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ABSTRACT

Excavations at Hacılar Büyük Höyük, which is located 27 km to the southwest of Burdur, began in 2011 under my direction
and are still in progress. The pre-planned, “sawtooth”-shaped defence system surrounds the settlement along the western
slope like a necklace. The first of the two city gates designed to conform to the defence system is the Western Gate, and the
other is the Southern Gate. Items found on the floors and in the courtyards of most of the 49 casemates uncovered so far
include various kinds of pottery, baked clay, stone seals; idols made of baked clay, marble and other stone types; ‘pubis’
models (?) formed from pebbles; metal finds such as needles, bracelets, spatulas and daggers; bone pins and awls, handles
shaped from deer antlers; chipped stone artefacts, grinding stones and tools. This indicates that the buildings that make up
the defence system were also used as residences.
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Introduction
The excavations at Hacılar Büyük Höyük, which is located 27 km to the southwest of Burdur
(fig. 1), began in 2011 under my direction and are still in progress (Umurtak 2020a, 33). The stratigraphy determined during the 10 years of excavations is given below:
Early Bronze Age III
(EBA III)
?
Early Bronze Age II
(EBA II)
EBA II / 1–3 Building Levels
Early Bronze Age I
(EBA I)		
EBA I / 1, 2 Building Levels
–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––
Early Chalcolithic Period (?)		
?
–––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––
Virgin Soil
The relative dating of Hacılar Büyük Höyük coincides with the 14C dates. The results of AMS
dating made on charred seeds and charcoal found in casemates belonging to the EBA I defence system fall in 3010–2880 calBC (Umurtak 2020b, 185, footnote 37; Umurtak, Duru 2014, 19, footnote
3; 2016, 43, footnote 3).
This article and the content of the journal is licensed under CC BY-NC-ND 4.0
Copyright: © 2021 G. Umurtak

Gülsün Umurtak

Fig. 1. Map of sites mentioned in the text
Обр. 1. Карта на обектите, споменати в текста

The Architecture
The settlement dating to Early Bronze Age I at Hacılar Büyük Höyük was uncovered in Trench
AB, which had been opened up in a section near the centre of the mound, and also in the Northern
Slope trench and the Western Slope Trench that extends from north to south in the western part of the
mound höyük (figs. 2–3). Within Trench AB in an area measuring 4.5 × 8.6 m, a large multi-roomed
building with a doorway facing east has been investigated. In the first room at the entrance to this
building, the floor had survived to the present day and remnants of grain and some in situ grinding
stones and pottery pieces were found on it. In the courtyard in front of the door eight large earthenware jars were found in situ. In addition to this, five adjacent small cells of unknown function,
connected to this building and situated on a west-east axis, were uncovered on the eastern side of the
courtyard. At the eastern end of the trench a meticulously built megaron with dimensions of 5.6 × 8.5
m was uncovered along with the remains of another megaron-like building adjacent to it on the western side after a gap of 2 m. The issue of the possible identification of this megaron as the entrance
gate of an Inner Wall / Acropolis (Propylon) that protected the official and religious buildings in the
centre of the city will gain clarity as the excavations progress (Umurtak 2020a).
The ‘sawtooth’-shaped defence system surrounds the settlement along the western slope like
a necklace (figs. 2–3). This defence system has two city gates that were designed to conform to its
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Fig. 2. Aerial view of the site (Hacılar Büyük Höyük Excavations Archive)
Обр. 2. Въздушна снимка на обекта (Архив на разкопките на Hacılar Büyük Höyük)

layout; the first is the Western Gate and the other one is the Southern Gate (figs. 2–3). The Western
Gate was planned as a gate building formed in the gap between two rectangular casemates / towers
(K 1 and G 1) and consists of a gate room 4 m in width and 8.70 m in length and antes / entrance areas
extending into and out of the city. A transverse wall had been built on at the front of the gate facing
out of the city and this restricted access to the settlement to a narrow gap. It is clear that entry through
this passage was made even more difficult in a later phase by the construction of a second obstruction
wall on the side of the entrance to the city. The structures placed symmetrically on both sides of the
gate passage are undoubtedly more impressive than the other casemates.
The Southern Gate (SG) (fig. 4) is similar in plan to the Western Gate (WG). The gate room
that is formed between the two casemates / towers is approximately 15.20 m in length and 4 m in
width. The rooms / towers on each side of the gate are similar in plan to the other casemates of the
defence system, but their dimensions are noticeably larger, for example the size of the area adjacent
to the Southern Gate on the western side that measures 7.90 × 3.90 m is striking. The important difference evident in the plan of the Southern Gate, which was excavated in 2019 and 2020, is the existence of a wall that partially blocks the entrance on the side that faces away from the city and makes
passing through it more difficult. This transverse wall is much thinner than the side walls that are
more than 1.5 metres in thickness and this can be seen as its main characteristic. Entrance and exit
took place through gates with a similar plan on the western and southern sides of the city. The two
gates would have had some form of roof covering. If it is assumed that the tops of the casemates were
covered without the use of wooden supports (see below), and the two gates would probably have
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Fig. 3. Plan of the site (Hacılar Büyük Höyük Excavations Archive)
Обр. 3. План на обекта (Архив на разкопките на Hacılar Büyük Höyük)

been equiped with a form of roofing using the same technique. There are two rooms on the eastern
side of the Southern Gate. The first of these must have functioned in the same way as the south tower
of the gate and is smaller than the northern tower (6.30 × 1.30 m). The second casemate in this direction is similar to other casemates, such as G 5 and K 10, that were excavated in previous years in the
Western Slope and Northern Slope Trenches. While these initially consisted of two separate areas,
the intermediate wall was partially or sometimes completely removed in a later phase and this turned
it into an irregular large structure. The irregular shape of this area is perhaps due to the fact that the
city wall turns in this section. The doors of the two casemates on the western side of the Southern
Gate open the same way as the others. The difference, however, is that the connecting doors on the
long side walls of both areas open on the same axis. This situation suggests that this building group
served a common function. The doors of all the buildings around the Southern Gate were carefully
constructed, and in contrast to the practices seen so far in other parts of the city, the door thresholds
are marked out with rows of large stones. The characteristics of the six casemates in this row, such as
the sawtooth-shaped outer wall and the thickness of the wall, are similar to those in other parts of the

36

Evidence of daily life inside the EBA I defence system at Hacılar Büyük Höyük

Fig. 4. Aerial view of the Southern Gate and the casemates (Hacılar Büyük Höyük Excavations Archive)
Обр. 4. Въздушна снимка на Южната порта и казематите
(Архив на разкопките на Hacılar Büyük Höyük)

defence system. None of the building floors have survived in good condition. An interesting factor is
that the Southern Gate casemates did not contain any finds apart from a small jug and a seal.
We think that, in the pre-planned layout of the city, the protrusions on the walls referred to as
‘sawteeth’ were deliberately designed to form a circular plan or a curvature. It has been observed that
these wall protrusions extend around 2.00, 2.20 or 2.50 m in keeping with the dimensions of the area
/ casemate they are attached to. This system, which is formed from a row of adjacent casemates, has
outer walls that are 1.50–1.60 m in width, and inner walls 1.10, 1.30 and 1.50 m in width; the foundations built of medium-sized stones reach a height of 2 m in places, and can be seen clearly when
viewed from outside the city. It is understood that the upper sections of the walls were built with mud
bricks, but these have not survived (Umurtak 2020a).
The dimensions of the sometimes slightly skewed quadrangular adjacent areas (casemates)
that form the defence wall are 3.85 × 6.10, 4.5 × 5.5, 3.60 × 5.00, 4.7 × 7.1, 5.7 × 7.4 m. The doors
are 1.10–1.20 m in width and open towards the courtyards on the eastern side. The in situ pivot stone
placed inside the door in some of the rooms indicates that the wooden door wing opened inwards, and
in some buildings thresholds had been formed at the doors using stone slabs or more irregular stones.
Outside the doors of the shorter wall of the residences, ledge-like protrusions that vary in size from
1–0.8 m flank both sides like an ‘ante’ wall. This causes the buildings to resemble a ‘Megaron’ and
a courtyard is also formed for each residence. In the section of the defence system that faced into the
city a weak, narrow stone wall marked out the courtyard area of the casemates at intervals, separating
the interior of the settlement from the defence section (figs. 2–3). We think the casemates were cov-
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Fig. 5. A – General view of Casemate K1; B – Remains of a horseshoe-shaped hearth and storage jar
supported by mud in K1 (Hacılar Büyük Höyük Excavations Archive)
Обр. 5. A – oбщ изглед на каземат K1; B – oстанки от подковообразно огнище и вкопано хранилище в
K1 (Архив на разкопките на Hacılar Büyük Höyük)
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Fig. 6. Building G8 with a limestone stele (Hacılar Büyük Höyük Excavations Archive)
Обр. 6. Сграда G8 с варовикова стела (Архив на разкопките на Hacılar Büyük Höyük)

ered with a flat roof constructed of wooden beams, branches and soil. The compressed earth floors of
most of the 49 casemates uncovered so far were badly damaged, but none of these areas had a stone
base for a wooden pillar supporting the roof. We therefore have to assume the builders managed to
complete the roof without the use of additional support.
Some of the buildings have remains of a horseshoe-shaped hearth in the middle, as seen in
building K1 adjacent to the Western Gate (fig. 5A, B).1 In some buildings, there are platforms made
of mudbrick on top of a stone foundation. These are usually situated next to the south wall, behind
the door or in courtyards and were used for placing earthenware jars on. In building G8 only, there
is a flat stone (stele) made of limestone placed in an upright position (width 1.25 m, height 0.58 m,
thickness 0.25m) and parallel to the rear wall (fig. 6). The stele tradition in the region is seen in the
form of a hearth-altar combination with a mudbrick stele in the Late Chalcolithic Period settlements
at Kuruçay, in the Temple of Level 6A1, 6A2 (Duru 1996, Pl. 13; 32, 34, 43), in Levels 6b, 6a (ibid.,
Pl. 19–21; 36–37), and in the Temple of Level 3 (ibid., Pl. 27, 29, 40, 45), and at Beycesultan in
Early Bronze Age XVI as a mudbrick ‘altar structure’ in the twin shrines (Lloyd, Mellaart 1962, Fig.
10, 11; Pl. VIIa), XV (ibid., Fig. 13, 16; Pl. VIII a–c; IX), XIV (ibid., Fig. 17, 20; Pl. X, XI). The
stone stele (not yet published) next to the EBA II Multi-Room Building complex at Bademağacı is
very similar to the stele at Hacılar Büyük Höyük. No special objects related to the stele were found
1 In the courtyard section of casemates G 4 and G 5, two apparently circular structures (!) were uncovered. These
structures, with inner diameters of 2.53 m and 3.20 m, were built next to each other with a gap of 1 m between them. A
short distance beyond these circular structures there are two upright stones in front of a semicircular wall, one of which is
90 cm and the other 50 cm in height and placed 80 cm apart. The top sections of these stones are broken off and there are
no marks, bas-relief designs etc. on any of the four surfaces. However, it would not be wrong to call these standing stones
steles (Umurtak, Duru 2014, fig. 7–9; Umurtak 2020a, fig. 10). No finds were found inside the circular buildings or around
the steles that could provide any information about their function.
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Fig. 7. A – A bottle and small jug from Ware 1 group; B – A storage jar containing remains of charred figs,
from the Ware 1 group (Hacılar Büyük Höyük Excavations Archive)
Обр. 7. A – бутилка и малка кана от керамична група 1; B – съд за съхранение от керамична група 1,
съдържащ останки от овъглени смокини (Архив на разкопките на Hacılar Büyük Höyük)
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Fig. 8. A wide mouthed, bell-shaped large bowl from Ware 2 group (Hacılar Büyük Höyük Excavations
Archive)
Обр. 8. Голяма камбановидна купа от керамична група 2 (Hacılar Büyük Höyük Excavations Archive)

inside building G8 at Hacılar Büyük Höyük, so it is difficult to say whether it had a sacred function.
However, if this building with dimensions of 5.80 × 4.60 m was used as a residence, the purpose
and position of this stone stele that would have restricted movement within it needs to be discussed.
Various types of pottery used to meet daily needs were found in the buildings that make up
the defence wall. In addition to the whole vessels uncovered inside the houses, pottery sherds were
found scattered on the floor. As mentioned above, the houses contained large storage jars carefully
placed in the corner near the door, while large jars and jars buried into the floor were found surrounded by small stones in the courtyards (see below in Ware 5 group). Some of these pots or jars
contained remains of charred grain or figs, and some contained 5 or 6 small jugs. It seems that the
residents of the casemates used large jars and earthenware pots to store small containers as well as for
food storage, in other words they used them in the same way as a cupboard. Interesting examples of
valuable items being stored in grain storage silos are found in centres such as Çatal Höyük, Höyücek
and Bademağacı, from the the Early Neolithic Period (Umurtak 2007) onwards. During the excavations we have not yet found any jars or storage pots filled with grain or fruit. This may indicate that
the disaster that marked the end of settlement coincided with a season when stored grain or other
food items had begun to run out. In this situation, some of the large jars and storage pots that had been
hollowed out may have been used to store small containers.
A large number of small and large plates, bowls and jugs were found around the large vessels
in the courtyards. This type of in situ finds are much less common in the northern buildings (Umurtak 2020a, 40, 41), which appear to have been badly damaged by the natural conditions affecting the
city. Is it possible that as living conditions (heating, etc.) got more difficult, especially in winter, the
residents no longer lived in some of the buildings in the north?

The Pottery
Five Ware Groups have been identified among the pottery:
Ware 1: The pottery of this ware group is hand-made with a mineral and plant tempered paste
that is usually dark beige and grey-black with colour variations and matt in appearance. The vessels
are slipped and burnished, well-fired, and the forms consist of plain-rimmed or inverted plates with
a thickened mouth rim; shallow and spherical bowls; medium-sized bottles; small and medium-sized
jugs (fig. 7A); low and broad fruit stands with a base containing circular window-like sections; and
storage jars (fig. 7B). This group makes up approximately 80% all EBA I pottery. The nearest parallels to this ware are those seen among the pottery from EBA I at Yassıhöyük (unpublished informa-
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Fig. 9. A fluted jug from Ware 3 group, found in a large storage jar – Casemate G17 (Hacılar Büyük Höyük
Excavations Archive)
Обр. 9. Кана с канелюри от керамична група 3, намерена в хранилище в каземат G17(Архив на
разкопките на Hacılar Büyük Höyük)

tion) that especially resemble the small and medium-sized jugs and fruit stands. 2 Surface Colours
are presented according to Munsell original publicataion (Munsell 1975): 2.5 YR N 4 “dark grey”,
N 3 “very dark grey”; 7.5 YR N 3 “black”; 5 YR 7/2 “pinkish grey”, 6/3 “light reddish brown”, 5/3
“reddish brown”, 10 YR 3/1 “very dark grey”.
Ware 2: The pottery of this thick rimmed, well fired hand made ware group has a mineral and
plant tempered paste, it is dark beige and brown in colour, slipped, shiny / oily in appearance and has
burnishing marks on the surface. The wide mouthed, bell-shaped large bowls with a finger hole, one
handle and a flat base (fig. 8), which are the only form of this ware, began to be produced and used
in the region before EBA (Umurtak 2020b). The paste and forms in this group are similar to the Late
Chalcolithic Period “H type” of Kuruçay (Duru 1996: 27–28, Pl. 66–70). From the point of view of
form, but not paste, this ware resembles that of Bağbaşı (Eslick 1992, Pl. 16–17) and Beycesultan
Late Chalcolithic Period Levels XXXVIII–XXIX (Lloyd, Mellaart 1962: Fig. Pl. 1/2, 4–6; 2/1, 5, 9,
12; 7.18, 20; 8/21–23). It is astonishing that the potters continued this conservative, monotonous tradition without forgetting it and apparently remained closed to outside influence for so long (Umurtak
2005; Umurtak 2020b; Umurtak, Duru 2013, 15 ff. figs. 33–34; 2014, 11–12, figs. 15a–b). Surface
colours: Munsell 10 YR 5/2 “greyish brown”, 5/3 “brown”.
Ware 3: This brown slipped, well burnished ware is made from extremely well refined, fine
2 Yassıhöyük is a mound located to the southwest of Hacılar Büyük Höyük, near the town of Acıpayam in Denizli
Province. Our excavations team carried out a one-season salvage dig there under the direction of Prof. Dr. Refik Duru in
1997 (Duru 1998, 131–138). I am currently preparing a report on the pottery for publication.

42

Evidence of daily life inside the EBA I defence system at Hacılar Büyük Höyük

Fig. 10. A – A jug with two handles from Ware 4 group; B – A jug with two handles from Ware 4, found inside
a large jar, Casemate G17; C – Various vessels from Ware 4 (Hacılar Büyük Höyük Excavations Archive)
Обр. 10. A – кана с две дръжки от керамична група 4; B – кана с две дръжки от керамична група
4, намерена в хранилище в каземат G17; C – различни съдове от керамична група 4 (Архив на
разкопките на Hacılar Büyük Höyük)

mineral tempered dark grey paste, and some of the pieces have stains as a result of the firing. The
most striking forms in this group are fluted jugs with horizontal bas-relief designs on the body section and squat jugs with a wide body, large handles and geometric decorations in the form of relief
bands (fig. 9). Similar examples of horizontal relief decorations were uncovered at Beycesultan, in
levels XVIII and XVII that belong to EBA I (Lloyd, Mellaart 1962, Fig. Pl. 16 / 3, 6; 17/1, 3; 18/3).
However, although there is similarity between the bas-relief decorations on the fluted jugs uncovered
at the two centres, the jugs do not show much resemblance in form. Surface colours: Munsell 5 YR
4/1 “dark grey”, 5/1 “grey”; 7.5 YR “N 4 “dark grey”; 10 YR 4/1 “dark grey”, 3/1 “very dark grey”.
Ware 4: The paste of this ware is very well refined, tempered with fine mineral additives and
light brown in colour, slipped in bright red or orange and usually well fired. The forms uncovered
consist of plates, shallow beak spouted jugs, small squat jugs decorated with knob designs on the
lower body section, long necked medium-sized jugs with one or two handles, and small jars (fig.
10A–C). This ware group is thought to be a precursor of the well-known thick rimmed, generally
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Fig. 11. A – A large storage vessel in the courtyard of building G19; B – Some storage vessels in the
courtyard of building G17 (Hacılar Büyük Höyük Excavations Archive)
Обр. 11. A – голям съд за съхранение в двора на сграда G19; B – съдове за съхранение в двора на
сграда G17 (Архив на разкопките на Hacılar Büyük Höyük)

burnished red slipped ware groups from the EBA II settlements at Kuruçay (Duru 1996, 67, Pl. 124–
125) and Bademağacı (Duru 2008, 164, Fig. 334–335), and it can be assumed that the small squat
beak-spouted jugs and two-handled jugs of EBA II developed from the better forms with thinner rims
seen in EBA I. Refik Duru highlights the possibility that the production of two-handled jugs began in
EBA I and this became the most developed form in the region, then continued in the following period
and spread to the south of the region, where the form became popular at Bademagacı Höyük and
continued to be produced in EBA II (Duru 2017, 83). Surface colours: Munsell 5 YR 5/6, 5/8 “red”.
Ware 5: The paste of this ware, which is coarser than the other groups and tempered with
larger additives, was generally used in the production of large jars and earthenware vessels (fig.11A,
B). The dark grey, brown wares in this group were sometimes slipped or decorated with bas-relief
designs. Surface colours: Munsell 2.5 YR 5/4 “reddish brown”, 5 YR 6/3, 6/4 “light reddish brown”,
7.5 YR 6/4 “light brown”.
No ware group that could be considered an exact parallel to the EBA I pottery of Hacılar
Büyük Höyük has yet been found at any other centre; the above-mentioned ware groups must have
been produced locally. The neighbouring centres of Kuruçay and Bademağacı, located further south
on the southern border of Ancient Pisidia, were not occupied during this phase of the early EBA,
and there are no common forms between the pottery recovered from the EBA I settlement at Karataş
Semayük to the south (Eslick 2009, 59–65, pl. 19–29, 73–77) and the Hacılar Büyük Höyük wares.
Some pottery forms and the above mentioned similarities restricted to the bas-relief band decorations
were determined between the Hacılar Büyük Höyük wares and the EBA I pottery of Beycesultan, its
distant neighbour to the northwest.
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Fig. 12. A – A baked clay stamp seal; B – A stone stamp seal (Hacılar Büyük Höyük Excavations Archive)
Обр. 12. A – керамичен печат; В – каменен печат (Архив на разкопките на Hacılar Büyük Höyük)

Fig. 13. A baked clay idol (Hacılar Büyük Höyük
Excavations Archive)
Обр. 13. Керамичен идол (Архив на разкопките на
Hacılar Büyük Höyük)

Other Finds
Apart from pottery, the following range of artefacts were found in the buildings that formed
the defence system of the city – baked clay and stone seals, idols made from baked clay, marble and
other stone types, ‘pubis’ models (?) made from stones from the river, finds such as metal pins, bracelets, spatulas and daggers, bone pins and awls. Along with these, handles shaped from deer antlers,
chipped stone artefacts, grinding stones, tools and other items were uncovered in the buildings, scattered in the courtyards or among the rubble and debris from the fire. It can be assumed that these fell
from wooden shelves and niches in the walls that had not survived to the present day. At the time of
the fire disaster that destroyed the defence system of the city, the people living in the casemates must
have fled before they could save some of their important belongings.
Two seals that belong to the EBA I settlement are given as an example here (fig. 12A). The
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Fig. 14: A and B – stone idols; C – “Pubis” models shaped from pebbles (Hacılar Büyük Höyük Excavations
Archive)
Обр. 14: A и В – каменни идоли; C – модели на „Венерин хълм”, оформени от речни камъчета (Архив
на разкопките на Hacılar Büyük Höyük)

first one is a baked clay seal that was found in front of the door of the G1 building among the pieces
of a broken storage jar on a mudbrick platform. It is likely that the seal had been stored inside the
storage jar. Another example is a stone seal (fig. 12B) that was recovered from a jar in the courtyard
section of building G7. There are two types of seals at Hacılar Büyük Höyük in this period. In the
first group, like those described above, the seals are large and very intricate and do not resemble each
other, while the seals of the second group are relatively smaller in size, and have plain, simple patterns in the stamp printing area. The same is true of the Early Bronze Age II seals from Bademağacı
(Duru 2016, 164–165).3 The Hacılar Büyük Höyük and Bademağacı seals examples from Kusura
are undoubtedly important in helping to accurately date the seals (Lamb 1938, fig. 18) that are still
disputed. It is not possible to obtain comprehensive and accurate information about the usage of seals
in the pre-writing periods. The views put forward by experts on this issue remain only theoretical due
to the lack of clear archaeological evidence (Umurtak 1999–2000, 1–20). In prehistoric societies, it
is generally accepted that seals had the function of representing the owner and establishing ownership of property. It should also be considered that seals were perhaps a status symbol or magical
emblem passed down in families from generation to generation. In this period, it should be assumed
that producing seals was not dependent on personal preferences especially as, in these examples,
seals with some certain symbols and signs may have been made according to certain regulations
and a common tradition. It is not possible to say whether the patterns on the stamp printing areas of
these extraordinary seals of Hacılar Büyük Höyük are only emblems, graphic symbols or decorative
3 I am preparing a detailed description of the Early Bronze Age seals, that are more than a hundred, to be included in Volume II of the final publication of the Bademağacı Excavations.
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Fig. 15. Baked clay beads (Hacılar Büyük Höyük Excavations Archive)
Обр. 15. Керамични мъниста (Архив на разкопките на Hacılar Büyük Höyük)

motifs. It should be remembered that the stages societies pass through before writing are not clearly
understood (Umurtak 2013, 52, 53; 2015, 147–150).
The steatopygic Mother Goddess tradition (Mellaart 1970, Pl. CXXV–CLVIII; Duru 2008,
95–105; Duru, Umurtak 2005, Pl. 111–129; 154–170) of the Neolithic and Chalcolithic Periods in
this region, whereby skillfully made figurines of considerable artistic value were produced, was
replaced by the appearance of idols in the 3rd millennium BC. As in the multi-roomed buildings and
megarons in the central section of Hacılar Büyük Höyük (see above), the number of idols uncovered
in the areas connected to the defence wall is not very high. The baked clay idol has parallel lines
on the head to represent hair, a necklace around the neck, two diagonal lines on the chest and arms
that are in the form of truncated protrusions. The sex is emphasized by a rectangular area filled with
notches (fig. 13). A close parallel to this idol type was found in Kusura B phase (Lamb 1938, Pl.
LXXXIV / 8; fig. 17/7). Some very plain idols (figs. 14A, B) that had been simply shaped from marble and other types of stone were found in the casemates. It would be more accurate to consider the
marble idols, gathered as surface finds (Bilgi 2012, no. 518, 519) from Büyükyaka Höyük, which is
near Hacılar Büyük Höyük, as dating to the beginning of the Early Bronze Age. The Hacılar Büyük
Höyük stone and marble idols appear to be more schematic than the marble idols of Beycesultan
Level XVII (Lloyd, Mellaart 1962, Fig. F. 1./1-14). One of the marble idols found at Çine-Tepecik
(Günel 2008, fig. 1.4) is similar to the Hacılar Büyük Höyük idol (fig. 14A) in terms of both shape
and size. Another example from Çine-Tepecik (ibid., fig. 1.5) resembles the ‘pubis’ models from
Hacılar Büyük Höyük. Among the schematic depictions from the Late Chalcolithic Period to the
Middle Bronze Age at Aphrodisias (Joukowsky 1986, fig. 209–233), which are simply shaped from
pebbles or other stones, there are no exact parallels to the examples from Hacılar Büyük Höyük. Ob-
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Inv.
No.
2012/7
2014/2
2018/2
2015/2

Alloy
type
Cu
Cu-As
Cu-As
Cu-As

Object
type
pin
pin
bracelet
dagger

Cu

As

Sn

Sb

Pb

Fe

Ni

Ag

Au

Zn

Bi

98.4
96.8
96.2
95.1

0.7
2.0
4.6
8.9

nd
nd
nd
nd

nd
nd
nd
0.1

0.02
0.02
0.01
0.01

0.4
1.5
0.4
0.6

0.15
0.3
0.2
0.8

0.07
0.05
0.05
0.03

nd
nd
0.01
0.01

0.06
0.25
0.1
0.1

nd
nd
nd
nd

Table 1 Four metal objects presented here was analysed with the aid of portable X-ray fluorescence (p-XRF).
A total of 11 elements were measured semi-quantitatively. The analyses were conducted on more than one
spot and each reading was repeated three times. The table reflects the average of the measurements. All the
measurements were provided in weight percentages, wt%. (nd= not determined).
Таблица 1. Четири метални предмета, представени тук са анализирани с помощта на преносима
рентгенова флуоресценция (p-XRF). Измерени са общо 11 елемента. Анализите са проведени на
повече от едно място и всеки показател е повторен три пъти. Таблицата отразява средната
стойност на измерванията. Всички измервания са изразени в тегловни проценти, wt %. (nd = не е
определено).

jects made of pebbles of different colors, which have been formed into a triangular shape leaving the
surfaces virtually untouched, are numerous at Hacılar Büyük Höyük and were found in many houses
and courtyards. Looking at the Neolithic Period examples uncovered at Höyücek and Bademağacı
during our excavations in Burdur and its surroundings (Duru, Umurtak 2005, Pl.132 / 8, 172/2; Duru,
Umurtak 2019, Pl.126/2), we think that these objects are actually ‘pubis’ models (fig. 14C). Another
find type uncovered on the floors of buildings and in the courtyards consists of baked clay objects
2.5–3 cm in length and 1.5–2.5 cm in diameter in a double cone shape (fig. 15) with a thread hole in
the centre. Although similar finds to these are generally accepted to be spindle whorls, it is possible
that the ones found here may have functioned as beads. Apart from these items, quite a lot of bone
pins, awls made from joint bones and handles made from horns were found in the buildings, courtyards and communal areas.
Significant numbers of metal weapons would be expected to be found in places connected
to the city defence system. A total of 13 metal artefacts have so far been found including pins with
heads, bracelets, piercers, daggers and spatulas. Chronologically later examples of the pin with a
spherical head, grooved neck and perforated shaft (fig. 16A) found in building K1 were uncovered
at Bademağacı4 and Karataş Semayük (Bordaz 1978, 135, Pl. 16 / VIIIa–3). A similar example to
the pin with a conical head (fig. 16B) was found in the Bademağacı EBA II settlement. The bracelet
(fig. 16C) with groove decorations on the body was found inside the settlement at Bademağacı and as
a burial find at Karataş-Semayük (ibid., 1978, Pl. 6–7). Although there is no particular resemblance
between the pottery of Hacılar Büyük Höyük and Karataş-Semayük, the similarity between the metal
objects mentioned here is astounding. On the basis of the small bottle and the silver (?) groove decorated bracelets found together among the funerary gifts in a pithos burial uncovered in Pekmez trench
1 at Aphrodisias (Joukowsky 1986, fig. 372, 374/13, 15, 16), these must belong to EBA II. It is hoped
that as the Hacılar Büyük Höyük Excavations progress we can evaluate the Kuruçay, Bademağacı
and Karataş-Semayük finds together and gain a better understanding of the development of copper,
bronze and silver mining in the region during the 4th and 3rd millennia BC. The closest parallel to the
dagger with a rivet hole (fig. 16D) was found at Beycesultan in Level XVII. David Stronach states
that the copper dagger is a ‘votive offering’ due to its very small size and fragile quality (Stronach
1962, fig. F.9/5, Pl. XXXV/6).
Portable X-ray Fluorescence (p-XRF) technique was carried out on the metal objects from
4 I am preparing a report on the metal finds to be included in Volume II of the final publication of the Bademağacı
Excavations.
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Fig. 16. A – Pin with a spherical head, grooved neck and perforated shaft; B – A metal pin with conical head;
C – A metal bracelet with groove decoration; D – A metal dagger with rivet hole (Hacılar Büyük Höyük
Excavations Archive)
Обр. 16. A – игла със сферична глава, набраздена шийка и перфорирана горна част; B – метална игла
с конична глава; C – метална гривна с врязана украса; D – метална кама с отвор за нит (Архив на
разкопките на Hacılar Büyük Höyük)

Hacılar Büyük Höyük by archaeometrist Dr. Gonca Dardeniz Arıkan5, who made the following evaluation: “One of the two pins (2012/7) was made of unalloyed copper, but contains a significant amount
of arsenic (0.7 wt%). The rest of the analysed metals are arsenical copper with varying amounts of
arsenic (ca. 2–10%). 2% wt. arsenic was detected on the pin 2014/2. The bracelet (2018/2) consists
of 96.2% wt. copper and 4.6% wt. arsenic. The highest amount of arsenic in the corpus was detected
5 Istanbul University, Faculty of Letters, Department of Protohistory and the Near Eastern Archaeology
(goncadardeniz@gmail.com).
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Fig. 17. A – Flint cores for blades; B – Flint blades (Hacılar Büyük Höyük Excavations Archive)
Обр. 17. A – кремъчни ядра за пластини; B – кремъчни пластини
(Архив на разкопките на Hacılar Büyük Höyük)

in the dagger (2015/2) at 8.9% wt. The arsenic levels of the bracelet and dagger might favour intentional alloying of copper with arsenic, and should have contributed to the physical strength of the
objects. Scientific examinations of the Hacılar Büyük Höyük metal corpus have not yet yielded tin.
While the pXRF is a surface analysis technique and the results should be evaluated with caution, the
results of four metal objects from the site’s Early Bronze Age I levels correspond well to the regional
metallurgical practices regarding the use of unalloyed and arsenical copper”.
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Fig. 18. Grinding stones from various courtyards (Hacılar Büyük Höyük Excavations Archive)
Обр. 18. Хромели от различни дворове (Архив на разкопките на Hacılar Büyük Höyük)

Although the chipped stone assemblage at Hacılar Büyük Höyük reflects a wide range of raw
materials including flint, obsidian and other exotic materials, it mainly consists of blades and blade
cores made of flint (fig. 17A, B). The chipping process probably took place at the settlement (a series
of blades matching the negative impressions on one or two cores can be considered to be evidence
of this). The existence of highly developed agricultural practices is represented here by sickles, that
is harvesting equipment (Gurova 2016, 40–43). In most of the buildings attached to the defence
wall, stone hand axes, mortars, pestles, at least one and sometimes four or five grinding stones and
sometimes hand stones are found in situ in front of the southern walls of the rooms (figs. 18–19).
Scattered charred grains are mostly found around the grinding stones. According to the initial findings and the preliminary report by the archaeobotanist Elena Marinova, bitter vetch (Vicia ervilia) is
the most common crop among the examples found stored inside the pottery jars. Bitter vetch is only
used today as fodder as it is toxic if directly consumed by people. However, if the seeds are soaked or
leached in water the toxic substances can be removed and it could also be used for human consumption. Apart from pea (Pisum sativum), which makes up 5% of all the plant samples, einkorn (Triticum
monococcum) and barley mixed with weeds (Hordeum vulgare. vulgare) were also found. It has
been determined that the charred fruit particles stored in a jar (fig. 7B), which was found inside an
earthenware vessel in the courtyard of building G5 during the 2012 season, are figs (Ficus carica).
Numerous animal bones were found in and around the buildings. According to the preliminary
results of studies carried out by archaeozoologist Bea de Cupere, sheep and goats constitute the largest group among the domesticated animal species, followed by cattle and pigs. As most of the bones
from sheep, goats and cattle are those of adult animals, it is thought that these species were the main
providers of the protein needs of the inhabitants and were kept for milk and wool. However, it is clear
that pigs were raised for their meat and eaten at a young age. Although cattle may have been kept as
pack animals in this age, no pathological evidence to prove any use of them for heavy labour has yet
been observed in the remains from Hacılar Büyük Höyük. There are numerous bones of mediumsized dogs around the walls. These are all very similar in size and shape, and point towards the presence of one type of dog. No traces suggesting butchery have been observed on the dog remains.
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Fig. 19. General view of Casemates G8, G9 and G10 (Hacılar Büyük Höyük Excavations Archive)
Обр. 19. Общ изглед на каземати G8, G9 и G10 (Архив на разкопките на Hacılar Büyük Höyük)

Among the relatively fewer species of wild animals, remains of animals such as fallow deer
(Dama dama), red deer (Cervus elaphus), wild hare (Lepus europaeus), fox (Vulpes vulpes), wild
cats (Felis silvestris) have been determined.6

Concluding Remarks
All that has been discussed so far shows that the casemates contained objects associated with
daily life, as well as confirming the obvious defence function. The archaeological evidence does not
show that only men / soldiers (?), who were responsible for defending the city when required, had
gathered in the structures that made the ‘sawtooth’-shaped system.
Assuming an average of 2–3 adults and 3–4 children occupying each structure of the defence
system, it can be concluded that 300–350 people lived just in the currently known casemates. The
possible population of the as yet unexcavated eastern section of the city is not included in this estimated number. To give an example, the population of the current Hacılar Village, which is spread out
over an extensive area today, is 500 people. It is therefore clear that there was an extraordinary high
population density and ensuing chaos would have been unavoidable in these adjacent living areas.
How was heating provided in cold seasons, how was water brought in, how was food prepared, how
was disposal of waste from the immediate surroundings of the houses carried out and how were natural every day needs met? The outer walls of the casemates, such as G 6, G 7, G 17, K 6, K 7, were
not closed off and gaps appear to have been deliberately left (figs. 2–3) to be used for the entry and
exit of people working in fields or gardens, going hunting or herding livestock, and even for people
carrying water and animal herds to pass through. Although it is possible these structures were left unrepaired after their outer walls had been demolished for some reason and their function had changed,
it is obvious that they served a very important function for the daily activities of the large population.
6 The information given here has been summarised from reports prepared by experts, some of which have been
published in Preliminary Reports (Umurtak, Duru 2014, 16–17), together with unpublished information.
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A defence system consisting of rows of adjacent buildings (casemates) is not very widespread
in architecture in Anatolia before the 2nd millennium BC. During the Early Chalcolithic Period in
this region, buildings associated with the defence system were arranged side by side at Hacılar in
level II, and side by side but also positioned alternately to the front and rear at Hacılar I (Mellaart
1970; Umurtak 2011) and, in the Late Chalcolithic Period, buildings are seen side by side at Kuruçay
in levels 6A1 and 6A2 (Duru 1996). This system was replaced by a casemate and sawtooth defence
system at Hacılar Büyük Höyük in EBA I. It does not appear that the casemates on the outer edge of
any of these settlements were only used for military purposes. There is also no reliable evidence to
prove that the casemates functioned as residences in later periods. However, if it is assumed that the
buildings were not used as residences, it is difficult to explain the evidence for the existence of a rich
and vibrant daily life described above.

Acknowledgements
The Hacılar Büyük Höyük Excavations are being carried out under the aegis of the Ministry
of Culture and Tourism of Turkey and Istanbul University (Istanbul University, Scientific Research
Projects No: SBA-2019-34380; SBA-2020-36938).
I extend my thanks to my colleague Angela Bell (MA Istanbul University) for translating this
article into English. I would also like to thank Burhan Gülkan (MA Istanbul University) who produced the drawings in this article.

Catalogue
Bottle (fig. 7A)
Find location: Western Slope Trench, Casemate G12,
found in a large jar
Measurements: height 12.6–13 cm. mouth diameter 7.1
cm.
Excavation Inventory number: HBH 2014/9
Burdur Archaeological Museum Inventory number:
P.9.1.14
Miniature jug (fig. 7A)
Find location: Western Slope Trench, near the circular
planned structures
Measurements: height 7.9 cm. mouth diameter 7.2 cm.
Excavation Inventory number: HBH 2014/13
Burdur Archaeological Museum Inventory number:
P.13.1.14
Jar (fig. 7B)
Find location: Western Slope Trench, courtyard of G5,
found in a pithos
Measurements: height 43.0 cm mouth diameter 14.5
cm.
Excavation Inventory number: HBH 2012/36
Burdur Archaeological Museum Inventory number
P.41.23.12

Large bowl (fig. 8)
Find location: Western Slope Trench, Casemate G19
Measurements: height 12.0 cm, mouth diameter 31 cm.
Excavation Inventory number: HBH 2018/21
Burdur Archaeological Museum Inventory number:
P.21.1.18

Jug (fig. 9)
Find location: Western Slope Trench, Casemate G17,
found in a large jar
Measurements: height 19.5 cm, mouth width 10 cm.
Excavation Inventory number: HBH 2018/28
Burdur Archaeological Museum Inventory number:
P.28.1.18

Jar with two handles (fig. 10A)
Find location: Western Slope Trench
Measurements: height 20.6 cm, mouth diameter 10.6
cm.
Excavation Inventory number: HBH 2014/21
Burdur Archaeological Museum Inventory number:
P.21.1.14
Jar with two handles (fig. 10B)
Find location: Western Slope Trench, Courtyard of
Casemate G17, found in a large jar
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Measurements: height 13 cm., mouth diameter 9 cm.
Excavation Inventory number: HBH 2017/13
Burdur Archaeological Museum Inventory number:
P.18.3.17
Stamp seal (fig.12A)
Find location: Western Slope Trench, Courtyard of
Casemate K1, found in a large jar
Measurements: height 3.6 cm., width 4.0 cm.
Excavation Inventory number: HBH 2012/12
Burdur Archaeological Museum Inventory number
P.17.23.12

Casemate G5,
Measurements: length 4.1 cm.
Excavation Inventory number: HBH 2019/9
Burdur Archaeological Museum: Storeroom 3-143
Pin with spherical head (fig. 16A)
Find location: Western Slope Trench. Courtyard of the
Casemate K1
Measurements: length 12.7 cm., head diameter 0.97
cm, diameter 0.2–0.3 cm.
Excavation Inventory number: HBH 2012/7
Burdur Archaeological Museum Inventory number:
P.12.23.12

Stamp seal (fig. 12B)
Find location: Western Slope Trench, Courtyard of
Casemate G7, found in a large jar
Measurements: height 3.1 cm., width 4.4 cm.
Excavation Inventory number: HBH 2013/7
Burdur Archaeological Museum Inventory number:
P.7.1.13

Pin with pyramidal head (fig. 16B)
Find location: Western Slope Trench
Measurements: length 10.5 cm, head diameter 0.9 cm
Excavation Inventory number: HBH 2014/2
Burdur Archaeological Museum Inventory number:
P.2.1.14

Idol (fig. 13)
Find location: Western Slope Trench
Measurements: length 4.3 cm.
Excavation Inventory number: HBH 2015/8
Burdur Archaeological Museum Inventory number:
P.8.1.15

Bracelet (fig. 16C)
Find location: Western Slope Trench, Courtyard of
Casemate G19
Measurements: diameter 7.5 cm, thickness 0.6 cm
Excavation Inventory number: HBH 2018/2
Burdur Archaeological Museum Inventory number:
P.2.1.18

Idol (fig. 14A)
Find location: Western Slope Trench
Measurements: length 3.0 cm.
Excavation Inventory number: HBH 2012/34
Burdur Archaeological Museum Inventory number:
P.39.23.12
Idol (fig. 14B)
Find location: Western Slope Trench. Courtyard of

Dagger (fig. 16D)
Find location: Western Slope Trench
Measurements: length 9.2 cm, width 0.8-1.3 cm thickness 0.1 cm
Excavation Inventory number: HBH 2015/2
Burdur Archaeological Museum Inventory number:
P.2.1.15

References
Bilgi, Ö. 2012. Anadolu’da İnsan Görüntüleri. İstanbul: Arkeoloji ve Sanat Yayınları.
Bordaz, L.A. 1978. The Metal Artifacts from the Bronze Age Excavations at Karatas-Semayük, Turkey and their significance in Anatolia, the Near East, and the Aegean. Unpublished PhD Thesis.
Bryn Mawr College, University Microfilms International, Ann Arbor, Michigan.
Duru, R. 1996. Kuruçay Höyük II. 1978–1988 Kazılarının Sonuçları, Geç Kalkolitik ve İlk Tunç Çağı
Yerleşmeleri (Results of the Excavations 1978–1988. The Late Chalcolithic and Early Bronze Settlements – A Comprehensive Summary). Ankara: Türk Tarih Kurumu Yayınları.
Duru, R. 1998. 1997 Yılında Yassıhöyük’te (Acıpayam) Yapılan Kazılar Hakkında Rapor. XX. Kazı
Sonuçları Toplantısı, Bildiriler, 131–138.
Duru, R. 2008. MÖ 8000’den 2000’e Burdur – Antalya Bölgesi’nin 6000 Yılı. İstanbul: Graphis.
Duru, R. 2016. Tarım’dan Yazı’ya – Burdur Yöresi ve Yakın Çevresi’nin Altıbin Yılı (MÖ 8000 – MÖ
2000). Antalya: Kutlu&Avcı Ofset.

54

Evidence of daily life inside the EBA I defence system at Hacılar Büyük Höyük
Duru, R. 2017. Hacılar Büyük Höyük İTÇ I Yerleşmesinde Bulunmuş İki Özgün Kap Türünün Tarihlenmesi Sorunu. In Özkan, S., Hüryılmaz, H., Türker, A. (eds) Samsat’tan Acemhöyük’e Eski
Uygarlıkların İzinde Aliye Öztan’a Armağan (From Samosata to Acemhöyük. Trailing the Ancient
Civilizations Studies Presented to Honour of Aliye Öztan). İzmir: Ege Üniversitesi Basımevi,
91–96.
Duru, R., Umurtak, G. 2005. Höyücek. 1989–1992 Kazılarının Sonuçları (Results of the Excavations
1989–1992). Ankara: Türk Tarih Kurumu Yayınları.
Duru, R., Umurtak, G. 2019. Bademağacı Höyüğü Kazıları Neolitik ve Erken Kalkolitik Çağ Yerleşmeleri I (Excavations at Bademağacı Höyük The Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic Settlements).
İstanbul: Ege Yayınları.
Eslick, C. 1992. Elmalı-Karataş I, The Neolithic and Chalcolithic Periods: Bağbaşı and other Sites.
Bryn Mawr, PA.: The Science Press.
Eslick, C. 2009. Elmalı-Karataş V. The Early Bronze Age Pottery of Karataş. Habitation Deposits.
Bryn Mawr, PA.: Archaeopress, Oxford.
Gurova, M. 2016. Yontmataş Buluntular-Ön Rapor (Flint assemblages). In Umurtak G., Duru, R.
Hacılar Büyük Höyük 2015 Yılı Kazılarının Sonuçları (Hacılar Büyük Höyük Results of the 2015
Excavations). Arkeoloji ve Sanat 151, 40–43.
Günel, S. 2008. Çine Tepecik Höyük’te Bulunan Mermer İdoller. In Tarhan, T., Tibet, A., Erkan, K.
(eds) Muhibbe Darga Armağanı. İstanbul: Mas Matbaa, 251–260.
Joukowsky, M. S. 1996. Prehistoric Aphrodisias. An Account of the Excavations and Artifact Studies
I–II. Court-St-Étienne: Imprimerie É. Oleffe.
Lamb, W. 1938. Excavations at Kusura near Afyon Karahisar: II. Oxford: Society of Antiquaries of
London.
Lloyd, S., Mellaart, J. 1962. Beycesultan Vol. I, The Chalcolithic and Early Bronze Age Levels. London: The British Institute of Archaeology at Ankara.
Mellaart, J. 1970. Excavations at Hacılar I–II. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press.
Munsell, A. 1975. Munsell Soil Color Charts. Baltimore: Macbeth, Kollmorgen Corporation.
Stronach, D. 1962. Metal Objects. In Lloyd S., Mellaart, J. Beycesultan Vol. I, The Chalcolithic and
Early Bronze Age Levels. London: The British Institute of Archaeology at Ankara, 280–292.
Umurtak, G. 1999–2000. Neolitik ve Erken Kalkolitik Çağlarda Burdur-Antalya Bölgesi Mühürcülüğü Üzerine Bazı Gözlemler. Adalya IV, 1–19.
Umurtak, G. 2005. A Study On The Dating of New Groups of Pottery from Bademağacı Höyük and
some Reflections on the Late Chalcolithic Cultures of Southwestern Anatolia. Anatolia Antiqua
XIII, 53–69.
Umurtak, G. 2007. Silos in Neolithic Settlements of Burdur-Antalya Region. Adalya X, 1–10
Umurtak, G. 2011. Understanding Hacılar II Settlement. Adalya XIV, 1–16.
Umurtak, G. 2013. Some Comments on a Few Intriguing Seals Found in the EBA Settlements at
Hacılar Büyük Höyük and a Seal from Burdur Museum. Adalya XVI, 49–60.
Umurtak, G. 2015. Hacılar Büyük Höyük İlk Tunç Çağı I Yerleşmesi’nde Bulunmuş Olan Bir Grup
Mühür Üzerine Gözlemler. In Metin, H., Polat-Becks, A., Becks, R., Fırat, M. (eds) Pisidia Yazıları, Hacı Ali Ekinci Armağanı/ Pisidian Essays in Honour of Hacı Ali Ekinci. İstanbul: Ege
Yayınları, 147–156.
Umurtak, G. 2020a. Some Remarks on the Early Bronze Age I Defence System at Hacılar Büyük Höyük (Burdur–Turkey). Bulgarian e-Journal of Archaeology 10.1, 33–54. https://be-ja.org/index.
php/journal/article/view/be-ja-10-1-2020-33-54

55

Gülsün Umurtak
Umurtak, G. 2020b. Kuruçay Geç Kalkolitik Çağ Kültürü bağlamında Bölge İçi İlişkilere Yeni
Yaklaşımlar/A New Approach to the Late Chalcolithic Intra-Regional Interactions in the Context
of Kuruçay. In Mörel, A., Kaşka, G., Köker, H., Kaşka, M., Fırat, M., Akgönül, S.O. (eds) Pisidia
ve Yakın Çevresinde Üretim, Ticaret ve Ekonomi/Production, Trade and its Surrounding Areas:
Pisidia Araştırmaları II/Psidian Studies II. Isparta: Süleyman Demirel Üniversitesi Yayınları,
182–192.
Umurtak, G., Duru, R. 2013. Yeniden Hacılar. Hacılar Büyük Höyük Kazıları 2011–2012. Arkeoloji
ve Sanat 142, 1–22.
Umurtak, G., Duru, R. 2014. Hacılar Büyük Höyük Kazıları 2013. Arkeoloji ve Sanat 145, 1–20.
Umurtak, G., Duru, R.2016. Hacılar Büyük Höyük 2015 Yılı Kazılarının Sonuçları (Hacılar Büyük
Höyük Results of the 2015 Excavations). Arkeoloji ve Sanat 151, 19–44.

Данни за бита на населението през РБЕ I в крепостните
съоръжения на Хаджилар Бююк Хьоюк (Турция)

(резюме)

Гюлсюн Умуртак

Продължаващите разкопките на обекта Хаджилар Бююк Хьоюк, разположен на 27 km
югозападно от Бурдур, започнаха под мое (ГУ) ръководство през 2011 г. Селището от РБЕ I
в голямата могила в Хаджилар е открито в сондаж АВ близо до центъра на могилата, а също
и в траншеите на северния и западния склон, които се простират по продължение на цялата
западната част на обекта.
Системата за отбрана с форма на назъбени издатъци („зъбци на трион“) се простира от
север на юг на могилата като заобикаля селището по западния склон като огърлица. Тази отбранителна система има две порти, западна и южна, които са проектирани да отговарят на цялостното оформяне на крепостната система. Размерите на понякога леко изкривените четириъгълни съседни помещения (каземати), които образуват защитната стена, са съответно: 3,85 ×
6,10; 4,5 × 5,5; 3,60 × 5,00; 4,7 × 7,1; 5,7 × 7,4 m. Вратите са с ширина 1,10 – 1,20 m и се отварят
към дворовете и вътрешноста на обекта. Някои от сградите имат останки от подковообразно
огнище в средата, както се вижда в сграда К1, разположена в съседство със западната порта. В
някои сгради има платформи, изработени от киприч върху каменна основа. Те обикновено се
намират до южната стена, зад вратата или във вътрешни дворове и са използвани за поставяне
на глинени съдове. В сграда G8 беше намеренa стела от варовик, поставена в изправено положение и успоредно на задната стена. Нейните размери са следните: ширина 1,25 m, височина
0,58 m, дебелина 0,25 m.
В сградите, изграждащи защитната стена, са открити различни видове керамика, използвана за ежедневни нужди. В допълнение към целите съдове се намират и разпръснати
по пода керамични фрагменти. Къщите съдържат хранилища, аранжирани в ъгъла, близо до
вратата, докато в дворовете се намират по-големи зърнохранилища и такива, заровени в пода
и укрепени от малки камъни. Някои от тези съдове съдържат останки от овъглено зърно или
смокини, а някои съдържат 5 или 6 малки кани. Изглежда, че обитателите на казематите са
използвали големите хранилища за съхранение на хранителни припаси и на по-малки контейнери, или с други думи са ги използвали като шкафове. Около големите съдове в дворовете се
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откриват голям брой малки и големи паници, купи и кани.
Освен керамика, в сградите, образуващи защитната система на града се откриват още
керамични и каменни печати; идоли, направени от печена глина, мрамор и други скали; модели на „венерин хълм“ (?), направени от речни камъни; метални игли и гривни; костни шпатули
и шила. Заедно с това в сградите, или разпръснати в дворовете и сред развалините от огъня, се
намират дръжки, оформени от еленови рога, кремъчни изделия, хромели, инструменти и други предмети. Може да се предположи, че те са паднали от дървени рафтове и ниши в стените,
които не са оцелели до наши дни.
Ако се допусне, че средно 2–3 възрастни и 3–4 деца са живели във всяка структура на
отбранителната система, може да се заключи, че 300–350 души са живели само в казематите
в западния участък на селището. Възможният брой на населението на все още неразкопаната
източна част на града не е включен в тази прогнозна цифра. В сравнение с населението на
сегашното село Хаджилар, което е 500 души, става ясно, че проучваното селище е имало изключително висока гъстота на населението. Как се е осигурявало отоплението през студените
сезони, снабдяването с вода, приготвянето на храна и изхвърлянето на отпадъци от къщите и
естествените ежедневни нужди? Външните стени на казематите в отбранителната система,
като G 6, G 7, G 17, K 6, K 7, не са затворени и изглежда умишлено са оставени пролуки, които
да се използват за влизане и излизане на хора, работещи на полето или в градините, носещи
вода, ходещи на лов или паша. Въпреки че е възможно тези конструкции да са останали неремонтирани, след като външните им стени са били по някаква причина разрушени или преустроени, очевидно е, че те са изпълнявали много важна функция в ежедневните дейности на
многобройното население.
Отбранителна система, състояща се от редици съседни сгради (каземати), не е много
разпространена в архитектурата в Анатолия преди II хилядолетие пр.Хр. (Umurtak 2020a).
През ранния халколит в региона, сгради, свързани с отбранителната система и подредени една
до друга, се намират в Хаджилар ниво II; в Хаджилар I те са една до друга, но също така редуващи се eдна зад друга. През късния халколит, раположени една до друга сгради са открити
в Куручай – нива 6A1 и 6A2. Тази система е заменена с каземати и ‘назъбена’ защитна линия
в Хаджилар Бююк Хьоюк през РБЕ I. Изглежда казематите, разполжени по протежение на
външния край на тези селища не са били използвани само за военни цели. Археологическите
данни не показват, че само мъже / войници (?), отговорни за защитата на града, са живели в
структурите, изграждащи стените. Казематите в Хаджилар Бююк Хьоюк съдържат предмети,
свързани както с ежедневието, така и потвърждаващи очевидната им защитна функция. Няма
сигурни данни, които да доказват, че казематите са функционирали като резиденции в по-късните периоди, но ако се предположи, че сградите не са били използвани като резиденции, то
трудно се обясняват свидетелствата за богатото и оживено ежедневие, описано по-горе.
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