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A STUDY OF TWO ARROWHEADS FROM THE 
EXCAVATIONS AT KEF FORTRESS

KEF KALESİ KAZILARINDAN 
İKİ OK UCU İNCELEMESİ

1İsmail COŞKUN* - Yenal SÜRÜN**

Abstract
This study aims to introduce to the academic literature two unique arrowheads, previously unknown in 
Urartian archaeology, which were discovered in the “Great Hall” area during the 2024 excavation season at 
Kef Fortress (Adilcevaz, Bitlis), a significant fortress of the Urartian Kingdom. One of the artefacts is made of 
flint, while the other is crafted from iron. The flint arrowhead is of great importance as it represents the first 
recorded instance of an arrowhead made from this material in the Urartian weapon repertoire. Measuring 
2,5 cm in length and weighing 2 grams, this arrowhead is evaluated as potentially being used for long-dis-
tance hunting, given its lightweight structure and unique wing form. The second arrowhead, made of iron, 
distinguishes itself from the known “leaf/willow-leaf” form of Urartian ironworking. It is notable for its 
width of up to 3 cm, its triangular form, and its flat body structure lacking a pronounced midrib. This form 
represents a type hitherto unencountered in other Urartian centres across Anatolia. The article examines 
these two exceptional finds in detail using typological, material-based, and comparative methodologies, 
and opens a discussion on their place in Urartian archaeology and weapon typology. Both arrowheads allow 
us to pose new questions regarding the diversity in weapon design by Urartian craftspeople and potential 
inter-regional interactions.
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Özet
Bu çalışma, Urartu Krallığı’nın önemli bir kalesi olan Kef Kalesi’nde (Adilcevaz, Bitlis) 2024 kazı sezonunda 
“Büyük Salon” bölgesinde tespit edilen ve Urartu arkeolojisi için şimdiye kadar bilinmeyen iki ünik ok 
ucunu bilim dünyasına tanıtmayı amaçlamaktadır. Söz konusu eserlerden biri çakmaktaşı, diğeri ise demir-
den üretilmiştir. Çakmaktaşı ok ucu, Urartu silah repertuvarında bu malzemeden bir ok ucunun ilk kez 
kayda geçmesi açısından büyük önem taşımaktadır. 2,5 cm uzunluğunda ve 2 gr ağırlığındaki bu ok ucunun, 
hafif yapısı ve özgün kanat formuyla uzak mesafe avcılıkta kullanılmış olabileceği değerlendirilmektedir. 
Demirden üretilmiş olan ikinci ok ucu ise, Urartu demir işçiliğinin bilinen “yaprak/söğüt yaprağı” formun-
dan farklı olarak, 3 cm›yi bulan genişliği, üçgenimsi formu ve belirgin bir omurga içermeyen düz gövde yapı-
sıyla dikkat çekmektedir. Bu form, Anadolu›daki diğer Urartu merkezlerinde şimdiye kadar karşılaşılmayan 
bir tiptir. Makale, bu iki olağan dışı buluntuyu tipolojik, malzeme temelli ve karşılaştırmalı metodolojilerle 
detaylı bir şekilde incelemekte ve onların Urartu arkeolojisi ile silah tipolojisindeki yerini tartışmaya açmak-
tadır. Her iki ok ucu da Urartulu zanaatkârların silah tasarımındaki çeşitliliğine ve bölgeler arası etkileşimlere 
dair yeni sorular sormamıza olanak sağlamaktadır.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Demir Çağı, Urartu Arkeolojisi, Kef Kalesi, Silah Tipolojisi, Ok Uçları
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T he Urartian Kingdom was established in Eastern Anatolia, with its capital at Tušpa (Van Fortress), 
between the 9th and 7th centuries BC. However, the political success pursued by the Urartian 
kings enabled the kingdom’s borders to expand to Lake Gökçe in the north, Lake Urmia in the 

south, the Euphrates River in the west, and northwestern Iran in the east. In line with this expansionist 
policy, the Urartians constructed numerous fortresses across their territories. One such fortress is Kef 
Fortress, built during the reign Rusa, son of Argišti (685–645 BC). The fortress is located 5 km north of 
the Adilcevaz district of Bitlis province, on a volcanic hill at an altitude of approximately 2300 meters 
(Fig. 1). Its position is steep and precipitous on the eastern, western, and southern sides, providing natural 
defenses. The initial excavation campaigns at Kef Fortress were conducted between 1964 and 1972. The 
new phase of excavations at the fortress began in 2021 and is currently ongoing (Bilgiç & Öğün, 1964, 
1967, 1974, p. 31; Coşkun et al., 2021; Coşkun et al., 2023, p. 257; Coşkun et al., 2025, p. 232; Öğün, 
1982; Tanyürek & Coşkun, 2024, p. 31). The recent excavations have focused on the pillar bases in the 
palace section, the Lower Hall, and the Hall area. These works have yielded numerous ceramic fragments 
of various types, animal bones, obsidian and flint tool fragments, as well as residues of blue, red, and yel-
low pigments (Coşkun et al., 2025, p. 233).

The two finds uncovered during the 2024 excavations one made of flint and the other of iron, both inter-
preted as arrowheads are particularly noteworthy. These two examples, produced from different materials, 
have been identified as arrowheads based on their formal characteristics such as their pointed tips, wing 
structure, and tangs as well as their dimensions. The two typologically distinct arrowheads were analysed 
using typological, material-based, and comparative methods.

The excavations at Kef Fortress have revealed significant clues regarding Urartian social, political, and eco-
nomic life. The fortress’s defense oriented location and the surrounding walls attest to the importance the 
Urartians placed on defense and offensive strategies. The arrowheads found at the fortress are examples 
of this defensive system. The Urartians, who were highly advanced in terms of metalworking technology 
and diversity, demonstrated similar success in their offensive and defensive weaponry. Urartian weaponry 
includes helmets, shields, swords, knives, daggers, maces, spearheads, and arrowheads (Baş, 2016, p. 108; 
Belli, 1998, pp. 7–8; Biber, 2011; ). Arrowheads of this kind have been identified at major Urartian cen-
ters such as Karmir-Blur (Piotrovskii, 1959, p. 240), Yukarı Anzaf (Belli, 2004), Çavuştepe (Erzen, 1978; 

Figure 1
Aerial View of Kef Fortress / Kef Kalesi’nin Havadan Görünümü
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Çavuşoğlu & Sürün, 2023), Toprakkale (Wartke, 1990), and Ayanis (Derin & Muscerella, 2001; Özdemir 
& Işıklı, 2017). In addition to their use as offensive and defensive weapons, Urartian arrowheads also served 
a cultic function. Arrowheads of this nature are often inscribed with cuneiform. It has been suggested that 
inscribed arrowheads were left as votive offerings to the some gods. It is stated that such weapons belonged 
to the god Haldi and could not be used in daily life (Biber, 2011, p. 108). Furthermore, line 13 of the 
Meherkapı Inscription mentions “sacrificing to the weapons of Haldi”. Some of the weapons found at Ayanis 
Fortress bear the inscription “I, Rusa, son of Argišti, dedicated this to the god Haldi” (Çilingiroğlu, 2004, 
p. 257–258). An arrowhead uncovered at Yukarı Anzaf Fortress also bears the inscription “Minua dedicated 
[this] to the god Haldi” (Belli, 2004, p. 5).

Data on weapon use in the Urartian Kingdom is derived from written sources, archaeological remains, and 
depicted artifacts. Among the primary written sources mentioning weapons, including arrows, is the booty 
list of the Assyrian king Sargon II from his campaign against the Urartian Kingdom in 714 BC. The spoils 
from the Muşaşir Temple include mentions of weapon types and quantities such as “...25,212 bronze shields, 
helmets, weapons, 1,514 bronze spearheads, 305,412 bronze daggers...” (Luckenbill, 1968, p. 97). In the 
temple area of Ayanis Fortress, numerous arrows, quivers, helmets, shields, and spears were found left as 
votive offerings (Derin & Çilingiroğlu, 2001; Çilingiroğlu, 2004, p. 257). Another source of evidence for 
the use of arrows and other weapons comes from depicted artifacts, particularly on belts. Urartian rulers or 
soldiers are depicted holding weapons in hunting and war scenes on belts (Çavuşoğlu, 2003, p. 25; 2005, 
pp. 365–367, 2014, pp. 153–160). Additionally, on the artifact known as the “Anzaf Shield,” discovered in 
the western room of the Haldi Temple at Yukarı Anzaf Fortress, the chief god Haldi is depicted holding a 
spear and a bow (Belli, 1998, pp. 7–8).

Arrowheads uncovered in Urartian settlements are made of bronze, iron, and bone (Belli & Tozkoparan, 
2005, p. 192). As can be understood from depicted artifacts, arrowheads, which were produced using cast-
ing techniques, were hafted onto a wooden shaft. Arrows consist of two parts: the shaft and the point. 
Wooden shafts have not been recovered in excavations due to their perishable nature over time in the ground. 
Arrowheads were mounted onto wooden shafts in two ways. One group features a socket, a round cavity that 
allows the head to be fitted over the shaft. The other group has a long, thin, round-sectioned, and gradually 
tapering tang. These types of arrowheads were inserted directly into the wooden shaft. This projection is 

Figure 2
Locations of Flint and Iron Arrowheads Identified in the Section Referred to as the Great Hall of the Fortress / Kalenin 
Büyük Salon Olarak Adlandırılan Bölümünde Tespit Edilen Çakmak Taşı ve Demirden Ok Uçlarının Konumları
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also called a shank. These sockets or tangs were made using the forging technique. Such arrowheads average 
20–30 grams in weight and 3–10 cm in length (Biber, 2011, pp. 238–240; Çavuşoğlu & Sürün, 2023, p. 3; 
Derin & Çilingiroğlu, 2001, p. 158).

The cases used to carry arrows are called “quivers” (sadak). Quivers found as archaeological remains are made 
of iron and bronze. Although written sources mention quivers made of leather or silver, no such finds have 
been encountered. Quivers average 60–70 cm in length and 10–15 cm in width. It is suggested that their 
back parts were often made of bronze, while the front parts were covered with leather. Quivers are thought 
to have been rectangular or cylindrical in form (Derin & Çilingiroğlu, 2001, p. 158). Urartian centers 
where quivers have been identified include Altıntepe (Erzincan) (Barnett & Gökçe, 1953, p. 126), Anzaf 
Fortress (Belli, 2004, p. 294), Ayanis (Biber, 2011, pp. 238–250; Derin & Çilingiroğlu, 2001, p. 158), 
Bastam (Kleiss, 1979, p. 110), Karmir-Blur (Piotrovskii, 1967, p. 47), Kayalıdere (Burney, 1966, p. 94), and 
Toprakkale (Erzen & Bilgiç, 1960, p. 22; Erzen, 1962, p. 406).

Flint Arrowhead
The production of flint arrowheads is considered a complex process requiring a series of technical stages, 
including raw material selection, knapping/flaking technique, shaping, and hafting. The first stage in this 
process is selecting a stone of suitable quality. Flint and obsidian were preferred due to their ease of work-
ing and ability to form extremely sharp edges after processing (Taşkıran, 2007, p. 42; Whittaker, 1994, 
pp. 23–25). After stone selection, flat and long flakes were removed by applying percussive blows to the 
edge of the stone using hammerstones made of hard stone, bone, or antler (Cotterell & Kamminga, 1987, 
pp. 689–691; Kartal et al., 2014, p. 347). Subsequently, the shaping of the arrowhead took place. Using 
the pressure flaking method, arrowhead craftsmen detached small pieces from the edges of the stone, both 
thinning the edges and creating a symmetrical form (Crabtree, 1972, pp. 54–55). This process provided the 
arrowhead with an aesthetic appearance as well as functional sharpness. Bifacial flaking was applied to both 
faces in shaping the arrowhead, resulting in a more balanced and aerodynamic structure (Taşkıran, 2007, p. 
56; Whittaker, 1994, p. 29).

The flint arrowhead was found in the area referred to as the “Great Hall” at Kef Fortress, south of a pillar base 
(Fig. 2). The discovery context places the artifact at the same stratigraphic level as the base of the elephant 
feet (pillar foundations), approximately 1,2 m below the present ground surface. The arrowhead is a small 
projectile point measuring 2,5 cm in length, 0,8 cm in maximum width, and 0,5 cm in thickness, with a 
weight of 2 grams. Its surface and tip exhibit minor fractures and chipping, consistent with impact damage 
from use. The specimen features a distinct tang (or stem/protrusion) designed to facilitate hafting onto a 
wooden shaft. It is well documented in archaeological literature that arrowheads of this type were commonly 
affixed to shafts by means of such tangs, typically secured with binding materials. This formal description 
aligns with standard archaeological cataloguing conventions. The tip of the arrowhead has a triangular form 
and a pointed structure. Towards the rear, the tip widens towards the wings. The arrowhead is fully worked 
on all surfaces bottom, top, and sides. Furthermore, the marks on it indicate that it was produced using the 
flaking technique. The distal tip of the arrowhead lacks any discernible spine or ridge structure. Drawing 
from comparative metal exemplars, the artifact can be typologically classified as a bilaterally winged (bifa-
cial) form (Biber, 2011, p. 239; Çavuşoğlu & Sürün, 2023, p. 4; Erzen, 1978; Özdemir & Işıklı, 2017, pp. 
48-49). The wing structures exhibit proportional symmetry. Positioned at the juncture between the point 
and the tang, these wings protrude outward, forming an ovoid profile. The arrowhead displays a progressively 
widening morphology from the distal tip to the proximal end of the tang. Transitions from the acute point 
to the wings, and subsequently to the tang, are clearly delineated and maintain balanced proportions. The 
tang itself features an oval cross-section and is notably elongated relative to the distal portion and analogous 
metal specimens. Archaeological evidence indicates that a subset of flint arrowheads intended for hafting 
onto wooden shafts particularly those with extended tangs exhibit this configuration (Saygılı, 2019, p. 36). 
Such morphological attributes not only facilitate secure attachment to the wooden shaft but also correlate 
with the projectile’s dynamics in terms of mass, velocity, and acceleration. (Fig. 3, 5).



138 İsmail COŞKUN & Yenal SÜRÜNTÜBA-AR 38 / 2026

Flint arrowheads have been found in Anatolia at sites such as: the Antalya-Belbaşı (Bostancı, 1962, p. 237), 
Karain (Kartal, 2013, pp. 27–28), and Beldibi (Bostancı, 1959, p. 146) caves from the Epipaleolithic Period; 
the Antalya-Karain Cave in the Middle Paleolithic Period; Burdur-Hacılar (Balkan & Atlı, 1994, p. 133), 
Burdur-Höyücek (Balkan & Atlı, 2005, pp. 131–132), and Konya-Süberde (Bordaz, 1969, p. 52) in the 
Neolithic Period; Bilecik-Gedikkaya Cave (Saygılı, 2019, p. 92), Burdur-Kuruçay (Duru, 1994, p. 71; 1996, 
p. 61), Antalya-Karain and Suluin (Taşkıran, 2014, pp. 343–352), Burdur-Kuruçay and Antalya-Perge 
(Abbasoğlu, 1996, pp. 122–123) in the Chalcolithic Period; and Bilecik-Demircihöyük (Korfmann, 1983), 
Samsun-İkiztepe (Doğan, 2006, p. 71), İzmir-Bakla Tepe (Bostancı, 2006, pp. 165–177), and Kırklareli-
Kanlı Geçit (Özdoğan, et al., 2001, p. 85) in the Early Bronze Age.

Flint arrowheads used in Anatolia since early periods show variation across different eras. In the 
Epipaleolithic (20.000/18.000–10.000/9.000 BC), Neolithic (8000–5500 BC), and Chalcolithic (5500–
3000 BC) periods, they are typically pointed, have an oval body, and lack a tang. However, from the 
early stages of the Bronze Age, pointed arrowheads with oval or triangular bodies, two wings, and a tang 
emerged and became widespread. By the Iron Age, it is observed that this form developed and was grad-
ually replaced by iron and bronze examples (Bostancı, 1980, pp. 22–23; Yalçıklı, 2017, pp. 9–10; Saygılı, 
2019, pp. 34–51). Considering the centers mentioned above, despite chronological differences, the closest 
formal parallels to the flint arrowhead from Kef Fortress come from Eskişehir-Demircihöyük (Korfmann, 
1983) and Burdur-Höyücek (Balkan & Atlı, 2005, pp. 131–132). The arrowheads from these two centers 
show similarities with the Kef Fortress example in terms of their material, pointed tip, two-winged struc-
ture, and the presence of a tang (Fig. 7b).

The Urartians used arrows not only in warfare but also in hunting activities. Hunting scenes depicted on 
belts, in particular, provide information on this subject (Çavuşoğlu, 2014, pp. 155–156). The primary 
function of an arrowhead is to reach its target more quickly and inflict as much damage as possible. The 
distance the arrow will travel is also an important factor. The weight of the arrowhead is another element 
affecting the arrow›s speed, range, and damage. Lighter arrowheads are stated to reach longer distances, 
with the disadvantage being that they inflict less damage. Heavier arrowheads were intended for shorter 
ranges but greater damage, possibly for armor-piercing purposes. Information from the Mari archives 
supports this view. These texts indicate that the weight and importance of arrowheads were understood, 
and arrowheads of different weights were used for various purposes (Miller et al., 1986, pp. 178–195; 
Szudy, 2005, pp. 158–159). Furthermore, the discovery of arrowheads of two different weights within a 
quiver uncovered at Karmir-Blur also demonstrates that the weight and significance of arrowheads were 
recognized (Piotrovskii, 1970).

Figure 3
Uncovering of the Flint Arrowhead / Çakmak Taşından Ok Ucunun Ortaya Çıkarılışı
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Based on the above, the measurements such as weight, thickness, length, width and material of an arrow-
head affect its speed, range, and damage ratio. The material of the arrowhead, in particular, plays a sig-
nificant role in its intended use. The average weight of Urartian iron arrowheads varies between 6,6–8,3 
grams (Korfmann et al., 1972) and 10–22 grams (Yalçın et al., 1994, pp. 41–42). Bronze arrowheads are 
generally lighter than iron ones, with average weights between 16–20 grams (Belli, 2004, pp. 228–230; 
Bingöl & Karageçi, 2023, p. 365; Yalçıklı, 2015, p. 9). The weight of the flint arrowhead from Kef Fortress 
was measured at 2 grams, indicating that it is considerably lighter than its iron and bronze counterparts.

Iron Arrowhead
Urartian arrowheads are made of iron and bronze. The use of iron arrowheads became widespread from the 
8th century BC onwards. Urartian iron arrowheads are indicative of the high level achieved in Urartian iron-
working. Therefore, iron arrowheads stand out as symbols of both military prowess and Urartian metallur-
gical advancement. Iron arrowheads were produced as a single piece (monoblock) using forging and casting 
techniques, which increased their durability (Belli, 2004).

Urartian bronze arrowheads feature a socket for the shaft. These arrowheads are typologically classified based 
on the number of wings and the presence of barbs. In terms of form, they can be two-winged without barbs, 
two-winged with barbs, three-winged without barbs, and three-winged with barbs. Urartian bronze arrow-
heads average 4,2–5,1 cm in length and have widths ranging between 0,3–0,7 cm (Çavuşoğlu & Sürün, 
2023, pp. 4–5; Erzen, 1978).

Urartian iron arrowheads are typically classified as leaf/willow-leaf shaped, as they often resemble the form of a 
willow leaf (Batmaz, 2003; Biber, 2011; Çavuşoğlu & Sürün, 2023, p. 5; Derin & Muscarella, 2001; Derin & 
Çilingiroğlu, 2001; Erzen, 1978). Compared to socketed arrowheads, iron arrowheads are larger and heavier. 
The average lengths of Urartian iron arrowheads are 2–9 cm, widths 1,5–2 cm, and weights between 10–22 
grams (Belli, 2004; Çavuşoğlu & Sürün, 2023; Yalçın et al., 1994, pp. 41–42). It has been emphasized that iron 
arrowheads were effective at shorter ranges, particularly in armor piercing, a characteristic derived from their 
weight (Szudy, 2005, pp. 158–159). These arrowheads have a pointed tang for insertion into the wooden shaft. 
The body/mid-section of the arrowhead sometimes features a sharp midrib. From the central section, two wing 
structures taper sharply on the sides. The tips are also pointed. This type of arrowhead is subdivided into two 
categories: those without barbs and those with double barbs. At the junction of the body and the tang, there is 
a constriction or stopping element, usually round or oval in shape, which serves as a stop for the wood against 
the arrowhead (Çavuşoğlu & Sürün, 2023, p. 5; Erzen, 1978, pp. 54–55; Özdemir & Işıklı, 2017, p. 48).

The iron arrowhead was found in the “Great Hall” section of Kef Fortress, east of the area with the pillar 
bases (Fig. 2). The flint arrowhead was detected approximately 2,5 m to the north, at the same stratigraphic 
level, 1,2 m below the present ground surface, and aligned with the base of the elephant feet (pillar founda-
tions). The arrowhead is 4 cm long, 2,3 cm wide (current width), and 0,2 cm thick. Based on reconstruction 
work, it can be suggested that its original width was approximately 3 cm. Due to its iron composition, the 
arrowhead has suffered from corrosion. The arrowhead exhibits an overall subtriangular morphology with 
a broad-bodied configuration. Typologically, the most salient feature is the absence of a pronounced spine 
or midrib structure. A portion of the artifact is fractured and incomplete. The body and wings maintain 
uniform thickness, presenting a flat profile. The wings expand conspicuously rearward from the acute dis-
tal tip. Diverging from the canonical elongated and slender Urartu leaf- or willow leaf-shaped forms, the 
wing structure of this specimen is notably abbreviated and broad. The transition from the tip to the wings 
is well-defined and proportionate. At the proximal end, despite breakage and partial absence, a diminutive 
segment of the tang remains discernible. The juncture between the wings and the tang, as well as between the 
tang and the body, lacks the constriction commonly observed in Urartu iron arrowheads. This characteristic 
implies that the arrowhead was manufactured as a unitary piece via forging techniques. Based on its current 
state, it can be said that the arrowhead is typologically leaf-shaped and two winged. Furthermore, the tang 
indicates that it belongs to the tanged arrowhead group (Belli, 2004, p. 228; Biber, 2011, pp. 238–240; 
Çavuşoğlu & Sürün, 2023, p. 5; Tekin, 2018, pp. 33–38) (Fig. 4, 6).



140 İsmail COŞKUN & Yenal SÜRÜNTÜBA-AR 38 / 2026

Considering Iron Age and Urartian examples, the iron arrowhead appears to be of a distinct type. Material, 
pointed tip, and the presence of a tang can be considered similar characteristics. However, its broad wing 
structures, flat body, and triangular form distinguish the Kef Fortress iron arrowhead from other examples. 
Urartian iron arrowheads are generally elliptical in form. A triangular arrowhead has not been uncovered 
in the Urartian Kingdom until now. Furthermore, among arrowheads from various periods in Anatolia, 
such an arrowhead has not been identified so far. However, iron arrowheads dated to the Late Bronze Age 
(1500–1200 BC) – Early Iron Age (1200–800 BC) in Nakhchivan show similarities with the iron arrowhead 
from Kef Fortress in their triangular form (Fig. 7a). These examples also have an elliptical cross-section and 
are similar in terms of wing structure, tang, and tip form (Halilov, 2013, p. 101).

There is a written source mentioning a Urartian campaign against Nakhchivan in the 9th century BC. 
Additionally, archaeological finds such as a bronze belt attributed to the Urartians, a cuneiform inscription 
from the period of Išpuini and Minua, and rock markings are evidence of the Urartian presence in the 
region (Bahşaliyev & Bahşaliyev, 2019, pp. 15–34). This situation likely involved not only political relations 
between Urartu and the region but also social and economic influences.

Figure 4
Uncovering of the Iron Arrowhead / Demirden Ok Ucunun Ortaya Çıkarılışı

Figure 5
a: Flint Arrowhead, b: Illustration of the Flint Arrowhead / a: Çakmak Taşından Ok Ucu, b: Çakmak 
Taşından Ok Ucuna Ait Çizim
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Evaluation and Conclusion
The archaeological work conducted at Kef Fortress provides significant data on the political, social, and 
economic life of the Urartians. The excavations have revealed two important new finds related to arrow-
heads, which were among the most important equipments of the Urartian army. The two arrowheads 
identified at Kef Fortress present a different perspective on Urartian arrowheads in terms of material and 
typology. Both arrowheads were recovered approximately 1,2 m below the ambulatory surface (or present 
ground level). They were uncovered in the area occupied by the elephant-foot column bases in the Great 
Hall, precisely at the stratigraphic level where these column bases begin to rise. Furthermore, no evidence 
of occupation or remains attributable to any period other than the Urartian has been identified in this hall 
of the Kef Fortress Palace or in any of the rooms connected to it. Consequently, it is feasible to contextu-
alize these arrowheads chronologically within the Urartu Period. The flint arrowhead possesses a distinct 
structure compared to other Urartian arrowheads, as well as Iron Age and other Anatolian arrowheads, 
due to its material, tip, and wing structures. The arrowhead differs from Urartian and Iron Age examples 
due to its flint material, and from other Anatolian flint arrowheads due to its tang and wing structures. 
No flint arrowhead has been identified in the Urartian Kingdom until now. Furthermore, the existence 
of such an arrowhead within the same period was previously unknown. Typologically, its wing structures 
and tang differ from flint arrowheads dated to various periods in Anatolia. In other examples, the wing 
structures are more pronounced and often project parallel to the tang, in line with the base (in triangular 
forms), or at a 45-degree angle. In the Kef Fortress example, the wings are relatively smaller compared to 
the body and splay outwards. Additionally, while the body is large relative to the wings in the Kef Fortress 
arrowhead, Anatolian examples tend to have more proportionate body, wing, and tip structures.

The arrowhead from Kef Fortress measures 2,5 cm in length, 0,8 cm in width, 0,5 cm in thickness, and 
weighs 2 grams. Its closest formal parallels are known from Demircihöyük. The flint arrowheads from 
Demircihöyük average 2,7-3 cm in length; 1,3-2 cm in width; 0,2-0,5 cm in thickness; and 1,9-2,3 grams 
in weight. As can be understood from this data, although from different periods and centers, flint arrow-
heads exhibit similar metrics. This indicates that flint arrowheads were designed considering factors such 

Figure 6
a: Iron Arrowhead, b: Illustration of the Iron Arrowhead / a: Demirden Ok Ucu, b: Demirden Ok 
Ucuna Ait Çizim

Figure 7
a: Iron Arrowhead Identified at Kızılburun b: Flint Arrowheads Recovered from Demircihöyük / 
a: Kızılburun’da Tespit Edilen Demir Ok Ucu (Halilov, 2013, p. 103), b: Demircihöyük’ten Ele Geçen 
Çakmak Taşından Ok Uçları (Saygılı, 2019, p. 68)
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as speed, kinetic force, and piercing/wounding capability. Furthermore, it is possible to suggest that the 
production of flint arrowheads continued without significant changes in dimensions, with development 
occurring primarily in typological aspects (wings, tip, tang). Therefore, the flint specimen recovered from 
Kef Fortress can be plausibly classified as an arrowhead based on its morphological characteristics and 
metric attributes.

As mentioned above, due to its light and small structure, the Kef Fortress flint arrowhead may have been 
used for hunting fast, agile, and small animals at long range, rather than in warfare. The outwardly pro-
jecting wing structures and the design widening from the tip towards the wings suggest it was shaped to 
inflict maximum damage upon penetration and extraction. This principle likely applies to flint arrow-
heads from different periods as well. Another factor that makes the flint arrowhead significant is the use 
of stone or flint as a weapon during an era when bronze and iron were intensively utilized in the Iron Age.

No flint arrowhead has been identified in archaeological studies conducted so far for the Iron Age and the 
Urartian Kingdom Period. The flint arrowhead from Kef Fortress can be explained in different ways. The first 
view is that the arrowhead is a remnant of ongoing inter-period trade activity, later transported here through 
various means and purposes and continued to be used. The second view is that this arrowhead might have 
been specifically preferred by Urartian period craftsmen as a result of a local production tradition or techni-
cal continuity. Despite some similarities, the typological differences suggest that this arrowhead represents a 
form unique to Urartu. Although no flint arrowheads have been found in the Urartian Kingdom until now, 
future studies may increase their number. Additionally, such flint arrowheads might not have been intended 
for direct warfare but rather for hunting small animals like birds and hares. In this context, the low cost, easy 
workability, and rapid production of flint may have made it a practical choice for daily hunting activities.

The other find from Kef Fortress is the iron arrowhead. The number of iron arrowheads from the Iron Age and 
the Urartian Kingdom is quite high. Urartian iron arrowheads are tanged. They often feature a sharp midrib 
structure, narrow and long wings, and a long tang. The most common form is the leaf/willow-leaf shape. 
Although fragmentary and incomplete, the Kef Fortress iron arrowhead can be typologically included in the 
leaf-shaped group. However, there are some distinct formal differences. The arrowhead lacks a midrib struc-
ture. The body and wing structures share the same thickness, presenting a uniform body structure. It does 
not have a form that tapers from a thick midrib towards the wings. In this respect, the arrowhead possesses 
a highly distinct typological structure. Another difference is its broad wing structures. The width (including 
body and wings) of Urartian iron arrowheads averages 1,5-2 cm, whereas the Kef Fortress arrowhead has a 
width of 3 cm, indicating a broader form. Furthermore, the arrowhead differs in its direct transition from the 
tip to the wings. Despite the aforementioned disparities, the acute distal tip, the wing structures that expand 
conspicuously and proportionately in a rearward direction, the tang protrusion, overall morphological char-
acteristics, and dimensional attributes constitute the diagnostic criteria that enable the classification of this 
artifact as an arrowhead. The closest formal parallels for the arrowhead have been identified in Nakhchivan, 
although they are dated to the Late Bronze Age-Early Iron Age. A few examples from there partially resemble 
the Kef Fortress arrowhead in form, but they also differ in terms of their midrib structure. Considering the 
Urartian Kingdom’s campaigns to the region in the 9th century BC, this arrowhead could be considered a 
result of political, military, or commercial interaction. However, the unique form of the iron arrowhead from 
Kef Fortress, particularly its wing structures and flat body profile, allows us to evaluate it as a distinct form 
belonging specifically to Kef Fortress and the Urartian Kingdom.

In conclusion; the archaeological excavation works at Kef Fortress are ongoing. It is possible that materials 
similar to those mentioned in this study as arrowheads will be uncovered and their number will increase. 
The similar findings that will be uncovered will also provide a new perspective on Urartu weapon typology.



143A STUDY OF TWO ARROWHEADS FROM THE EXCAVATIONS AT KEF FORTRESS

References
Abbasoğlu, H. (1996). Perge Akropolisinde 1994 yılında yapılan çalışmalar. Kazı Sonuçları Toplantısı, 17(2), 121–129.

Bahşaliyev, E., & Bahşaliyev, V. (2019). Urartu devletinin Güney Kafkasya politikasında Nahçıvan’ın yeri (Nahçıvan, 
Azerbaycan). Amisos, 4(6), 15–34.

Balkan-Atlı, N. (1994). La Neolithisation de L’Anatolie. Institut Français d’Etudes Anatoliennes-Georges Dumézil.

Balkan-Atlı, N. (2005). Yontmataş Endüstrisi. In R. Duru (Ed.), Höyücek 1989–1992 yılları arasında yapılan kazıların 
sonuçları (pp. 130–138). Türk Tarih Kurumu.

Barnett, R. D., & Gökçe, N. (1953). The find of Urartian bronzes at Altıntepe, near Erzincan. Anatolian Studies, 3, 
121–129.

Baş, A. (2016). Urartuda askeri bir ekipman: Kalkanlar. Uluslararası Amisos Dergisi, 1(1), 107–134.

Batmaz, A. (2003). Urartu Krallığı’nın II. Rusa dönemindeki tarihi ve kültürü [Yayımlanmamış Yüksek Lisans Tezi]. Ege 
Üniversitesi. https://tez.yok.gov.tr/UlusalTezMerkezi/tezDetay.jsp?id=zsBrvnBtSjRgck_mc0glvQ&no=bUFQS-
1soR_qhXgdSz8iQXA

Belli, O. (1998). Anzaf kaleleri ve Urartu tanrıları. Arkeoloji ve Sanat Yayınları.

Belli, O. (2004). Urartu: Savaş ve estetik. Yapı Kredi Kültür Sanat Yayıncılık.

Belli, O., & Tozkoparan, M. (2005). 2003 yılı Van-Yoncatepe Kalesi ve Nekropolü kazısı. Kazı Sonuçları Toplantısı, 
26(1), 189–203.

Biber, H. (2011). Urartu silahları. In K. Köroğlu & E. Konyar (Eds.), Urartu: Doğuda Değişim (pp. 234–250). Yapı 
Kredi Yayınları.

Bilgiç, E. (1964). Excavations at Kef Kalesi of Adilcevaz, 1964. Anadolu, 8, 93–124.

Bilgiç, E., & Öğün, B. (1967). 1967 Adilcevaz Kef Kalesi kazıları. Türk Arkeoloji Dergisi, 25, 48–52.

Bilgiç, E., & Öğün, B. (1974). Adilcevaz Kef Kalesi kazıları 1972. Türk Arkeoloji Dergisi, 30(1), 31–35.

Bingöl, A., & Karageçi, D. (2023). Kars Müzesi’nde yer alan Urartu ok uçları. Gazi Akademik Bakış, 16(32), 359–374.

Bordaz, J. (1969). A preliminary report of the 1969 excavations et Erbaba: A Neolithic site near Beyşehir, Turkey. Türk 
Arkeoloji Dergisi, 17(1), 59–62.

Bostancı, Y. E. (1959). Research on the Mediterranean coast of Anatolia: A new Paleolithic site at Beldibi near Antalya. 
Anadolu, 4, 129–178.

Bostancı, Y. E. (1962). Belbaşı kaya sığınağında bulunan üst paleolitik ve mezolitik endüstri; Belbaşı kültürü. Belleten, 
26(102), 233–251.

Bostancı, E. (1980). İnsan evriminde ok ucu kültürü. Antropoloji, 9, 1-138.

Bostancı, N. K. (2006). Bakla Tepe Erken Tunç Çağı I. dönemi obsidyen atölyesi. Hacettepe Üniversitesi Edebiyat 
Fakültesi Dergisi, 23(2), 221-232.

Burney, C. A. (1966). A first season of excavations on the Urartian citadel of Kayalidere. Anatolian Studies, 16, 55–111.

Coşkun, İ., Çavuşoğlu, R., Polat, E., & Erçek, M. (2021). Kef Kalesi kazı çalışmaları 2021. Türk Eski Çağ Bilimleri 
Enstitüsü Haberler, 46, 81–84.

Coşkun, İ., Varol, O., & Polat, E. (2023). Adilcevaz Kef Kalesi kazısı: Yeni bulgular ve değerlendirmeler. OANNES–In-
ternational Journal of Ancient History, 5(1), 253–274.

Coşkun, İ., Varol, O., Eriçok, A., Kızılban, C., & Balkan, M. (2024). Adilcevaz Kef Kalesi 2023. Kazı Sonuçları To-
plantısı, 5, 231–240.

Cotterell, B. & Kamminga, J. (1987). The formation of flakes. American Antiquity, 52(4), 675–708.

Crabtree, D. (1972). An introduction to flintworking. Occasional Papers of the Idaho State University Museum.

Çavuşoğlu, R. (2003). A fragmentary Urartian belt in the Diyarbakır Museum. Studi Micenei ed Egeo-Anatolici, 45(1), 
21–26.

Çavuşoğlu, R. (2005). A unique Urartian belt in the Van Museum. Archaologische Mitteilungen aus Iran und Turan, 37, 
366–370.



144 İsmail COŞKUN & Yenal SÜRÜNTÜBA-AR 38 / 2026

Çavuşoğlu, R. (2014). Urartular: Kemerler. Rezan Has Müzesi Yayınları.

Çavuşoğlu, R., & Sürün, Y. (2023). Van-Çavuştepe Kalesi’nde bulunan ok uçları. Van Yüzüncü Yıl Üniversitesi Sosyal 
Bilimler Enstitüsü Dergisi, 60, 1–16.

Çilingiroğlu, A. (2004). Silah, tohum ve ateş. In T. Korkut (Ed.), 60. yaşında Fahri Işık’a armağan: Anadolu’da doğdu 
(pp. 257–267). Ege Yayınları.

Derin, Z., & Çilingiroğlu, A. (2001). Armour and weapons. In A. Çilingiroğlu & M. Salvini (Eds.), Ayanis I: Ten years’ 
excavations at Rusahinili Eiduru-kai 1989–1998 (pp. 155–187). Istituto per gli Studi Micenei ed Egeo-Anatolici.

Derin, Z., & Muscarella, O. W. (2001). Iron and bronze arrows. In A. Çilingiroğlu & M. Salvini (Eds.), Ayanis I: Ten 
years’ excavations at Rusahinili Eiduru-kai 1989–1998 (pp. 189–217). Istituto per gli Studi Micenei ed Egeo-Ana-
tolici.

Doğan, N. (2006). İkiztepe İlk Tunç Çağı mezarlık buluntularının sosyokültürel açıdan değerlendirilmesi [Yayımlanmamış 
Doktora Tezi]. İstanbul Üniversitesi. https://tez.yok.gov.tr/UlusalTezMerkezi/tezDetay.jsp?id=vW9T5zQPZkku-
NE01z29ewg&no=s1msKmZZ76yq2PtpwWsGnA

Duru, R. (1994). Kuruçay Höyük 1: 1978–1988 kazılarının Neolitik ve Kalkolitik Çağ yerleşmeleri. Türk Tarih Kurumu 
Yayınları.

Duru, R. (1996). Kuruçay Höyük II: 1978–1988 kazılarının sonuçları–Geç Kalkolitik ve İlk Tunç Çağı yerleşmeleri. Türk 
Tarih Kurumu Yayınları.

Erzen, A., & Bilgiç, E. (1960). 1959 Van-Toprakkale sondajları ve bölgedeki çalışmalar. Türk Arkeoloji Dergisi, 10(2), 5–22.

Erzen, A. (1962). Untersuchungen in der Urartaischen Stadt Toprakkale bei Van in den Jahren 1959-61. Archäolo-
gischer Anzeiger, 383–414.

Erzen, A. (1978). Çavuştepe I. Türk Tarih Kurumu Yayınları.

Halilov, T. (2013). Nahçıvan’daki son Tunç-Erken Demir Çağı yerleşimlerinde bulunmuş silahlar. Ordu Üniversitesi 
Sosyal Bilimler Araştırmaları Dergisi, 4(7), 100–103.

Kartal, G. (2013). Karain B’nin Geç Neolitik - Erken Kalkolitik (H.V) ve Kalkolitik (H.IV) çağ yontmataş endüstrile-
rinin tekno-tipolojik analizi [Yayımlanmamış Doktora Tezi]. Ankara Üniversitesi. https://tez.yok.gov.tr/Ulusal-
TezMerkezi/tezDetay.jsp?id=YtyFqQiNRO6SyybNpG8uvg&no=sQGw82ftHayWSkBnUxpRrw

Kartal, M., Taşkıran, H., Bulut, M., Dinç, F., & Taşkıran, F. (2014). Yontmataş bulguları ışığında Yukarı Dicle 
Havzası’nda yeni bir Neolitik yerleşim: Boncuklu Tarla. Ankara Üniversitesi Dil ve Tarih-Coğrafya Fakültesi Dergi-
si, 54(1), 481–492.

Kleiss, W. (1979). Bastam, an Urartian citadel complex of the seventh century B.C. American Journal of Archaeology, 
84(3), 299–304.

Korfmann, M. (1972). Schleuder und Bogen in Südwestasien.

Korfmann, M. (1983). Demircihüyük: Die Ergebnisse der Ausgrabungen 1975–1978. Philipp von Zabern.

Luckenbill, D. D. (1968). Ancient records of Assyria and Babylonia II. Greenwood Press.

Miller, R., McEwen, E., & Bergman, C. (1986). Experimental approaches to ancient Near Eastern archery. World 
Archaeology, 18(2), 178–195.

Öğün, B. (1982). Die urartäischen Paläste und die Bestattungsbräuche der Urartäer. Palast und Hütte, 217–236.

Özdemir, M. A., & Işıklı, M. (2017). Van Ayanis Kalesi’nden ele geçen ok uçları üzerine genel bir değerlendirme. Mi-
marlar Arkeologlar Sanat Tarihçileri Restoratörler Ortak Platformu E-Dergi, 8(11), 46–62.

Özdoğan, M., Karul, N., Ahmet, A., & Ayhan, A. (2001). Kırklareli Höyüğü 1999 yılı çalışmaları. Kazı Sonuçları 
Toplantısı, 22(1), 83–94.

Piotrovskii, B. B. (1959). Vanskoe Tsarstvo (Urartu). Izd-vo vostochnoi lit-ry.

Piotrovskii, B. B. (1967). Urartu: The Kingdom of Van and Its Art. Evelyn Adams & Mackay.

Piotrovskii, B. B. (1970). Karmir Blur. Iztadel’stvo Avrora.

Saygılı, B. (2019). Anadolu’da tarihöncesi dönemlerde ok uçları ve deneysel arkeoloji yöntemiyle ok ve yay yapımı. [Yayımlan-
mamış Yüksek Lisans Tezi]. Bilecik Şeyh Edebali Üniversitesi. https://tez.yok.gov.tr/UlusalTezMerkezi/tezSorguSo-
nucYeni.jsp



145A STUDY OF TWO ARROWHEADS FROM THE EXCAVATIONS AT KEF FORTRESS

Szudy, M. J. (2015). Archery equipment in the Neo-Assyrian period (Unpublished thesis). Universität Wien.

Taşkıran, H. (2007). Taş devri teknolojisi: Anadolu’da yontmataş endüstrileri. Arkeoloji ve Sanat Yayınları.

Taşkıran, F. Z. (2014). Suluin Mağarası Holosen Dönem yontmataş endüstrisi [Yayımlanmamış Doktora Tezi]. Anka-
ra Üniversitesi. https://tez.yok.gov.tr/UlusalTezMerkezi/tezDetay.jsp?id=oJMQ6hPrywhTsIHT7ES_Lw&no=-
7F7ufKjmIq3yLB5OeYt0Cg

Tanyürek, Ö., & Coşkun, İ. (2024). Kef Kalesi ilk dönem kazıları: 1964–1972 yılları. Uluslararası Sosyal Bilimler Der-
gisi (IJSS), 8(36).

Tekin, H. (2018). Madeni eser tipolojisi. Bilgin Kültür Sanat Yayınları.

Wartke, R. B. (1990). Toprakkale: Untersuchungen zu den Metallobjekten im Vorderasiatischen Museum zu Berlin. Akad-
emie-Verlag.

Whittaker, J. C. (1994). Flintknapping: Making and understanding stone tools. University of Texas Press.

Yalçıklı, D. (2015). Demir Çağı’nda Batı Anadolu’dan tunç ok uçları: Üretim tekniklerindeki değişim. MASROP, 
9(12), 7–17.

Yalçıklı, D. (2017). Demir Çağı’nda Batı Anadolu’dan tunç ok uçları: Üretim tekniklerindeki değişim. Masrop E-Dergi, 
9(12), 1–17.

Yalçın, Ü., Belli, O., & Maddin, R. (1994). Van-Yukarı Anzaf Kalesi’nde bulunan metal eserler üzerine arkeometalurjik 
araştırmalar. Arkeometri Sonuçları Toplantısı, 10, 41–42.




