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1 Introduction

Göbekli Tepe is located about 15 km to the northeast 
of Şanlıurfa, a provincial capital in south-eastern 
Türkiye5. The site’s name means as much as ›belly 
mountain‹, which quite aptly evokes its shape seen 
from afar. Whilst exhibiting an approximately cen-
tral depression, the site rises high in an exposed posi-
tion and dominates a drawn-out limestone plateau on 
the Germuş crest. Göbekli Tepe is a red-brown projec-
tion of about 300 m diameter. It clearly distinguishes 
from the surrounding limestone tables. The site con-
sists of both the tertiary limestone plateau extending 

into all directions and the ele vation made up of an-
thropogenic accumulations (figs. 1. 2)6. The mound’s 
height is about 15 m above the terrain of the sur-
rounding plateau7; it mainly consists of architectural 
remnants and their fill debris. The plateau’s lateral 
outcrops had once served as the quarries for the site’s 
megalithic structures8.

Göbekli Tepe was first recognized as an archaeo-
logical site in 1963 during a joint project by the Uni-
versity of Chicago and the Istanbul University under 
the direction of Robert Braidwood and Halet Çambel. 

1.1 The site
Oliver Dietrich and Klaus Schmidt †

5 For a general overview, see the monographs of the excavator 
in German Schmidt 2008a and English Schmidt 2012d (pagina-
tion corresponds, all references made to Schmidt 2008a in the 
following can be found on the same page in Schmidt 2012d). For 
the building history the monograph by Kurapkat 2015, with ad-
ditions by Piesker 2014 for building C. Preliminary reports and 
overviews have been published in large numbers. The most im-
portant, also regarding the pillar reliefs are: Schmidt 1997; Beile-
Bohn et al. 1998; Hauptmann 1999; Schmidt 1998a; Schmidt 
1998b; Schmidt 1998c; Schmidt 1999; Schmidt 2000; Schmidt 
2001; Schmidt 2002; Schmidt 2003a; Schmidt 2003b; Peters – 
Schmidt 2004; Peters et al. 2005b; Schmidt 2005a; Schmidt 2005b; 
Schmidt 2006a; Schmidt 2006b; Hauptmann – Schmidt 2007; 
Köksal-Schmidt – Schmidt 2007; Schmidt 2007a; Schmidt 2007b; 
Schmidt 2008b; Schmidt 2008c; Schmidt 2008d; Schmidt 2008e; 
Schmidt 2008f; Morenz – Schmidt 2009; Schmidt 2009a; Schmidt 
2009b; Schmidt 2009c; Köksal-Schmidt – Schmidt 2010a; Kök-
sal-Schmidt – Schmidt 2010b; Schmidt 2010a; Schmidt 2010b; 

Schmidt 2010c; Köksal-Schmidt – Schmidt 2011; Schmidt 2011a; 
Schmidt 2011b; Schmidt 2011c; Schmidt 2011d; Becker et al. 2012; 
Dietrich et al. 2012; Herrmann – Schmidt 2012; Schmidt 2012a; 
Schmidt 2012b; Schmidt 2012c; Dietrich et al. 2013b; Schmidt 
2013a; Schmidt 2013b; Schmidt 2013c; Schmidt 2013d; Dietrich 
et al. 2014; Morenz 2014; Notroff et al. 2014; Schmidt 2014; 
Schmidt – Köksal-Schmidt 2014; Clare et al. 2015; Dietrich – No-
troff 2015; Dietrich et al. 2015; Dietrich et al. 2016; Notroff et al. 
2016; Dietrich et al. 2017; Clare et al. 2018; Clare et al. 2019; Diet-
rich – Dietrich 2019; Dietrich et al. 2019a; Dietrich et al. 2019b; 
Clare 2020; Kinzel – Clare 2020; Dietrich – Wagner 2023; Dietrich 
2024. For cereal processing/grinding stones the monograph by L. 
Dietrich 2021.
6 A detailed topographical map of the site at the time of discov-
ery was published by Beile-Bohn et al. 1998, Suppl. 2. 
7 Though it is still uncertain if this corresponds to the depth of 
the site’s actual archaeological deposits (see Kinzel et al. 2021).
8 Schmidt 2009b, 23–33.
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2  Göbekli Tepe ‒ site overview (2011)

1  Aerial view of Göbekli Tepe before the excavations, seen roughly from the south west (1995)
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1  Aerial view of Göbekli Tepe before the excavations, seen roughly from the south west (1995)
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1.1  The site

In his account on his visit at the site, Peter Benedict 
described its surface to be formed of elevations of red 
soil separated by depressions whose slopes were re-
ported to be littered with flint artefacts9; also, small 
Islamic period cemeteries10 concentrating around the 
site’s two highest elevations were described. The aeri-
al photographs that were taken just before the launch-
ing of the archaeological excavations reflect this de-
scription (fig. 1). However, the implications of the site 
were not noticed during the early visits. It was not 
until 1994 that Göbekli Tepe’s true potential was rec-
ognized by Klaus Schmidt during a systematic inspec-
tion of the region’s Neolithic sites11. His longstanding 
experience from the fieldwork at Nevali Çori under 
Harald Hauptmann helped him to identify surface 
finds as fragments of Neolithic T-shaped pillars12 and 
large-format limestone sculptures, as just recently re-
corded at Nevali Çori13. Fieldwork at Göbekli Tepe be-
gan in 1995 under the direction of Adnan Mısɪr from 
the Şanlıurfa Museum and Harald Hauptmann from 
the German Archaeological Institute’s Istanbul De-
partment, and Klaus Schmidt as the field director. 
Schmidt continued to pursue annual systematic inves-
tigations, since 2007 as the director of the Bakanlar 
Kurulu kararlı kazı at Göbekli Tepe, until his untimely 
passing in 2014. The Göbekli Tepe project has been 
funded by the German Archaeological Institute (DAI) 
since 1995 and the German Research Foundation 
(DFG) since 200414. In 2010, a long-term DFG research 
initiative, The Prehistoric Societies of Upper Mesopota-
mia and Their Subsistence (Project Number 165831460), 
was launched and is set to conclude in 2025.

Originally led by Klaus Schmidt (SCHM 657/1-6) 
until his passing in 2014, the project coordination 

then transferred to Ricardo Eichmann (EI 438/12-3-4), 
with support from Lee Clare, who assumed leader-
ship in 2020. The final funding phase has continued 
with bioarchaeological research under Joris Peters 
(PE 424/9-1, 2, and 10-1, 2, 3, 4), alongside contribu-
tions from physical geography under Brigitta Schütt 
(SCHU 949/15-3, 4). 

After an initial survey and prospective soundings 
at the site slopes as well as investigations of some fea-
tures on the plateaus15, work soon began to concentrate 
within the south-eastern depression (figs. 2. 3 pl. 1). 
Still during the first excavation campaign, one of the 
landowners uncovered the upper parts of two in situ 
T-pillars hindering his plough. Attempts to clear the 
field led to the partial destruction of the pillar heads 
(see below, pillars 1 and 2). Schmidt managed to stop 
agricultural work in the area, and in the following year 
he opened two excavation areas leading to the discov-
ery of two T-pillars standing in the middle of a monu-
mental structure which was designated as building16 A 
(chap. 3.1, fig. 4 pl. 1). The excavations soon led to the 
discovery of three more monumental round buildings 
in the vicinity (B–D, chaps. 3.2–3.4)17, dated between 
the Early and Middle Pre-Pottery Neolithic (PPN)18, i. e., 
between the 10th and 9th millennia BC (figs. 5–7 pl. 1).

The four buildings (A–D) revealed to be laid out ac-
cording to a basic pattern that essentially comprises 
large T-shaped monoliths weighing several tons ar-
ranged in a circle or ellipse while held in place by stone 
walls as well as ›benches‹ in the intervals19. A pair of 
similar but much taller monoliths with heights of up to 
5.5 m (figs. 4–7) stands freely in upright position in the 
structures’ middle. The inner diameter of the build-
ings varies between 10 and 20 m. Seen from the side, 

9 Benedict 1980, 179 no. V52/1 (Göbekli Tepe Ziyareti – Kara-
harabe); 181 f. (description of survey finds).
10 Benedict’s alleged ›tombstones‹ indeed soon turned out to be 
in situ pillars from Neolithic architectural contexts.
11 Beile-Bohn et al. 1998.
12 The choice of the term ›pillar‹ was not unproblematic, as in 
architectonical terminology it strictly denotes a load-bearing 
component. Schmidt 2008a, 116, however, disagreed with this 
purpose at Göbekli Tepe: »And we realised that these pillars cer-
tainly did not fulfil an architectural function, as for instance 
supports; they rather are at the very essence of the structures. 
The pillars had no structural purposes but formed the hearts of 
buildings that only furnished the enclosing frameworks« (trans-
lation by P. Larsen). Whilst there can be no doubt about the pil-
lars’ crucial symbolic role, there are now strong indications that 
point to their function as roof supports. Presently, this termino-
logical issue may hence be considered settled.
13 Hauptmann 1993; Hauptmann 1999; Hauptmann 2011.
14 Klaus Schmidt: »Die prähistorische Besiedlung der Region 
Urfa (Südosttürkei)« from 2004 to 2010 (DFG project no. 5445853); 
Joris Peters and Gisela Grupe »Anthropogener Einfluss auf natur-
räumliche Ökosysteme in der Frühphase der neolithischen Tran-

sition« from 2002 to 2006 (DFG project no. 5384125); and Joris 
Peters »Ungulate domestication and early animal husbandry in 
the Upper Euphrates basin« from 2007 to 2011, (DFG-Projekt-
nummer 46547580 / PE 9-1, 2).
15 Beile-Bohn et al. 1998.
16 In earlier publications the German term ›Anlage‹ (enclosure) 
was used to avoid any suggestion pointing to roof covers. Howev-
er, the results from additional building archaeological research 
now strongly favour the existence of roof covers (Kurapkat 2012;  
Kurapkat 2015; Kinzel 2023; Kinzel 2024).
17 Schmidt 2001.
18 The subdivision into an early PPNA (9,600–8,800 cal BC) and 
a late PPNB (8,800–7,000 cal BC) is by and large based on the 
chronology established for the Southern Levant, originally based 
on the stratigraphy of Jericho, which, next to differences in the 
material culture, also revealed transformations from early 
round to later rectangular architecture (Kenyon 1981). 
19 The ›benches‹ were not necessarily meant for seating. In 
building C they seem far too tall and may hence also have served 
as shelves. However, at other special buildings e. g. at Jerf el-Ah-
mar (Stordeur 2015) they seem to have been conceived for seating.
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3  The main excavation area in the south eastern depression 4  Building A during the 1996 campaign

Schmidt recognised the pillars’ particular T-shape as a 
stylised reference to the human body, as also suggested 
by the occasional occurrence of low reliefs depicting 
arms, hands, as well as belts and hanging loincloths 
(see chap. 2.2). Traces of another round building (E) 
were found on the western plateau (fig. 8)20. Neither the 
pillars nor the walls have been preserved here, but the 
negative imprints of the structures once lowered into 
the bedrock betray the location and layout of a former 
building21. The rock floor had been carefully reduced to 
a flat and smoothed ovaloid, almost square surface of 
about 9 m diameter. In the middle two oval platforms 
or pedestals had been hewn out from the rock, each 
displaying an approximately rectangular socket which 

in case of the better preserved, western pedestal is 
about 10 cm deep. Both had served as anchors for the 
central pillars. The outer limits of the building are in-
dicated by a ledge to the natural limestone surface. It is 
impossible to assess to which extent this area had for-
merly been covered by sediments22.

During the excavations Schmidt preliminarily as-
cribed the large structures to an earlier layer III, 
which, according to the finds and radiocarbon dates, 
was thought to date to the PPNA and probably also to 
the early PPNB23. His layer II was considered to be 
more recent; it is characterised by smaller rectangu-
lar buildings24. Direct stratigraphic overlays between 
the architecture of layer III and that of layer II were 

20 Beile-Bohn et al. 1998, 47–50 fig. 20; Piesker 2014, 47–50.
21 Building E could thus be an argument for the buildings’ for-
mer direct foundation on the bedrock and a later sediment cover. 
However, this is partly doubted by the results from construction 
probes: Kurapkat 2015.
22 Neef 2003. The numerous quarry sites in this area, however, 
tend to indicate that the soil cover had been relatively thin. Pus-
tovoytov 2003 compared a surface rock sample from a Roman era 
quarry near Göbekli Tepe, from a presumably Neolithic surface 
with cupmarks from the quarry area, and a fresh limestone sam-

ple regarding weathering rinds and indicators for decomposi-
tion. The assumed Neolithic surface was found to be the most 
degraded. This is an argument in favour of the absence of a sed-
iment cover at least on parts of the plateau but would have to be 
followed beyond the small analysed sample.
23 Kromer – Schmidt 1998; Pustovoytov 2002; Pustovoytov – 
Taubald 2003; Pustovoytov 2006; Pustovoytov et al. 2007; Diet-
rich – Schmidt 2010; Dietrich 2011; Dietrich et al. 2013a.
24 Schmidt 2008a, 228–235; Kurapkat 2015, 18–22.
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1.1  The site

5  Building B, view between the two central pil-
lars with a megalithic porthole stone roughly in 
the building’s center

6  Building C, aerial view after completion of exca-
vations in 2011 with fragments of the two central 
pillars still in the building ‒ whether the stone 
rows in the southern part of the building consti-
tute walls/interior subdivisions is doubtful

7  Building D, after excavations in the western 
part of the building were completed in 2011 and 
the central pillars were secured in their original 
upright positions by steel cables
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8  Building E on the south western plateau (upper part of 
the image) ‒ all that remains of the building are two pedes-
tals for the central pillars and the finely straightened and 
smoothed floor area; in the foreground two deep bedrock 
pits, remains of Neolithic quarry activities and a field of cup 
marks

observed in only few locations. The most evident se-
quences in this respect were the ones observed 
around the southern wall of building B, near pillar 6 
and to the north of building A25, as well as to the west 
of building D26. In the main excavation area in the 
south-eastern depression, the space taken in by the 
monumental buildings deliberately had been spared 
from later overbuilding, as demonstrated by a delim-
iting so-called terrace wall (pl. 1)27.

Layer II after Schmidt is characterised by signifi-
cantly smaller rectangular structures with ›terraz-
zo-like‹ lime plaster floors containing lime grit28, not 
unlike floors observed at contemporary Neolithic 
sites29. If at all present, the size and the number of pil-
lars significantly decrease in this layer. In general, 
only the two central pillars were maintained, the larg-
est ones reaching heights between 1.5 m and 2 m. The 
most impressive architectural representative of this 
layer contained numerous spoils and was initially re-
ferred to as the ›lion pillar building‹ after the large fe-
lines depicted the two central pillars (figs. 9. 10). In the 
meantime, however, the ›lions‹ have been reconsidered 
to leopards, which would lead to the necessity of the 
structure’s retagging to ›leopard pillar building‹, al-
though the sense of such labels for buildings may be 
generally debatable30. This is the only rectangular 
building whose pillar images reveal more than just 
arms, hands or ›stole bands‹ (chap. 2.2); the structure 
was already exhaustively discussed by D. Kurapkat31.

The main criterion for the definition of the 
above-mentioned layers, which initially served as a 
rough reference for classifying finds and features 
during the excavations, was the change from round to 
rectangular buildings, analogous to architectural de-
velopments observed elsewhere at Early Neolithic sites 
presenting long occupation sequences in south-eastern 
Türkiye32, as for instance Çayönü33. The nomenclature 
therefore hardly claims to be an accurate reflection of 
the stratigraphic sequence, but rather points to ›archi-
tectural horizons‹ which will require more scrutiny in 
the forthcoming study of the site’s stratigraphy 
(chap. 1.2). It also became clear at an early stage that 
the radiocarbon data pointed to partial simultaneities 
between the buildings of layers II and III34. There is 
currently no evidence of the presence of hearths or 
kilns whether in- or outside the buildings of layer II35. 
However, numerous in situ finds of grinding stones 
and limestone basins set into floors would suggest food 
processing activities, contrary to earlier assumptions 
of a non-domestic character of the rectangular build-
ings36. At least for a certain period the monumental 
buildings seem thus to have been surrounded by dwell-

25 Schmidt 2000, 18 f.; Schmidt 2008a, 128. 228.
26 Kurapkat 2015, 81 f.
27 Schmidt 2010c.
28 This interpretation is based on Schmidt’s macroscopic com-
parisons with floors at other early Neolithic sites. Chemical and 
petrographic analyses will be presented in due course.
29 For a summary on findings from other sites, see Garfinkel 
1987; Hauptmann – Yalcin 2000.
30 Chap. 2.3.1. Denominations like ›snake-pil lar-building‹, 
›boar-pillar-building‹ etc., sometimes found in the older litera-
ture, are therefore avoided here.

31 Kurapkat 2015, 30–38.
32 Özdoğan 2017.
33 Özdoğan 2010; Erim-Özdoğan 2011.
34 Dietrich 2011.
35 This also applies to the monumental buildings. Regular use 
of fire, on the other hand, is confirmed by ash bands and clusters, 
burnt or charred bones, burnt flint, etc.
36 L. Dietrich et al. 2019; L. Dietrich et al. 2020b; L. Dietrich 
2021.
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1.1  The site

ing houses. Several locations at the site revealed to con-
tain small, curvilinear features, especially in the deep 
soundings west and north of building D, but also in the 
northeast of the main excavation area, and in deep 
soundings on the north-western elevation. Schmidt 
provisionally attributed them to a Layer IV (›Nukleus-
tell‹), into which the monumental buildings, particu-
larly buildings C and D, would have been dug37. More 
detailed stratigraphic investigations will have to es-
tablish the sequential relationship between these 
structures found at different depths and the monumen-
tal buildings38. The possibility remains that they were 
dwelling houses associated with the monumental 
buildings’ earlier phases39. To which degree the site 
may have been permanently occupied still needs fur-
ther study40, but as opposed to earlier assumptions, the 
monumental buildings at Göbekli Tepe probably had 
been standing at no stage as isolated structures with-
out surrounding architecture. The uppermost, dis-
turbed horizon was designated as Layer I, consisting of 
the thick deposits which formed at the mound’s foot 
through erosive processes, and the plough horizon41.

To verify whether the high concentration of special 
architecture was a feature only of the south-eastern 
depression or characteristic for the whole site, compre-

9  The now so-called leopard pillar building, space 38

10  Pillars I and II in the 
›leopard pillar building‹ ‒ dis-
playing large male felines. 
The lack of a mane and the 
shape of the tail, which also 
lacks a tuft, identify these im-
ages as leopards

37 Schmidt 2011c, 47 f.
38 In the northeast of the main excavation area as well as near 
building G, circular buildings lie directly below the plough hori-
zon. But they also occur in deep soundings in squares L9-58, 69, 
and 78 in the northwest, north and northeast near building D. 
Radiocarbon data from these layers and areas tentatively point to 
the PPNA (Dietrich et al. 2013a).

39 Kinzel – Clare 2020.
40 Much hints at seasonality of site occupation: Dietrich – Diet-
rich 2024; on seasonal presence of animals see Lang et al. 2013.
41 For further studies of Layer I see Schönicke 2021; Schönicke, 
in preparation.
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2  Göbekli Tepe ‒ site overview (2011)

1  Aerial view of Göbekli Tepe before the excavations, seen roughly from the south west (1995)
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1  Aerial view of Göbekli Tepe before the excavations, seen roughly from the south west (1995)
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1.1  The site

In his account on his visit at the site, Peter Benedict 
described its surface to be formed of elevations of red 
soil separated by depressions whose slopes were re-
ported to be littered with flint artefacts9; also, small 
Islamic period cemeteries10 concentrating around the 
site’s two highest elevations were described. The aeri-
al photographs that were taken just before the launch-
ing of the archaeological excavations reflect this de-
scription (fig. 1). However, the implications of the site 
were not noticed during the early visits. It was not 
until 1994 that Göbekli Tepe’s true potential was rec-
ognized by Klaus Schmidt during a systematic inspec-
tion of the region’s Neolithic sites11. His longstanding 
experience from the fieldwork at Nevali Çori under 
Harald Hauptmann helped him to identify surface 
finds as fragments of Neolithic T-shaped pillars12 and 
large-format limestone sculptures, as just recently re-
corded at Nevali Çori13. Fieldwork at Göbekli Tepe be-
gan in 1995 under the direction of Adnan Mısɪr from 
the Şanlıurfa Museum and Harald Hauptmann from 
the German Archaeological Institute’s Istanbul De-
partment, and Klaus Schmidt as the field director. 
Schmidt continued to pursue annual systematic inves-
tigations, since 2007 as the director of the Bakanlar 
Kurulu kararlı kazı at Göbekli Tepe, until his untimely 
passing in 2014. The Göbekli Tepe project has been 
funded by the German Archaeological Institute (DAI) 
since 1995 and the German Research Foundation 
(DFG) since 200414. In 2010, a long-term DFG research 
initiative, The Prehistoric Societies of Upper Mesopota-
mia and Their Subsistence (Project Number 165831460), 
was launched and is set to conclude in 2025.

Originally led by Klaus Schmidt (SCHM 657/1-6) 
until his passing in 2014, the project coordination 

then transferred to Ricardo Eichmann (EI 438/12-3-4), 
with support from Lee Clare, who assumed leader-
ship in 2020. The final funding phase has continued 
with bioarchaeological research under Joris Peters 
(PE 424/9-1, 2, and 10-1, 2, 3, 4), alongside contribu-
tions from physical geography under Brigitta Schütt 
(SCHU 949/15-3, 4). 

After an initial survey and prospective soundings 
at the site slopes as well as investigations of some fea-
tures on the plateaus15, work soon began to concentrate 
within the south-eastern depression (figs. 2. 3 pl. 1). 
Still during the first excavation campaign, one of the 
landowners uncovered the upper parts of two in situ 
T-pillars hindering his plough. Attempts to clear the 
field led to the partial destruction of the pillar heads 
(see below, pillars 1 and 2). Schmidt managed to stop 
agricultural work in the area, and in the following year 
he opened two excavation areas leading to the discov-
ery of two T-pillars standing in the middle of a monu-
mental structure which was designated as building16 A 
(chap. 3.1, fig. 4 pl. 1). The excavations soon led to the 
discovery of three more monumental round buildings 
in the vicinity (B–D, chaps. 3.2–3.4)17, dated between 
the Early and Middle Pre-Pottery Neolithic (PPN)18, i. e., 
between the 10th and 9th millennia BC (figs. 5–7 pl. 1).

The four buildings (A–D) revealed to be laid out ac-
cording to a basic pattern that essentially comprises 
large T-shaped monoliths weighing several tons ar-
ranged in a circle or ellipse while held in place by stone 
walls as well as ›benches‹ in the intervals19. A pair of 
similar but much taller monoliths with heights of up to 
5.5 m (figs. 4–7) stands freely in upright position in the 
structures’ middle. The inner diameter of the build-
ings varies between 10 and 20 m. Seen from the side, 

9 Benedict 1980, 179 no. V52/1 (Göbekli Tepe Ziyareti – Kara-
harabe); 181 f. (description of survey finds).
10 Benedict’s alleged ›tombstones‹ indeed soon turned out to be 
in situ pillars from Neolithic architectural contexts.
11 Beile-Bohn et al. 1998.
12 The choice of the term ›pillar‹ was not unproblematic, as in 
architectonical terminology it strictly denotes a load-bearing 
component. Schmidt 2008a, 116, however, disagreed with this 
purpose at Göbekli Tepe: »And we realised that these pillars cer-
tainly did not fulfil an architectural function, as for instance 
supports; they rather are at the very essence of the structures. 
The pillars had no structural purposes but formed the hearts of 
buildings that only furnished the enclosing frameworks« (trans-
lation by P. Larsen). Whilst there can be no doubt about the pil-
lars’ crucial symbolic role, there are now strong indications that 
point to their function as roof supports. Presently, this termino-
logical issue may hence be considered settled.
13 Hauptmann 1993; Hauptmann 1999; Hauptmann 2011.
14 Klaus Schmidt: »Die prähistorische Besiedlung der Region 
Urfa (Südosttürkei)« from 2004 to 2010 (DFG project no. 5445853); 
Joris Peters and Gisela Grupe »Anthropogener Einfluss auf natur-
räumliche Ökosysteme in der Frühphase der neolithischen Tran-

sition« from 2002 to 2006 (DFG project no. 5384125); and Joris 
Peters »Ungulate domestication and early animal husbandry in 
the Upper Euphrates basin« from 2007 to 2011, (DFG-Projekt-
nummer 46547580 / PE 9-1, 2).
15 Beile-Bohn et al. 1998.
16 In earlier publications the German term ›Anlage‹ (enclosure) 
was used to avoid any suggestion pointing to roof covers. Howev-
er, the results from additional building archaeological research 
now strongly favour the existence of roof covers (Kurapkat 2012;  
Kurapkat 2015; Kinzel 2023; Kinzel 2024).
17 Schmidt 2001.
18 The subdivision into an early PPNA (9,600–8,800 cal BC) and 
a late PPNB (8,800–7,000 cal BC) is by and large based on the 
chronology established for the Southern Levant, originally based 
on the stratigraphy of Jericho, which, next to differences in the 
material culture, also revealed transformations from early 
round to later rectangular architecture (Kenyon 1981). 
19 The ›benches‹ were not necessarily meant for seating. In 
building C they seem far too tall and may hence also have served 
as shelves. However, at other special buildings e. g. at Jerf el-Ah-
mar (Stordeur 2015) they seem to have been conceived for seating.
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The four buildings (A–D) revealed to be laid out ac-
cording to a basic pattern that essentially comprises 
large T-shaped monoliths weighing several tons ar-
ranged in a circle or ellipse while held in place by stone 
walls as well as ›benches‹ in the intervals19. A pair of 
similar but much taller monoliths with heights of up to 
5.5 m (figs. 4–7) stands freely in upright position in the 
structures’ middle. The inner diameter of the build-
ings varies between 10 and 20 m. Seen from the side, 

9 Benedict 1980, 179 no. V52/1 (Göbekli Tepe Ziyareti – Kara-
harabe); 181 f. (description of survey finds).
10 Benedict’s alleged ›tombstones‹ indeed soon turned out to be 
in situ pillars from Neolithic architectural contexts.
11 Beile-Bohn et al. 1998.
12 The choice of the term ›pillar‹ was not unproblematic, as in 
architectonical terminology it strictly denotes a load-bearing 
component. Schmidt 2008a, 116, however, disagreed with this 
purpose at Göbekli Tepe: »And we realised that these pillars cer-
tainly did not fulfil an architectural function, as for instance 
supports; they rather are at the very essence of the structures. 
The pillars had no structural purposes but formed the hearts of 
buildings that only furnished the enclosing frameworks« (trans-
lation by P. Larsen). Whilst there can be no doubt about the pil-
lars’ crucial symbolic role, there are now strong indications that 
point to their function as roof supports. Presently, this termino-
logical issue may hence be considered settled.
13 Hauptmann 1993; Hauptmann 1999; Hauptmann 2011.
14 Klaus Schmidt: »Die prähistorische Besiedlung der Region 
Urfa (Südosttürkei)« from 2004 to 2010 (DFG project no. 5445853); 
Joris Peters and Gisela Grupe »Anthropogener Einfluss auf natur-
räumliche Ökosysteme in der Frühphase der neolithischen Tran-

sition« from 2002 to 2006 (DFG project no. 5384125); and Joris 
Peters »Ungulate domestication and early animal husbandry in 
the Upper Euphrates basin« from 2007 to 2011, (DFG-Projekt-
nummer 46547580 / PE 9-1, 2).
15 Beile-Bohn et al. 1998.
16 In earlier publications the German term ›Anlage‹ (enclosure) 
was used to avoid any suggestion pointing to roof covers. Howev-
er, the results from additional building archaeological research 
now strongly favour the existence of roof covers (Kurapkat 2012;  
Kurapkat 2015; Kinzel 2023; Kinzel 2024).
17 Schmidt 2001.
18 The subdivision into an early PPNA (9,600–8,800 cal BC) and 
a late PPNB (8,800–7,000 cal BC) is by and large based on the 
chronology established for the Southern Levant, originally based 
on the stratigraphy of Jericho, which, next to differences in the 
material culture, also revealed transformations from early 
round to later rectangular architecture (Kenyon 1981). 
19 The ›benches‹ were not necessarily meant for seating. In 
building C they seem far too tall and may hence also have served 
as shelves. However, at other special buildings e. g. at Jerf el-Ah-
mar (Stordeur 2015) they seem to have been conceived for seating.
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3  The main excavation area in the south eastern depression 4  Building A during the 1996 campaign

Schmidt recognised the pillars’ particular T-shape as a 
stylised reference to the human body, as also suggested 
by the occasional occurrence of low reliefs depicting 
arms, hands, as well as belts and hanging loincloths 
(see chap. 2.2). Traces of another round building (E) 
were found on the western plateau (fig. 8)20. Neither the 
pillars nor the walls have been preserved here, but the 
negative imprints of the structures once lowered into 
the bedrock betray the location and layout of a former 
building21. The rock floor had been carefully reduced to 
a flat and smoothed ovaloid, almost square surface of 
about 9 m diameter. In the middle two oval platforms 
or pedestals had been hewn out from the rock, each 
displaying an approximately rectangular socket which 

in case of the better preserved, western pedestal is 
about 10 cm deep. Both had served as anchors for the 
central pillars. The outer limits of the building are in-
dicated by a ledge to the natural limestone surface. It is 
impossible to assess to which extent this area had for-
merly been covered by sediments22.

During the excavations Schmidt preliminarily as-
cribed the large structures to an earlier layer III, 
which, according to the finds and radiocarbon dates, 
was thought to date to the PPNA and probably also to 
the early PPNB23. His layer II was considered to be 
more recent; it is characterised by smaller rectangu-
lar buildings24. Direct stratigraphic overlays between 
the architecture of layer III and that of layer II were 

20 Beile-Bohn et al. 1998, 47–50 fig. 20; Piesker 2014, 47–50.
21 Building E could thus be an argument for the buildings’ for-
mer direct foundation on the bedrock and a later sediment cover. 
However, this is partly doubted by the results from construction 
probes: Kurapkat 2015.
22 Neef 2003. The numerous quarry sites in this area, however, 
tend to indicate that the soil cover had been relatively thin. Pus-
tovoytov 2003 compared a surface rock sample from a Roman era 
quarry near Göbekli Tepe, from a presumably Neolithic surface 
with cupmarks from the quarry area, and a fresh limestone sam-

ple regarding weathering rinds and indicators for decomposi-
tion. The assumed Neolithic surface was found to be the most 
degraded. This is an argument in favour of the absence of a sed-
iment cover at least on parts of the plateau but would have to be 
followed beyond the small analysed sample.
23 Kromer – Schmidt 1998; Pustovoytov 2002; Pustovoytov – 
Taubald 2003; Pustovoytov 2006; Pustovoytov et al. 2007; Diet-
rich – Schmidt 2010; Dietrich 2011; Dietrich et al. 2013a.
24 Schmidt 2008a, 228–235; Kurapkat 2015, 18–22.
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1.1  The site

5  Building B, view between the two central pil-
lars with a megalithic porthole stone roughly in 
the building’s center

6  Building C, aerial view after completion of exca-
vations in 2011 with fragments of the two central 
pillars still in the building ‒ whether the stone 
rows in the southern part of the building consti-
tute walls/interior subdivisions is doubtful

7  Building D, after excavations in the western 
part of the building were completed in 2011 and 
the central pillars were secured in their original 
upright positions by steel cables
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8  Building E on the south western plateau (upper part of 
the image) ‒ all that remains of the building are two pedes-
tals for the central pillars and the finely straightened and 
smoothed floor area; in the foreground two deep bedrock 
pits, remains of Neolithic quarry activities and a field of cup 
marks

observed in only few locations. The most evident se-
quences in this respect were the ones observed 
around the southern wall of building B, near pillar 6 
and to the north of building A25, as well as to the west 
of building D26. In the main excavation area in the 
south-eastern depression, the space taken in by the 
monumental buildings deliberately had been spared 
from later overbuilding, as demonstrated by a delim-
iting so-called terrace wall (pl. 1)27.

Layer II after Schmidt is characterised by signifi-
cantly smaller rectangular structures with ›terraz-
zo-like‹ lime plaster floors containing lime grit28, not 
unlike floors observed at contemporary Neolithic 
sites29. If at all present, the size and the number of pil-
lars significantly decrease in this layer. In general, 
only the two central pillars were maintained, the larg-
est ones reaching heights between 1.5 m and 2 m. The 
most impressive architectural representative of this 
layer contained numerous spoils and was initially re-
ferred to as the ›lion pillar building‹ after the large fe-
lines depicted the two central pillars (figs. 9. 10). In the 
meantime, however, the ›lions‹ have been reconsidered 
to leopards, which would lead to the necessity of the 
structure’s retagging to ›leopard pillar building‹, al-
though the sense of such labels for buildings may be 
generally debatable30. This is the only rectangular 
building whose pillar images reveal more than just 
arms, hands or ›stole bands‹ (chap. 2.2); the structure 
was already exhaustively discussed by D. Kurapkat31.

The main criterion for the definition of the 
above-mentioned layers, which initially served as a 
rough reference for classifying finds and features 
during the excavations, was the change from round to 
rectangular buildings, analogous to architectural de-
velopments observed elsewhere at Early Neolithic sites 
presenting long occupation sequences in south-eastern 
Türkiye32, as for instance Çayönü33. The nomenclature 
therefore hardly claims to be an accurate reflection of 
the stratigraphic sequence, but rather points to ›archi-
tectural horizons‹ which will require more scrutiny in 
the forthcoming study of the site’s stratigraphy 
(chap. 1.2). It also became clear at an early stage that 
the radiocarbon data pointed to partial simultaneities 
between the buildings of layers II and III34. There is 
currently no evidence of the presence of hearths or 
kilns whether in- or outside the buildings of layer II35. 
However, numerous in situ finds of grinding stones 
and limestone basins set into floors would suggest food 
processing activities, contrary to earlier assumptions 
of a non-domestic character of the rectangular build-
ings36. At least for a certain period the monumental 
buildings seem thus to have been surrounded by dwell-

25 Schmidt 2000, 18 f.; Schmidt 2008a, 128. 228.
26 Kurapkat 2015, 81 f.
27 Schmidt 2010c.
28 This interpretation is based on Schmidt’s macroscopic com-
parisons with floors at other early Neolithic sites. Chemical and 
petrographic analyses will be presented in due course.
29 For a summary on findings from other sites, see Garfinkel 
1987; Hauptmann – Yalcin 2000.
30 Chap. 2.3.1. Denominations like ›snake-pil lar-building‹, 
›boar-pillar-building‹ etc., sometimes found in the older litera-
ture, are therefore avoided here.

31 Kurapkat 2015, 30–38.
32 Özdoğan 2017.
33 Özdoğan 2010; Erim-Özdoğan 2011.
34 Dietrich 2011.
35 This also applies to the monumental buildings. Regular use 
of fire, on the other hand, is confirmed by ash bands and clusters, 
burnt or charred bones, burnt flint, etc.
36 L. Dietrich et al. 2019; L. Dietrich et al. 2020b; L. Dietrich 
2021.
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1.1  The site

ing houses. Several locations at the site revealed to con-
tain small, curvilinear features, especially in the deep 
soundings west and north of building D, but also in the 
northeast of the main excavation area, and in deep 
soundings on the north-western elevation. Schmidt 
provisionally attributed them to a Layer IV (›Nukleus-
tell‹), into which the monumental buildings, particu-
larly buildings C and D, would have been dug37. More 
detailed stratigraphic investigations will have to es-
tablish the sequential relationship between these 
structures found at different depths and the monumen-
tal buildings38. The possibility remains that they were 
dwelling houses associated with the monumental 
buildings’ earlier phases39. To which degree the site 
may have been permanently occupied still needs fur-
ther study40, but as opposed to earlier assumptions, the 
monumental buildings at Göbekli Tepe probably had 
been standing at no stage as isolated structures with-
out surrounding architecture. The uppermost, dis-
turbed horizon was designated as Layer I, consisting of 
the thick deposits which formed at the mound’s foot 
through erosive processes, and the plough horizon41.

To verify whether the high concentration of special 
architecture was a feature only of the south-eastern 
depression or characteristic for the whole site, compre-

9  The now so-called leopard pillar building, space 38

10  Pillars I and II in the 
›leopard pillar building‹ ‒ dis-
playing large male felines. 
The lack of a mane and the 
shape of the tail, which also 
lacks a tuft, identify these im-
ages as leopards

37 Schmidt 2011c, 47 f.
38 In the northeast of the main excavation area as well as near 
building G, circular buildings lie directly below the plough hori-
zon. But they also occur in deep soundings in squares L9-58, 69, 
and 78 in the northwest, north and northeast near building D. 
Radiocarbon data from these layers and areas tentatively point to 
the PPNA (Dietrich et al. 2013a).

39 Kinzel – Clare 2020.
40 Much hints at seasonality of site occupation: Dietrich – Diet-
rich 2024; on seasonal presence of animals see Lang et al. 2013.
41 For further studies of Layer I see Schönicke 2021; Schönicke, 
in preparation.
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