it is embedded in the floor.

2.1.3.Enclosure with Wild Boar Motive (Enclosure C)

Enclosure with wild boar motivéC) is locatedon northeast oénclosure with
fox motive(B) and rorth of enclosure with snake motiy&) (Figure 2.13)Enclosure is
dated to layer Ill.

The periphery of the enclosure consw@tsoncentric fouwall row (Figure 2.13)
The exterior twaows are very close to each other, the length of space as a passage is 40
cm. There is no pillar in thisvo wall rows The tworows inside are more spaced from
each other and have an embedded pillar. The length of the space between them is 2 m.
The diameter of the inner enclosure is 10.2 m. There is a defined entry on south of
enclosure. The dimension of the entrance spacH)0x700 cm. Also there is a stair
remain.Structural elements of the enclosure are wall, piflagr. Enclosure with wild
boar (C)motive has no superstructu(@able 2.3).

Figure2.12. Enclosure withwild boar motive(C)
(Photograph: K. ¢eli k, 2022)



Walls

The wallswere constructed th the technique of clay based mud mortared rubble
core and rubble stone facing. In the rubble limestone facing, clay based mud mortar was
used a bindeiThe thicknessitange is some part from 60 cm to 130 cm. The walls facing
the center of enclosure have beffElyure 2.14)

Pillars

There are eighpillars in outer wall row. They are located perpendicular to wall.
There are 11 pillars in inner wall facing the center and they are perpemdathe wall,
too. There are twpillars in entrance space of enclosure. The pillars in center are oriented
to northwestsoutheast direction. There are limestone pedestals under the pillars in center.
These pedestals were smoothed from bedrock. The dimensions of pillars in periphery
vary in length between 8090 cm, width 3090 cm. The height of pillars is 4 rthe
dimensions of pillars in center are identical and 180x60x350 cm. The tops of the central
pillars are damaged. So they are not the original height. Original height is assumed as 5
m (Schmidt 2007a)

Only one of the pillars in the outer wall has a motive. There are bird motives, wild
boar and dx motives on the upper part of the pillar in the west wall of the enclosure.
There are wild boar motives on two of the pillars on the wall facing the center of the
enclosure. These motives are on the upper part of the pillars on the east wall. There is
another snakenotive onone of the pillars on the west wall of the enclosure, with its head
facing upwards. There are fox motives in the remaisgwion of the central pillars.
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Figure2.13. Enclosure with wild boar motivéC)

Floor
Floor is limestone smoothed framedock.

Object
There is a kshaped stoneut of limestonan entrance space of enclosure, it has

a wild boarmotive on it.One part of this elements had reached present.
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Table2.3. Structural elements of enclosure with wild boar mo{®§
(Photograph: K. ¢elik, 2019)

Thickness:

Limestone | Circular
planned | 607 130 cm

9 T- Length: wild
limestone | shaped | 6271 190 cm | boar,
pillars Width: Bird
2371 90 cm
Height:
2351 355
cm

2 T- Length: Fox
limestone | shaped | 180 cm
pillars Width:
55cm
Height:
500 cm

Limestone | Circular | D1: 30 m
smoothed | planned
from

bedrock

Limestone |U-shaped wild
boar




2.1.4.Enclosure with Animal SceneryM otive (Enclosure D)

Enclosure with animacenery motivé€D) is locatedbn nortlwestof theenclosue
with wild boar motive(C) and on orth of the enclosure with fox motiy@) (Figure

2.15) Enclosure iglated to layer II.
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Figure2.14. Enclosure with animadcenery motivéD)

Enclosure with animacenery motive isircularplan and théennerdiametelis 14
m. Thereis no definedentry, it is accessed fronorth of excavated area. Structural
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elementsn the enclosure areall, pillar, floor. Enclosure withanimal scenery motive
has no superstructu(@able 2.4).

Walls

The wallswere constructed wh the technique of clay based mud mortared rubble
core and rubble stone facing. In the rubbteestone facing, clay based mud montaas
used a bindeiThe thickness of thevall changsin some part from 30 cm to 100 cmhd@
exteriorwalls of enclosurere doublewalled in some parts. The dimension of this space
in betweerthe wall row changegrom 60 cm to 100 cmThere is an mamered holed
stonewith geometric motive®n north wall of enclosure, it is located towards to north
(Figure 2.16)

Figure2.15. Ornamented stone on the wall
(Photograph: K. ¢elik, 2022)

Pillar s

There are 1pillars on thewalls facing the central area and tpitbarsin the center
(Figure 2.17) The T-shapeddillars on the periphery are betweer@Dcm in width, 90
190 cm in length, and 300 cm in height. Tkars in the center are located in the nerth
south direction. The dimensions of thélars in the center ar€2x60x550 cm and
22x50x550 cm, from east tavest respectively. Thepillars in the center have bases
carved from the limestone bedko@ here are motives with whappear to be human arms
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in wide sideof pillars in the center. Pillar in east has motives on narrow side. The motive

is rectangular along the edges. In center part, there is a motive designed as a combination
of h letter, circle and arc. There is a bull head motive in the pillar to the T\ese are
motives also on piirs on peripheral wall. On the sitt®king center, there are snake,

bull and fox motives.

Figure2.16. Central pillars and bases afdosure with animadcenery motivéD)
(Photograph: K. ¢eli k, 2019)

Floor
Floor is limestone smoothed froamedrock
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Table2.4. Structural elements of enclosure wathimal scenerynotive (D)
(Photograph: K. ¢elik, 2019)

Limestone | Circular | Thickness:
planned | 307 130 cm

11 T- Length: Snake
limestone | shaped | 907 190 cm | Bull
pillars Width: fox
3071 60 cm
Height:
3507 490
cm
2 T- Length: Motives
limestone | shaped | 2307 240 look
pillars cm alike
Width: human
40 cm arm
Height:
550 cm

Limestone | Circular | D1: 15 m
smoothed | planned
from

bedrock

2.1.5.Enclosure with Dog Motive (Enclosure F)

Enclosure with dog motivé) is locatedon the nortlvestof themain excavation
area(Figure 2.18) It is on the edgefdl shaped excavation area. Enclosure is dated to
layer . The lower parts of the walls were found in excavations. The circulargdann

enclosure has a diameter of nmeters(Table 2.5)

63



A

01 5 10m
ey —
\ Layer Il
Bl Layerlll
B Pillars

Figure2.17. Enclosure with dog motivé-)

Walls
The walls as the other enclosuregere constructed wh the technique of clay
based mud mortared rubble core and rubbiestone facing. In the rubble stone facing,

clay based mud mortar was used a birfBegure 2.19) The thickness of theall is 1 m.
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Pillars

There are @illars on the outewalls. The height of thegallars is 1.5 meters. The
length ofpillars varies between 8®0 cm, and the width varidsetween 4050 cm.
There are twadl-shapedpillars in the center. Thegallars are of the same size and
measure 120x50x200 cm and there isnative.

Floor

The floor of the enclosure is mosaic floor pavement of limestone pieces in

limestone binder known as terrazzo floor.

.....

Figure2.18. Enclosure with dog motivé-)
(Photogram@d22) K. ¢el i k,
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Table2.5. Structural elements ohelosure with dog motivéF)
(Photograph: K. ¢eli k, 2022)

Limestone | Circular | Thickness: 1 m
plan
6 T- Length: -
limestone | shaped | 807 90 cm
pillar Width:
407 50 cm
Height:
150 cm
2 T- Length: -
limestone | shaped | 120 cm
pillar Width:
50 cm
Height:
200 cm
Terrazzo | Circular | D1: 8 m P ———— :

2.1.6.Enclosure with Leopard Motive (Enclosure H)

Enclosure with leopard moti#@l) is located on thearth excavation area locating
on rorth of main excavatioarea(Figure 2.20)It is the only enclosurenithatsection of
excavation ared&nclosure is dated to layer Ill.

The unearthed wall of the enclosure is circular shaped. The dimensions of the
excavated enclosure are 8 b m. There is no defined entry. Entrance is provitesoh
the northwest of the ar€¢@able 2.6).
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Figure2.19. Enclosure with leopard moti\(e)

Walls
The wallswere constructed wh the technique of clay based mud mortared rubble
core and rubble stone facing. In the ruldbteestonefacing, clay based mud mortar was

used a bindewall thickness is 50 cm.
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Pillars

There are sevepillars on the peripherwall (Figure 2.21) There are two pillars
in the center, bubnly one was unearthed. There is no motive. The dimension of exposed
part of pillar in center is 80x50x80 cm.

Floor

The floor of the enclosure is terrazzo floor.

Figure2.20. Enclosure with leopard moti\(él)
(SourceLeo, Merbach, and Pant 2017)
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