133

ASTUDY OF TWO ARROWHEADS FROM THE
EXCAVATIONS AT KEF FORTRESS

KEF KALESI KAZILARINDAN
IKI OK UCU INCELEMESI

Makale Bilgisi | Article Info

Bagvuru: 21 Kasim 2025 | Received: November 21, 2025
Hakem Degerlendirmesi: 09 Aralik 2025 | Peer Review: December 09, 2025
Kabul: 19 Ocak 2026 | Accepted: January 19, 2026

DOI : 10.22520/tubaar.1828072

ismail COSKUN* - Yenal SURUN**

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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6zet

Bu ¢alisma, Urartu Kralligr'nin 6nemli bir kalesi olan Kef Kalesi'nde (Adilcevaz, Bitlis) 2024 kazi sezonunda
“Biiyiik Salon” bolgesinde tespit edilen ve Urartu arkeolojisi i¢in simdiye kadar bilinmeyen iki tinik ok
ucunu bilim diinyasina tanitmay1 amaglamaktadir. S6z konusu eserlerden biri cakmaktagi, digeri ise demir-
den tiretilmigtir. Cakmaktagi ok ucu, Urartu silah repertuvarinda bu malzemeden bir ok ucunun ilk kez
kayda gegmesi acisindan biiyiik 6nem tagimaktadir. 2,5 cm uzunlugunda ve 2 gr agirhigindaki bu ok ucunun,
hafif yapist ve ozgiin kanat formuyla uzak mesafe avcilikta kullanilmig olabilecegi degerlendirilmektedir.
Demirden iiretilmis olan ikinci ok ucu ise, Urartu demir igciliginin bilinen “yaprak/s6giit yaprag:” formun-
dan farkli olarak, 3 cvyi bulan genisligi, tiggenimsi formu ve belirgin bir omurga icermeyen diiz gévde yap1-
styla dikkat gekmektedir. Bu form, Anadolwdaki diger Urartu merkezlerinde simdiye kadar kargilagilmayan
bir tiptir. Makale, bu iki olagan dist buluntuyu tipolojik, malzeme temelli ve karsilagtirmali metodolojilerle
detayli bir sekilde incelemekte ve onlarin Urartu arkeolojisi ile silah tipolojisindeki yerini tartismaya agmak-
tadir. Her iki ok ucu da Urartulu zanaatkérlarin silah tasarimindaki ¢esitliligine ve bolgeler arasi etkilesimlere
dair yeni sorular sormamiza olanak saglamakradir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Demir Cag, Urartu Arkeolojisi, Kef Kalesi, Silah Tipolojisi, Ok Uglar:
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he Urartian Kingdom was established in Eastern Anatolia, with its capital at Tugpa (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 Gokge 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 Argisti (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 (Bilgig & Ogiin, 1964,
1967, 1974, p. 31; Coskun et al., 2021; Coskun et al., 2023, p. 257; Coskun et al., 2025, p. 232; Ogﬁn,
1982; Tanyiirek & Coskun, 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 (Coskun et al., 2025, p. 233).

Figure 1
Aerial View of Kef Fortress | Kef Kalesi nin Havadan Gériincimii

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 (Bas, 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), Yukart Anzaf (Belli, 2004), Cavustepe (Erzen, 1978;
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Cavusoglu & Siiriin, 2023), Toprakkale (Wartke, 1990), and Ayanis (Derin & Muscerella, 2001; Ozdemir
& Isikli, 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
Meherkapi Inscription mentions “sacrificing to the weapons of Haldi”. Some of the weapons found at Ayanis
Fortress bear the inscription “I, Rusa, son of Argisti, dedicated this to the god Haldi” (Cilingiroglu, 2004,
p. 257-258). An arrowhead uncovered at Yukar: Anzaf Fortress also bears the inscription “Minua dedicated
[this] to the god Haldi” (Belli, 2004, p. 5).
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Figure 2
Locations of Flint and Iron Arrowheads Identified in the Section Referred to as the Great Hall of the Fortress / Kalenin
Biiyiik Salon Olarak Adlandirilan Bélimiinde Tespit Edilen Cakmak Tagi ve Demirden Ok Uglarinin Konumlari

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 Musasir 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 & Cilingiroglu, 2001; Cilingiroglu, 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 (Cavusoglu, 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 Yukart 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
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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; Cavusoglu & Siiriin, 2023, p. 3;
Derin & Cilingiroglu, 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 & Cilingiroglu, 2001, p. 158). Urartian centers
where quivers have been identified include Aluntepe (Erzincan) (Barnett & Gékee, 1953, p. 126), Anzaf
Fortress (Belli, 2004, p. 294), Ayanis (Biber, 2011, pp. 238-250; Derin & Cilingiroglu, 2001, p. 158),
Bastam (Kleiss, 1979, p. 110), Karmir-Blur (Piotrovskii, 1967, p. 47), Kayalidere (Burney, 1966, p. 94), and
Toprakkale (Erzen & Bilgic, 1960, p. 22; Erzen, 1962, p. 400).

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 (Taskiran, 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 (Tagkiran, 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; Cavusoglu & Siiriin, 2023, p. 4; Erzen, 1978; Ozdemir & Isikli, 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 (Saygili, 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).
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Flint arrowheads have been found in Anatolia at sites such as: the Antalya-Belbast (Bostanci, 1962, p. 237),
Karain (Kartal, 2013, pp. 27-28), and Beldibi (Bostanct, 1959, p. 146) caves from the Epipaleolithic Period;
the Antalya-Karain Cave in the Middle Paleolithic Period; Burdur-Hacilar (Balkan & Adli, 1994, p. 133),
Burdur-Hoyticek (Balkan & Atli, 2005, pp. 131-132), and Konya-Siiberde (Bordaz, 1969, p. 52) in the
Neolithic Period; Bilecik-Gedikkaya Cave (Saygili, 2019, p. 92), Burdur-Kurucay (Duru, 1994, p. 71; 1996,
p. 61), Antalya-Karain and Suluin (Tagkiran, 2014, pp. 343-352), Burdur-Kurugay and Antalya-Perge
(Abbasoglu, 1996, pp. 122-123) in the Chalcolithic Period; and Bilecik-Demircihdyiik (Korfmann, 1983),
Samsun—Ikiztepe (Dogan, 20006, p. 71), [zmir-Bakla Tepe (Bostanci, 2006, pp. 165-177), and Kirklareli-
Kanli Gegit (Ozdogan, etal., 2001, p. 85) in the Early Bronze Age.

Figure 3
Uncovering of the Flint Arrowhead | Cakmak Tagindan Ok Ucunun Ortaya Cikariligi

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 (Bostanct, 1980, pp. 22-23; Yalgikli, 2017, pp. 9—10; Sayguls,
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 Eskisehir-Demircihdyiik (Korfmann,
1983) and Burdur-Hoyticek (Balkan & Atli, 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 (Cavusoglu, 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 arrowss 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).
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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 (Yal¢in 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;
Bingol & Karageci, 2023, p. 365; Yalgikli, 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 c¢m in length and have widths ranging between 0,3-0,7 cm (Cavusoglu & Siiriin,
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; Cavusoglu & Siiriin, 2023, p. 5; Derin & Muscarella, 2001; Derin &
Cilingiroglu, 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; Cavusoglu & Siiriin, 2023; Yal¢in 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 (Cavusoglu & Siiriin, 2023, p. 5; Erzen, 1978, pp. 54-55; Ozdemir & Isikli, 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;
Cavusoglu & Siiriin, 2023, p. 5; Tekin, 2018, pp. 33-38) (Fig. 4, 6).
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Figure 4
Uncovering of the Iron Arrowhead | Demirden Ok Ucunun Ortaya Cikarilisi

Figure 5
a: Flint Arrowhead, b: lllustration of the Flint Arrowhead / a: Cakmak Tasindan Ok Ucu, b: Cakmak
Tasindan Ok Ucuna Ait Cizim

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 I$puini and Minua, and rock markings are evidence of the Urartian presence in the
region (Bahsaliyev & Bahsaliyev, 2019, pp. 15-34). This situation likely involved not only political relations
between Urartu and the region but also social and economic influences.
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Figure 6
a: Iron Arrowhead, b: lllustration of the Iron Arrowhead / a: Demirden Ok Ucu, b: Demirden Ok
Ucuna Ait Cizim

Figure 7

a: lIron Arrowhead ldentified at Kizilburun b: Flint Arrowheads Recovered from Demircihdyiik /
a: Kizilburunda Tespit Edilen Demir Ok Ucu (Halilov, 2013, p. 103), b: Demircihéyiikten Ele Gegen
Cakmak Tagindan Ok Uglari (Saygl, 2019, p. 68)

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 Demircihdyiik. The flint arrowheads from
Demircihdyiik 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
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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.
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