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The Anatolian Urban Model:
Its Origin and Evolution (5200-2200 BC)

Alev Erarslan

While the second half of the third millennium BC is generally accepted as
the period in which cities began to emerge in Anatolia, it has been thought that
there is no single process of urbanisation in the region. Contrary to the gene-
ral belief, however, there was a common tradition of urbanisation in Anatolia
throughout the Early Bronze Age. Manfred Korfmann was the first scholar to
recognize this settlement pattern, naming it “Anatolisches Siedlungsschema”
(Korfmann 1983: 222-229). This article is an attempt to analyze the roots and
evolutionary stages of this Anatolian settlement pattern, or urban model.

The Early Roots of the Anatolian Settlement Pattern

In its simplest form, the Anatolian settlement pattern consists of struc-
tures arranged in a radial pattern around a courtyard or open space. Thus
the settlement has a circular appearance and is surrounded by fortification
walls strengthened with gates, buttresses and bastions, and sometimes with
stone-paved glacis and saw-toothed outer fagades. Inside the city walls are
houses with varying plans, arranged radially adjacent to one another, and le-
aning against the defense or enclosure wall. This settlement organization was
certainly pre-planned and in some examples it was applied on the acropolis,
an important indicator of stratified social structure. Such early examples, ho-
wever, do not contain any distinctive administrative structures such as public
buildings but sometimes a ruler house is observed (Ozdogan 2006: 573). The
model suggests a sparsely populated lower city that becomes more pronoun-
ced in the second half of the millennium.

The earliest example of this layout can be seen in Hacilar I, dated to the
Early Chalcolithic (Korfmann 1983: 231; Efe 2003: 268). The pre-planned
settlement is encircled by a defense wall reaching up to 4 m. in some places,
with two-roomed houses lined up side by side on a radial design, incorporated
to the inner face of the defense wall (Mellaart 1970: 75-78) (fig. 1). Identified
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by Mellaart as an acropolis, the settlement has two entrances, one in the east,
and the other in the southeast (Mellaart 1970: 77). The 3 meters-thick floors
were constructed on stone foundations and used for storage. They are desig-
ned to bear the upper floors.

An early example of this plan can also be observed in Mersin XVI. Dated
to the end of the Middle Chalcolithic, the settlement shows a layout similar to
the Hacilar I acropolis. It comprises a small upper city occupying a space of
40x40 m. A lower city was established around it, extending down to the skirts
of the mound (Caneva 2003: 430-435; 2004: 58-59; Garstang 1953: 131-134).
The upper city is surrounded by a 1.50 meters-thick wall of sun-dried brick
and rests on stone foundations, whose entrance consists of a double-towered
city gate leading to the upper city (ibid). Inside the fortifications are adjacent
two-roomed houses arranged radially, which are narrowing toward the front,
and whose rears lean against the walls (fig. 2). At the upper city, where a pre-
planned design is observed, there is a large structure built in tripartite plan to
the south side of the entrance gate which is thought to have belonged to the
ruler (Garstang 1953: 138).

We encounter another early example of Anatolian Settlement Pattern on
the 5t level of Kiilliioba in Eskisehir, dated to 3200-3000 BC, the transition
period into the Early Bronze Age. Here, we again distinguish the same plan,
i.e. one- or two-roomed houses, in trapezoid layout, arranged in circular fas-
hion, narrowing towards the front, resting against the city wall and facing to
a large courtyard and city wall with a gate and buttresses in saw-tooth form
(Efe 2003: 268-269; Efe — Ay-Efe 2001: 46) (fig. 3).

This plan continues with the same distinctive features into Early Bronze I.
Demircihoyiik in the Eskisehir plain was fortified with an enclosure wall at a
height of 7 m., bevelled on its lower part, with saw-toothed, rectangular bas-
tions and 4 gates with a stone-paved road. The habitual area, which is 90 m.
in diameter, has adjacently built houses established according to a radial plan
around a courtyard. They are two-roomed structures megaroid and trapezoid
in plan, narrowing towards the fagade and incorporated into the fortification
wall (Korfmann 1983: 222; 2003: 111) (fig. 4). A three-roomed house situated
to the east of the main gate may have belonged to the ruler. The pre-planned
format, the splendid fortification wall, high quality clay beds in the vicinity
and the tin sources in Sakarya valley, as well as the above average grain sto-
ring capacity indicate that this area may have been the citadel. (Korfmann
1983: 246-247). It is surmised that there was a more sparsely populated settle-
ment - a lower city — outside this area (Korfmann 2003: 111).
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This traditional settlement model is seen in Pulur Sakyol in eastern
Anatolia in Early Bronze I. Here too, the settlement consists of adjacent
houses with two rectangular rooms, situated radially around a wide court-
yard against the inner side of the city wall, a definitely pre-planned pattern
(Harmankaya - Erdogu 2002) (fig. 5).

Radial pattern is also exposed in Van-Karagiindiiz Hoyiik in eastern
Anatolia. Although a small portion of Early Bronze I settlement (level 7) has
been excavated, its layout seems to be quite regular, resembling the radial
plan (Cevik 2005: 79; Sevin — Kavakli — Ozfirat 2000: 860-861; Sevin — Ozfirat
2002: 173). Here adjacent mud-brick houses rectangular in plan facing a cent-
ral courtyard are observed.

The same plan is also evident at the harbour settlement of Liman Tepe
in the district of Urla in Izmir. From Early Bronze I onwards, the site had
a city wall of 90 cm wide, with 1 m-thick buttresses built of saw-toothed li-
mestone slabs. The outer face is covered with a stone glacis. Inside the walls
are blocks of long adjacent houses built roughly radially, abutting the defence
wall (Erkanal 1996: 76; 2003a: 123; Erkanal - Ozkan 1999: 25-26; Efe 2003:
272).

Baklatepe in Izmir, dating to the Early Bronze 1, is another site that fits the
radial layout. Here, on an area of 90 m. in diameter encircled by a thick forti-
fication wall with ditches, are long, radially arranged houses in blocks, attac-
hed to the fortification wall from the inside. They are adjacent structures with
flat roofs, storage pits and hearths, and open to the cobbled streets (Erkanal
1996: 74; 2002: 222; 2003: 127; Efe 2003: 272; 2004: 19).

The radial-shaped settlement pattern continues to be used in the second
half of the third millennium BC. Karaoglan Mevkii in Afyon, which is da-
ted to the Early Bronze II, has a circular settlement area of 80 m. in diame-
ter and is surrounded by a monumental wall with bastions, towers and gates
(Efe 2003: 276). Adjacent to the wall are triangular, rectangular and trapezoid
houses built according to a radial plan looking out onto a central courtyard
(Topbas et al. 1998: 21, 25; Efe 2003: 276).

This type of urban planning also recognised in Troia I of the Early Bronze
I1. The settlement covers an area of 90 m in diameter and is fortified by a be-
velled, strong and circular city wall of 2.5 m thick, with four rectangular towe-
red entrances and ramps. The layout of the settlement displays a more-or-less
radial plan with long megarons lined roughly parallel to the city wall. They
were built adjacently in north-south direction and have entrances at the front
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(Korfmann 1997a: 1820; Mellaart 1959: 133). One of the them (House 102)
dated to Phase Ib, was constructed according to the regular megaron plan; it
is considerably large, measuring 12.8 x 5.4 m. It contains children’s burials
and may have been the residence of the ruler. It is also held that there was a
lower city surrounded by wooden walls (Jablonka 2001: 393; Harmankaya —
Erdogu 2002).

Another later implementation of the same plan was revealed at Bademagaci
in Antalya. In the settlement’s most developed phase in Early Bronze III, In
the thick, strong circular wall with stone glacis, lie adjacent megarons, arran-
ged in traditional scheme, radially situated around a central courtyard (Duru
2001: 207; 2003: 561) (fig. 6). Defined as an acropolis by Duru, the exactly
pre-planned city the rear walls of the houses rest on the fortification walls
(Duru 2001: 207-208; 2003: 561; Harmankaya — Erdogu 2002).

The Spatial Evolution of the Anatolian Settlement Pattern

In the second half of the 3" millennium BC, this pattern goes through
some changes. This is the period in which the Anatolian trade network was
established (Efe 2002: 58-59; 2003: 273; 2003a: 110-112; $ahoglu 2005: 339-
340). This expansive and organised trade network led the way to urbanisation
in Anatolia and important cities with administrative buildings emerged along
the Caravan Road in central and west Anatolia (Efe 2003a: 116; Yakar 1999:
505). As a result of changes arising from the trade, social structure became
more cosmopolitan and in the face of new demands, some spatial shifts oc-
curred in the Anatolian Settlement Pattern and it transformed from a radial
arrangement to a linear scheme (Efe 2003: 274). In this new layout, the acro-
polis is again generally small but nonetheless majestic-looking. It is in oval
form and surrounded by monumental walls that were strengthened by gates,
buttresses and bastions which do, in fact, carry common Anatolian traditions.
Inside the fortified acropolis, contrary to early examples, we find monumental
and impressive administrative structures and house of the local administrati-
ve authority, who is referred to as chief or “bey”, and sometimes the houses
of other aristocratic elites (Ozdogan 2006: 573; Efe 2002: 58; 2003: 274, 278).
The structures were constructed according to a linear pattern, i.e. parallel but
independent of each other, with narrow passages in between. Furthermore,
they began to be built in concordance with the road networks —streets, ave-
nues, courts— running perpendicular to each other (Efe 2002: 58; 2003: 274;
2006: 18). The houses are generally megarons or megaron-like structu-
res, long and sometimes complex such as the ones on the Aegean islands of
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Thermi and Poliochni (Efe 2002: 58; 2003: 276; Efe — Ay-Efe 2001: 54; Erkanal
1996: 80). In addition, there is a walled, low populated lower city around
the citadel.

Troia Ilc is the site where the rearranged Anatolian urban model can be
clearly observed. It covers an area of approximately 9000 m>. The acropolis
is encircled by a monumental oval-shaped defence wall 330 m. in length
and 4 m. in width. It was built on stone foundations, the upper sections are
of mud-brick and have a stone glacis. The fortification was reinforced by
bastions. Two large and impressive entrances were constructed here, both
with entrance halls, one of which has a stone-paved ramp. A lower city was
protected by a gorgeous timber fortification set into the bedrock of 2.5 m.
thick having a ditch and gate system, has been uncovered in the south in
recent excavations (Korfmann 1993: 11; 2001: 347; Jablonka 2001: 391, 393;
Jablonka - Rose 2004: 619). The monumental structures, namely megarons,
are located in the citadel which is less than 200 m in diameter. They are lying
adjacently in east-west direction, following a linear pattern and located across
a court or opposite a gate. They are thought to have been used for meetings,
presentations, cult activities or as the residences of the rulers (Korfmann
1997: 1820; 2001: 347) (fig. 7). The great megaron was the focal point of the
settlement and other structures on a smaller scale were located at either side
of this building (Erkanal 1996: 72). In the IIg stage, the megaron covered an
area of 10.000 m?®. There was only one main entrance. The Great Megaron
retained the same position and plan, but the surrounding structures resemble
the houses at Thermi and Poliochni on the Aegean islands (Mellaart 1959:
153; Naumann 1998: 234, 349, 351).

Another application of the linear settlement model has been unearthed at
Kanligegit in Kirklareli, and is dated to the end of the Early Bronze Age. It
was established as a commercial colony under the administration of a local
Anatolian ruler in order to exploit the copper resources in the mountaino-
us region of Istranca (Ozdogan 2002a: 74). It comprises a considerably small
acropolis 38 m in diameter, surrounded by a massive circular fortification
system with a gate having stone glacis. There exists a lower city established
around the acropolis (Ozdogan 1999: 21; 2006: 574; Ozdogan, Parzinger
2000: 88). The layout of the citadel is markedly Anatolian. It was designed as
a smaller version of Troia II (Ozdogan 2002: 72; 2006: 574). The citadel has
three adjacent large megara arranged linearly, one being larger than the ot-
hers. They are parallel to each other in an enclosure encircled with a temenos
wall (ibid ) (fig. 8).
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A slightly different usage of the linear pattern has been encountered at
Kiillioba in the Early Bronze II. The settlement consists of an upper city
surrounded with a defence wall that follows a saw tooth pattern, with buttres-
ses, bastions and two gates, and a lower city which was established on its skirts
(Efe 2007: 106; 2003: 274; Efe — Ay-Efe 2001: 53). It is believed that the lower
city was enclosed by a wall that was much stronger than that of the upper city
as well (Efe 2001: 110; 2003: 274). At the centre of the upper city, which is
accessed through the East Gate, there are two magnificent megara complexes
that have public functions —or as perhaps houses or palaces belonging to the
ruler (bey) of the settlement- and they appear to be very similar in plan like
that of Thermi V (Efe 2002: 58; 2003: 274-275; 2007: 106, 109; Efe — Ay-Efe
2001: 48-54) (fig. 9). Surrounding these structures on three sides are long ho-
uses and two- or three-roomed houses in megaroid shape, their rear rooms
abut against the fortification wall (ibid). There are avenues and streets that
run perpendicular to each other between both public buildings and houses
(Efe 2007: 106; Efe — Ay-Efe 2001: 49, 54). It is believed to be definitely pre-
planned, and generally retains radial layout scheme but with linear features
(Efe 2007: 106, 109; Efe — Ay-Efe 2001: 53-54). It somewhat deviates from the
circular pattern but has corners or is wholly rectangular, which is distinctive
as an example of spatial transformation that blends the radial scheme and the
linear arrangement (Efe 2002: 58; 2003: 274-275; Efe — Ay-Efe 2001: 53-54).

Conclusion

As noted above, contrary to previous assumptions, in the Early Bronze
Age there was indeed a single process of urbanization and a local, unique
settlement pattern —urban model- in Anatolia that reflected its own internal
dynamics, cultural environment and historical background and had its ro-
ots in the early stages of the Chalcolithic Period. This urban model appears
to have developed and gone through a spatial evolution that stemmed from
changing societal dynamics throughout the Early Bronze Age. Although disp-
laying some regional differences and carrying the influences of nearby cultu-
re, it reveals a decidedly common tradition in terms of settlement plan, layout
and general concept.
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Anadolu Kent N_[odeli:
Kokeni ve Gelisimi (M.O. 5200-2200)

M.O.3.binyilin 2. yaris1 genel olarak Anadolu’da gergek anlamda kentlerin
ortaya ¢ikis siireci olarak kabul edilmekle birlikte bu donemde Anadolu ge-
nelinde standart, 6zgiin ve kiiltiirel biitiinliige sahip bir yerlesim diizeni veya
kent modelinden bahsetmenin olanaksiz oldugu diisiiniilmektedir. Ancak
sanilanin aksine ilk Tung Cagi'nda tiim Anadolu genelinde kentsel planla-
mada ortak mekansal unsurlari igeren standart ve geleneksel bir yerlesme dii-
zeni vardir. Manfred Korfmann bunu ilk kez fark eden ve “Anadolu Yerlesim
Plan1” (Anatolisches Siedlungsschema) olarak adlandiran aragtirmacidir. Bu
yazida Anadolu Yerlesim Plani —kent modeli- olarak adlandirilan plan sema-
sinin kokleri ve gecirdigi mekéansal evrim siireci irdelenmeye ¢alisilacaktir.

“Anadolu Yerlesim Plan1” olarak adlandirilan bu plan semas: en basit ta-
nimiyla, birbirlerine bitisik sekilde insa edilmis yapilarin bir avlu veya agik
alan etrafinda radyal -151nsal/yelpaze- sekilde yerlestirilmis halidir. Bu haliyle
dairesel goriiniime kavusmus olan yerlesme kapi, kule, bastiyon ve tas glasi
gibi Anadolulu 6zellikler tagiyan geliskin sur sistemleriyle ¢evrelenir. Bu su-
run igerisinde ise farkli planlardaki yapilar arka duvarlari sura yaslanmis ko-
numda, dne dogru daralir vaziyette, birbirlerine bitisik —agglunative- olarak,
radyal diizende yerlestirilmistir. Kesinlikle 6nceden tasarlanarak uygulanan
bu yerlesim sablonu bazi erken 6rneklerde bile tabakali toplumsal yapinin
gostergesi olarak bir i¢ kaleye uygulanmigtir. Ancak bu erken 6rneklerde i¢
kalede belirgin yonetim yapilarindan ziyade sadece bir iki 6rnekte yonetici
konutu vurgulanmistir. Bu modelde bazi 6rneklerde seyrek niifuslu ve heniiz
sur duvariyla ¢evrelenmeyen —Troia I harig- bir agagi sehir de bulunur.

Radyal Yerlesim Plan1 olarak da bilinen bu kent kurgusunun Anadolu’daki
en erken Ornekleri Erken Kalkolitik Cag’da Hacilar I, orta Kalkolitik Cag’da
ise Mersin Yiimiiktepe yerlesmelerinde goriiliir. On-tasarimli her 2 erken 6r-
nekte de plan, yerlesmenin i¢ kale alanlarina uygulanmigtir. M.O. 3. binyil-
baslar1 ve 2. yarisinda da geleneksel tasarim ilkelerine gore diizenlenmis bu
yerlesme diizeni Eskigehir Kiilltioba V. yap1 kati, Eskisehir Demircihoyiik,
Elazig Pulur Sakyol, Van Karagiindiiz Hoyiik, Izmir Bolgesi’'ndeki Liman
Tepe ve Baklatepe, Troia I, Afyon Karaoglan Mevkii ve Antalya Bademagaci
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yerlesmeleri gibi dogudan-batiya tiim Anadolu genelinde kullanilmistur.
Mekansal kurulus olarak klasik semaya sadik kalinarak 6nceden tasarlana-
rak kurgulanmis tiim 6rneklerde planin karakteristigi olarak giicli ve yerel
ozellikler tastyan surlarla ¢evrelenmis yerlesimler ortadaki agik alana —avlu-
ya- agilan, dikdortgen veya yamuk sekilde 1 odals, arka arkaya 2 odali, uzun,
megaron ve megaroid gibi farkli planlardaki konut yapilar: bitisik —agglu-
native- diziliste, radyal (yelpaze) dizaynda, arka duvarlar1 —arka odalari- sur
duvarina yaslanir sekilde yerlestirilmistir. Dairesel planli —radyal/isinsal- ola-
rak kurgulanmis mekan kontekstinin goriildiigii bu yerlesmelerden Hacilar
I, Yumiiktepe, Demircihoyiik, Troia I ve Bademagaci 6rnekleri birer i¢ kale
—akropolis/yukari sehir- olup, yerlesmelerin daha seyrek dokulu birer agag1
sehir boliimleri bulunmaktadir. Yiimiiktepe, Demircihdyiik ve Troia I yerles-
melerinde ise yerlesmenin yonetici figiiriine isaret eden, diger yapilardan ba-
zen plan, bazen ebat, bazen de i¢ buluntu nesnesi agisindan farklilik gosteren
yonetici konutlari bulunur.

M.O. 3. binyilin ikinci yarisiyla birlikte bu kent motifinde -radyal plan-
baz1 degisiklikler ortaya ¢ikar. Bu dénem yeni hammadde kaynaklarinin
kesfi ile uzak mesafeli ekonomik degisimin -ticaret- yogunlagsmaya basla-
dig1 bir donem olup, bat1 Anadolu’da ilk kez batida Ege doguda ise Suriye-
Mezopotamya bolgesi dahil olmak iizere uzak cografyalari igine alan genis bir
ticaret ag1 ortaya ¢ikar ve Kilikia ve Troas bolgeleri arasinda uzanan ovalar
tizerinde, bir ucunda Tarsus diger ucunda Troia gibi 2 liman sehrinin bulun-
dugu “Biiyiik Kervan Yolu” kurulur. Ilk Tung Cag1 III Dénemi’'nde ticaretin
6neminin daha da artmasiyla uluslararasi bir kimlik kazanan bu kervan yolu
sayesinde orta, bat1 ve glineybat1 Anadolu’daki bir ¢ok yerlesmenin mater-
yal kiiltiiriinde, yaygin ticaret agindan kaynaklandig: diisiintilen bazi ortak
kiiltiirel karakteristikler goriliir. Bu genis 6lgekli orgiitlii ticaret sonucunda
Anadolu’da kentlesme gelisir ve i¢ ve bat1 Anadolu’da Biiyiik Kervan Yolu
tizerinde yonetim yapilar1 igeren, yerel merkezi siyasal otoritelerin idaresi al-
tindaki 6nemli kentler ortaya ¢ikar.

Degisen sosyo-politik ve ekonomik yap1 yerlesme sisteminin mekén or-
ganizasyonuna da yansir ve Anadolu yerlesim semas: -kent modeli- genel
yerlesim ilkeleri ayn1 kalmakla birlikte Anadolu genelinde mekansal evrim
slirecine girer. Bu donemde ticaretin gelismesi sonucu artan refah seviyesiy-
le birlikte yonetici sinif belirginlesir ve yonetim biriminin yansidig1 i¢ kalede
tist-diizey sosyal orgiitlenmenin kentin fiziksel morfolojisine yansimasinin
gostergesi olarak anitsal yonetim yapilar1 ve varsil aristokrat konutlarinin
vurgulanmasindan olusan bir plan anlayis1 ortaya cikar. I¢ kale yine kiigitk
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olmakla birlikte gorkemli bir goriiniime sahiptir. Bu kentsel dontigiim sonu-
cu yapilar bu kez birbirlerinden bagimsiz olarak, paralel sekilde, aralarinda
dar gegitler birakacak dizaynda ayrik diizende, birbirlerini dik kesen cad-
de, sokak ve avlu gibi yol sistemleri tizerinde linear tarzda yerlestirilmistir.
Yani kullanilan konsept radyal kurgudan ziyade lineare biiriinmiistiir. Yine
on-tasarima sahip bu mekén modelinde ig kale gelenek olarak kapi, bastiyon
ve tag doseli glasi sistemleriyle giiglendirilmis, dairesel goriiniimlii anitsal bir
surla ¢evrelenmistir. Ev planlar1 genelde megaron, megaroid ve uzun plan-
I1 olmakla birlikte bazen Ege Adalari yerlesmeleri olan Thermi ve Poliochni
gibi merkezlerdeki 6rneklere benzeyen daha karmasik planlara da rastlanilir.
Bu donemde de ig kale ¢evresinde onu gevreleyen daha seyrek niifuslu ve bu
kez her zaman surlu bir asag1 kent bulunur. Bu kentsel perspektifin en giizel
ornekleri bu donemde Troia II ve Kirklareli Kanligecit yerlesmelerinde izle-
nir. Birbirlerine mekéansal konsept olarak ¢ok benzeyen her 2 yerlesmenin de
surlu i¢ kale alanlarinda birbirlerine kosut olarak bagimsiz sekilde yan yana
siralanmig megaron planli yapilar linear sekilde yerlestirilmistir. Ozellikle bu
donemde bir beylik —krallik- merkezi olan Troia II yerlesmesinin yaklagik
olarak 200 m. den daha kii¢tik bir alan1 kaplayan, 4 m. genisligindeki oval
sur duvariyla ¢evrelenen i¢ kalesinde dogu-bat1 dogrultusunda linear sekilde
yan yana siralanmis toplanti, gosteri ve kiilt amagh oldugu diistiniilen biiyitk
boyutlu megaron planl yapilar ile uzun planda insa edilmis soylu evlerinden
olusan plan kurgusu dikkat ¢eker. Istranca Daglari’'ndaki zengin bakir yatak-
larini igletmek i¢in Anadolulu yerli bir yoneticinin idaresi altinda kurulmus
bir ticaret kolonisi olan Kanligecit yerlesmesi ise 38 m. ¢apinda, anitsal kapili
dairesel tas bir sur duvari ile gevrelenen oldukga kiigiik bir i¢ kale ve bunun
etrafina yayilmis bir asag1 sehir boliim yerlesmesi ile Troia II'nin kiigiik bir
kopyasini andirir. I¢ kalede bir temenos duvariyla evrelenen, biri digerlerin-
den daha biiyiik 3 megaron yeni kent orgiitlenmesinin kogullar1 geregi linear
sekilde yan yana siralanmuigtir.

Linear kurgulu mekan drneginin biraz farkli bir uygulamas: bu dénem-
de Eskigehir Kiilliioba yerlesmesinin Ilk Tung¢ Cag1 II yerlesmesinde ortaya
¢ikar. Etrafi koseli, zigzag seklinde, kule, bastiyon ve kapi gibi yerli savunma
sistemleriyle gii¢lendirilmis bir surla ¢evrelenmis bir i¢ kale —yukari sehir- ile
onun eteklerine kurulmus ve i¢ kaleden daha gii¢lii oldugu tahmin edilen sur-
larla kusatilmis bir asag1 sehirden olusan bu donem yerlesmesinin i¢ kalesi-
nin genel mekan planlamasinda radyal yerlesim modelinin izleri goriiliir. I¢
kalenin —yukar1 sehir- merkezinde fonksiyonlar1 heniiz bilinmemekle birlik-
te yerlesmenin beyine ait oldugu diisiiniilen bir ev veya kamusal igleve sahip
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saray olabilecek, plan olarak Thermi V’deki yapilara benzeyen 2 biiyiik anitsal
megaron kompleksi bulunur. Bu kompleksin etrafinda ise kuzey, giiney ve
bat1 yonlerinden 6nlerinde genis cadde ve sokaklar bulunan, birbirlerine bi-
tisik —agglunative- sekilde insa edilmis, arka kisimlar1 sura dayali, megaroid
ve uzun planl konutlar bulunur. Onceden tasarlanmis bir planlama diizenegi
ile kurulmus olan yerlesme daireselden ziyade koseli —~dikdortgen- bir gorii-
niim sunarak bu haliyle radyal sema ile linear semanin karigimindan olusan
bir mekansal dontisiimii goz oniine serer.

Goriildiigii gibi Anadolu’nun Ik Tung Cag1 boyunca, kokeni Kalkolitik
Cag’in erken evrelerine inen ve kendi i¢ dinamigi ile kiiltiirel alt yapisi ve ta-
rihsel arka planini yansitan, sosyo-politik ve ekonomik yapidaki degisimler
karsisinda dinamik bir sekilde evrim gegiren, bolgelere gore bazi farkliliklar
icermek ve gagdasi yakin bolge kiiltiirlerinden etkilesimler tagimakla birlikte
plan diizeni, mekansal kurulus ve genel kurgu gibi yerlesim ilkeleri agisindan
belli ortak geleneksel karakterleri tagiyan 6zgiin, yerel ve standart bir kent-
lesme gelenegi ve yerlesme diizeni -kent modeli- bulunmaktadir. Bu sonug
kentlesme siiregleri irdelenirken yerel arka planlarin bulundugu gergegini
ve her cografyanin —iilke, bolge— bolgesel perspektiflerle degerlendirilmesi
gerekliligini bir kez daha ortaya koymaktadir.
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Fig. 1

Hacilar | (Mellaart 1970)

Fig.2

Yiimiiktepe (Naumann 1998)
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Fig. 3
Kiilliioba Level
5 (Efe 2003)

Fig. 4
Demircihdyiik
(Korfmann
1983)
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Fig.5
Pulur/Sakyol
(Yakar 1985)

Fig. 6
Bademagaci
(Duru 2004)
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Fig.7
Troia llc
(Naumann
1998)
Fig. 8
Kanligecit
(Ozdogan
2006)
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Fig. 9 Kiilliioba. Upper City and Lower City in East (Efe 2007)








