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Bow and arrow use in the bronze age of the  
Eastern Transylvania, Romania. A recent discovery  

from Sântimbru, Harghita county

Utilizarea arcului și a săgeții în epoca bronzului  
în estul Transilvaniei, România. O descoperire recentă  

de la Sântimbru, județul Harghita

Corneliu BELDIMAN1 
PUSKAS József2

Dan-Lucian BUZEA3

Keywords: arrowhead, bone, bow, Harghita County, prehistoric technology, Sântimbru, use-
wear analysis, Wietenberg Culture
Cuvinte cheie: arc, armătură, Harghita (județul), os, paleotehnologie, Sântimbru, trase-
ologie, vârf de săgeată, cultura Wietenberg

REZUMAT
Utilizarea arcului și a săgeții în epoca bronzului în estul Transilvaniei, România. O descoperire recentă de la 

Sântimbru, județul Harghita. Lucrarea de față oferă date privind descoperirea, în urma unor cercetări arheolo-
gice sistematice, a unui vârf de săgeată din os, conservat în condiții excepționale, datând din epoca bronzului, 
perioada mijlocie – cultura Wietenberg. Artefactul provine din inventarul unei gropi (Cx 18) și este o piesă rar 
semnalată în aria culturii mai sus menționate. Importanța majoră a analizei noastre este legată de prezența 
acestui tip relativ rar de vârf de săgeată într-o zonă (estul Transilvaniei) cu așezări din epoca bronzului care 
abia acum devine mai bine cunoscută. Artefactul a făcut obiectul unei analize tehnologice exhaustive, recur-
gând la microscopia optică, utilizând identificarea datelor paleotehnologice, inclusiv analiza uzurii (materie 
primă, fabricare, utilizare-reutilizare), însoțită de o ilustrație care surprinde în detaliu toate aspectele discutate; 
întregul demers a urmărit identificarea etapelor de fabricare, a urmelor de utilizare și formularea ipotezelor 
legate de prezența sa în inventarul unui complex, generând astfel un set de date utile și oferind un exemplu 
de abordare care poate fi extins și la alte descoperiri similare.

DOI: 10.36935/ang.v28.3                                                                                       ANGVSTIA 28, 2024, pag. 95–118

Introduction1 2 3

The village of Sântimbru/Csikszentimre 
belongs to the commune of Sâncrăieni, 
Harghita County, and it is situated in the 

1   National Museum of the Eastern Carpathians, Sfântu 
Gheorghe; cbeldiman58@yahoo.com

2   National Museum of the Eastern Carpathians, Sfântu 
Gheorghe; joskal987@yahoo.com

3   National Museum of the Eastern Carpathians, Sfântu 
Gheorghe; buzealuci@yahoo.com

Olt valley, in the eastern part of the South 
Harghita Mountains, 11 km south from 
Miercurea-Ciuc, on the DJ/CR (County 
Road) 123 A. 

The archaeological site located at the 
place named Dealul Mic/Kis-hegy was re-
ported in 1967 after surface research (Pál 
János, Kovács Demeter), remaining not 
excavated for over half a century. In the 
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2000s, a livestock farm was established 
on the site.4

The interest in this prehistoric settle-
ment was revived in 2010, when it was 
delimited on an area of 14.5 hectares by 
the Harghita County Department for Cul-
ture (Kosza Antal). A decade later, in 2020, 
within the HiLands project (Alexandru 
Popa, Dan-Lucian Buzea)5 non-invasive 
prospections were carried out here to 
detect possible anomalies indicating the 
existence of structures or settlements da-
ting back to prehistoric times (or later).

An investment extension project laun-
ched in 2021 at the livestock farm requi-
red preventive archaeological excavati-
ons to be carried out by Puskás József and 
Dan-Lucian Buzea. Two areas were inves-
tigated, namely S.1/2021 of 2621 square 
meters and S.2/2021 of 81 square meters. 
In S.l, 32 complexes were discovered, and 
in S.2 5 complexes (various pits), some of 
them attributed to the Wietenberg and 
Noua cultures (Figs. 1-3).6

Where they exist, the inventory of the 
complexes is not rich and consists of ce-
ramic fragments, animal bones, small 
finds such as 14 ceramic tokens, a bone 
arrowhead, a bone tool and a bronze ne-
edle, as well as a (ritual?) deposition of a 
(sacrificed?) goat, the skeleton being par-
tially preserved. In this respect, the com-
plexes Cx 18 (Wietenberg); Cx 14 (Noua); 
Cx 25 (Noua); Cx 28 (Noua) are worth no-
ting (Figs. 4-7).7

The site in question proves to be a re-
ference for the knowledge of the Middle 
(Wietenberg culture) and Late (Noua cul-
ture) Bronze Age cultures in the Ciuc De-
pression, as research in the region that 

4   The Romanian version of this paper was published 
recently – Beldiman, Puskás, Buzea 2022. More fi-
gures were added to the present English version.

5   https://hilands.net4u.ro/.
6   Puskás, Buzea 2021, 23-25; Buzea 2021.
7   Buzea 2021; Puskás, Buzea 2021, 25-29, 37, pl. 3; 39, 

pl. 5; Kelemen 2021; Kelemen 2021.

targets this period is still rare (Figs. 8-12).8

In this article we propose to analyse in 
detail the bone point discovered in Cx 18. 
It was signalled and made available to 
the first author by Dan-Lucian Buzea. The 
rarity of such (published) artifacts in the 
Wietenberg culture, and even more so of 
those recovered under controlled conditi-
ons, should be emphasized, which incre-
ases the interest in a detailed approach. 
A report on the piece was made by the 
authors of the discovery9, and a paper on 
the subject was presented at the XIXth Sci-
entific Session of the National Museum 
of the Eastern Carpathians, Sfântu Ghe-
orghe, December 14-15, 2022.10 The Ro-
manian version of the article was recently 
published.11

Arrowhead analysis
Name. Owner. Context. Arrowhead 

of bone. Owner – Place of preservation: 
National Museum of Eastern Carpathians, 
Sfântu Gheorghe, Covasna County, inv. 
no. 24707. Cx 18 -70 cm, discovered on 
20.04.2021.12

Description of the Cx 18: circular, asym-
metric hemispherical pit, slightly irregular 
on the eastern side, where it was distur-
bed by animals. It was delineated at abo-
ut -45 cm from the present level of the 
treading. The pit was deepened in the 
yellow sterile. The content consisted of 
yellowish-brown sandy silt. The archaeo-
logical material consisted of a few pottery 
fragments (Fig. 13), animal bones and a 
bone arrowhead, preserved intact. Di-
mensions: diameter 190 x 200 cm: depth 
40 cm. The relationship between Cx 17 
and Cx 18 could not be seen in profile. Cx 
19 overlapped Cx 18. Bronze Age culture:   

  8   Puskás, Buzea 2021, 28-29.
  9   Puskás, Buzea 2021, 26.
10   Beldiman et alii 2022.
11  Supra, note 4.
12  For all aspects discussed below see details and bi-

bliography in Beldiman 2002b; Dietrich, 2013; Bel-
diman et alii 2021.
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Wietenberg culture (Figs. 8-12).13

Type, raw material, state of preserva-
tion. The artifact was recuperated from 
the content of the pit without observed 
microstratigraphic connexions; the ob-
ject is in a very good state of preservation, 
being entire and with surfaces unaffected 
by corrosion or mineral deposits.

The description uses morphological re-
ferences as: upper side, lower side, distal 
end (ED), distal part (PD), mesial part (PM), 
proximal part (PP), proximal end (EP), left 
side (margin), right side (margin) (Fig. 15). 

The piece is a bone point slightly curved 
axially to the right (viewed from the upper 
face, with the distal end oriented upwards), 
respecting the anatomical morphology of 
the raw material, which is a bone fragment 
(from a long bone, nasal bone, rib) of a lar-
ge herbivore, cow or horse. It has a long, 
slender silhouette; the distal (active) part is 
pyramidal with slightly convex convergent 
margins (Figs. 14-15).

The raw material is difficult to specify 
(long bone fragment, rib fragment, nasal 
bone? – all from a large herbivore, cow 
or horse), given that the piece has been 
completely shaped, and the anatomical 
details have been almost entirely remo-
ved. It exhibits marked mechanical pro-
perties of hardness and elasticity, optimal 
for a light projectile point, and the bone 
fragment meets these mechanical para-
meters. On the proximal part on the lower 
side, small sectors of the anatomical sur-
faces are preserved and microscopically 
observed with discontinuous preservati-
on of the spongiosa tissue alveoli, modi-
fied/flattened by shaping.

Examination of the surfaces was perfor-
med under low power optical microscopy 
(x5 – x80) (Figs. 16-18).

The sides (upper side, lower side and 
the lateral sides) are conventionally defi-
ned for needs of precise description – the 
peduncle (medial and proximal part with 
13   Buzea 2021, 42.

proximal end) and the tip (distal part with 
distal end); the medial and proximal parts 
have been conventionally defined by di-
viding the length of the respective seg-
ment equally (Fig. 15).

The upper side has a flat or slightly con-
vex proximal part, shaped by abrasion, 
and the lower side has two planes orien-
ted axially/longitudinally, one of which is 
convex, broad towards the left edge, and 
the other concave, broad towards the ri-
ght edge, partially preserving the anato-
mical surface and being shaped by abra-
sion towards the proximal end.

The distal end is faceted, rectangular 
in cross-section, with short steep convex 
margins, the body (medial and proximal 
part) with rectangular cross-sections and 
slightly convex divergent margins (Figs. 
14, 18).

The distal part is elongated pyramidal 
(with a rectangular base), and is delimi-
ted from the medial part by cross-cutting. 
The distal end has a facetted shape obtai-
ned by fine abrasion, the traces of which 
differ from those of abrasion on a coarse 
backing applied to the rest of the distal 
part; this detail, together with the short 
converging steep short edges, indicates 
reworking (re-sharpening) of the distal 
end after fracturing, probably during use. 
The underside preserves small sections of 
the distal and medial-proximal parts with 
anatomical surfaces unaltered by shaping 
(Figs. 14, 17).

The proximal end is obliquely sheared 
by cutting abrasion on both sides. It has 
on both sides oblique, asymmetric rectan-
gular oblique planes of different lengths, 
obtained by abrasion, a morphological/
technical detail made to facilitate the fit 
in the shaft/arrow shaft (Figs. 14, 16).

Technological aspects. Manufacture
Debitage. The traces of this first pro-

cessing phase (operation) have not con-
served, and the processes applied are de-
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duced on the basis of known analogies; 
the aim of this operation was to extract a 
long fragment of bone – compact tissue 
(long bone, nasal bone, rib), asymmetri-
cal, or quasi-rectangular; this technologi-
cal stage involved the application of se-
veral processes combined in two variants:

1. in case of long bone (femur, hume-
rus, tibia, metapodia) or short (nasal) 
bone – debitage by direct percussion 
fracture, transverse cutting and axial 
splitting or for detaching the ends 
(diaphysis) of the bone and extrac-
ting a segment with a length close to 
that of the finished product (about 
85-90 mm);

2. in the case of the rib body – direct 
percussion applied on the edges to 
access the spongy tissue, then de-
bitage by direct percussion in order 
to obtain a rib half-body; transverse 
cutting at both ends to obtain a rec-
tangular fragment with a length close 
to that of the finished product (about 
85-90 mm); the segment of the extrac-
ted rib body could be axially fractured 
(split) to obtain two or more long and 
narrow strips, which would allow a 
faster and precise shaping with less 
effort to obtain the final product.

Shaping. It was applied by abrasion on a 
fixed support – sandstone slab in a wet en-
vironment with the addition of fine sand 
or mud. The traces of the operation consist 
of a series of well-marked, relatively coarse 
striations arranged obliquely and trans-
versely on the distal, medial and proximal 
sides, as well as at the extremities.

The shaping was aimed at:
1. modelling the regular morphology of 

the wand, with rectilinear edges and 
ends parallel two by two;

2. modelling the pyramidal morpho-
logy of the distal part; the sections 
are rectangular and asymmetrical 
polygonal with slightly convex mar-
gins (Figs 14, 18);

3. shaping the morphology of the junc-
tion area at the bottom of the distal 
part / top of the mesial part by cross-
cutting; the aim was to delimit the 
two main parts of the piece; the base 
of the distal part has convex margins 
rounded by cutting (Figs. 14, 17);

4. after this demarcation was made, the 
shaping of the medial and proximal 
parts continued, resulting in the cre-
ation of four surfaces, two wider (up-
per/lower sides) and two narrower 
(lateral sides), the sides being placed 
in planes distinct from the surfaces of 
the distal part; the sections are rec-
tangular and asymmetrically polygo-
nal, with slightly convex edges (on 
the medial side) and rectangular with 
three slightly convex edges and one 
concave edge (corresponding to the 
lower side); the shaping of the proxi-
mal end was done on both faces by 
forming two small abrasion planes 
that give it a bevelled appearance 
(Figs. 14, 16);

5. resharpening – fracture of the distal 
end over an approximate length of 
5 mm and resharpening by trans-
verse and oblique axial abrasion on 
a fine surface, which has produced 
series of fine, parallel, specific stria-
tions, different in morphology from 
those produced by the application 
of the initial abrasion. The distal end 
has a facetted appearance and short 
steep straight edges, a morphology 
similar to the reworked active part of 
the tips used as piercers, perforators, 
etc., common in the Wietenberg and 
Noua cultures (Fig. 18).14

There is no evidence of heat treatment, 
which increased the hardness-impact re-
sistance of the artifact.

14  For the Noua culture artifacts of animal hard (or ske- 
letal) materials from the Zoltan-Nisipărie settle-
ment see Beldiman 2002a.

C. Beldiman, J. Puskás, D.-L. Buzea
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Traces of use. Functional role
The bone point was fixed to the distal 

end of the wooden rod (arrow body) or to 
the distal end of a harder cylindrical seg-
ment of wood fitted to the distal end of 
the arrow body (rod). The mounting pro-
bably covered almost the entire length of 
the proximal and mesial part up to near 
the recessed junction area (at 3-4 mm?); 
this provided a higher impact resistance 
of the reinforcement.

The diameter of the rod (body) of the 
arrow at the distal end probably measured 
about 6-7 mm, having in this sector a cylin-
drical or truncated cone-shaped morpho-
logy, adapted to the morphology of the 
proximal part of the point; the length of 
the axial perforation was about 40-45 mm.

Fixing to the axially perforated or split 
wooden elements was frequently done 
with organic mineral hot-applied glue (but 
not necessarily) and vegetal or animal fibre 
ligatures (thin leather, tendon threads from 
herbivores), possibly stiffened by the addi-
tion of hot-applied glue. The analysed pie-
ce shows no traces of the use of adhesives.

The traces of use are materialized by the 
fracture of the active part (distal) probably 
as a result of impact with the hard surface 
of an accidental target or with the skeletal 
elements of the target (game). After reco-
very of the arrow; the point (fixed in the 
shaft) was re-fitted by resharpening – abra-
sion. No other traces of use were observed.

The presence of the arrowhead in the 
Cx 18 complex can be explained hypothe-
tically by the following variants, not ex-
cluding other possibilities:

1. the artifact, still in perfect usable con-
dition even today, does not appear to 
have been accidentally abandoned in 
the complex: it could easily have been 
recovered for reuse from a target 
(hunted) – given both its preservation 
in optimal conditions after use and 
the relatively large amount of techni-
cal effort consumed in its production; 
thus, it could have been deposited 
mounted in a rod (as a projectile shot) 
as a personalized offering;

2. the projectile was kept fixed in an 
offering of game meat deposited in 
the pit (only soft tissues), the point 
being a personalized offering; exten-
ding the range of hypotheses, we can 
think, in this case, of a ritual to ensure 
success in the hunt?;

3. the point (without the arrow body – 
rod) could have remained fixed, deep 
in a game offering (only soft tissues), 
deposited in the pit – here the objec-
tion can be raised, and rightly so, that 
the recovery of this precious bone 
point would not have posed any pro-
blems:

4. finally, despite observations made at 
#1 the arrowhead was simply aban-
doned in the pit.

Table 1. Sântimbru-Dealul Mic / Csíkszentimre-Kishegy, Harghita County. 
Bone arrowhead - Dimensions.

Parameters Value (mm)
Initial total length approx. 84
Preserved total length 79.05
Length of proximal part + middle/mesial part 46.29
Length of mesial part 23.15
Length of proximal part 23.14
Length of mesial part/junction area (under distal part) 2.15
Length of distal part 30.61
Distal part width at 10 mm from distal end 4.06

Bow and arrow use in the Bronze Age of the Eastern Transylvania, Romania
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Discussions. Analogies
Arrowheads made of hard animal ma-

terials (deer bone and antler) are present 
among the Bronze Age finds in Romania, 
although they have rarely been systema-
tically catalogued and studied according 
to a unitary methodology; the cited bi-
bliography also offers some analogies – 
more or less comparable – for the piece 
we are analysing.15

So far, for the Wietenberg cultural envi-
ronment, we have not found any reports 
of similar bone or antler arrowheads in 
the specialized literature consulted. Bone 
and antler arrowheads are rarely mentio-
ned in works dedicated to the industry of 
animal hard materials belonging to that 
culture. We can refer, on this occasion, 
to the finds from Uioara de Jos, Mureș 
County16, Rotbav, Brașov County17, Hăl-
chiu, Brașov County18, but there are other 
reports.19

Deer antler arrowheads, on the other 
hand, are common within the Noua cul-
ture (Noua-Sabatinovka-Coslogeni cul-
tural group/complex), with long-stalked  
 

15  See Chidioșan 1980, 63 (Wietenberg culture); Flo
rescu 1991 (Noua culture); Beldiman 2002a (Zol-
tan, Covasna County, Noua culture); Beldiman 
et alii 2012, 104 (Păuleni-Ciuc, Harghita County, 
Jigodin culture); Dietrich 2013 (Noua culture); re-
cently Beldiman et alii 2021 – all publications with 
bibliography. For older, relatively recent and recent 
data on the Wietenberg culture see some papers 
and books, all with bibliography: Andrițoiu 1992; 
Andrițoiu, Rustoiu 1992; Bălan 2015; Bălan et alii 
2016; Bălan alii 2015; Berecki 2016; Boroffka 1994; 
Ciugudean et alii 2015; Ciută et alii 2021; Dietri-
ch 2013; Fântâneanu et alii 2017; Palincaș et alii 
2019; Puskás 2020; Quinn et alii 2020; Rișcuța 1995; 
Puskás, Buzea 2021.

16  Borofika 1994, 224.
17 Dietrich 2014, 140; artifact dated to Wietenberg 

phase III/C.
18  Beldiman et alii 2021; the piece is made of deer an-

tler and has different typological parameters from 
those of the piece from Sântimbru, in that it is close 
to the typology of arrowheads specific to the Noua 
culture, although the association with ceramic ma-
terial at the point of discovery – where Noua pot-
tery is missing – indicates a probable origin from 
the Wietenberg cultural environment.

19  Chidioșan 1980, 63, pl. 39/22, 38; Rișcuța 1995, 54.

pieces with a pyramidal distal part being 
a well-known cultural marker.20

According to Laura Dietrich’s classifica-
tion of arrow weapons for the Bronze Age 
cultural environment of Eastern Europe 
(the Noua-Sabatinovka-Coslogeni com-
plex), the piece found at Sântimbru be-
longs to the type 4A (Fig. 19).21

Conclusion
This paper offers details of a discovery 

made through systematic research, which 
resulted in the collection of valuable ar-
chaeological material from a site that had 
never been excavated before. In addition, 
the artifact comes from a complex, which 
increases its documentary value.

The major importance of this paper is 
to report the presence of this relatively 
rare type of arrowhead, in a very good 
state of preservation, in an area with 
Bronze Age habitation that is only now 
beginning to be known in more details; 
future research may probably contribute 
to better knowledge of the prehistoric ar-
chaeology of eastern Transylvania.

An exhaustive technological analysis 
of the artifact has been carried out, using 
the identification of raw material, defini-
tion and interpretation of ancient tech-
nology data, including use-wear analysis 
(raw material, manufacture, use-reuse), 
accompanied by an illustration that cap-
tures in detail all the aspects discussed; 
the whole approach aimed at identifying 
the stages of manufacture, traces of use 
and hypothesizing its presence in the in-
ventory of a complex, thus generating a 
set of useful data and providing an exam-
ple of an approach that can be extended 
to other similar finds.22

20  Florescu 1991; Beldiman 2002a; Dietrich 2013.
21  Dietrich 2013, 156, fig. 3.
22   The composition of the figures, as well as the pho-

tographs and diagrams without author’s specifica-
tions, were made by Corneliu Beldiman.
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Fig. 1 Sântimbru-Dealul Mic / Csíkszentimre-Kishegy, Harghita County. 
General aerial view of the site (after Buzea 2021) 

Fig. 1 Sântimbru-Dealul Mic / Csíkszentimre-Kishegy, jud. Harghita. 
Vedere generală aeriană a sitului (după Buzea 2021).

Fig. 2 Sântimbru-Dealul Mic / Csíkszentimre-Kishegy, Harghita County. 
General view of the site (after Buzea 2021) 

Fig. 2 Sântimbru-Dealul Mic / Csíkszentimre-Kishegy, jud. Harghita. 
Vedere generală a sitului (după Buzea 2021).
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Fig. 3 Sântimbru-Dealul Mic / Csíkszentimre-Kishegy, Harghita County. 
General view of S.1-2/2021 (after Buzea 2021) 

Fig. 3 Sântimbru-Dealul Mic / Csíkszentimre-Kishegy, jud. Harghita. 
Vedere generală a S.1-2/2021 – vedere aeriană (după Buzea 2021).
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Fig. 4 Sântimbru-Dealul Mic / Csíkszentimre-Kishegy, Harghita County. 
S.1/2021 - location and plan of the complexes (after Buzea 2021)
Fig. 4 Sântimbru-Dealul Mic / Csíkszentimre-Kishegy, jud. Harghita. 

Vedere generală a S.1-2/2021 – plan (după Buzea 2021).
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Fig. 6 Sântimbru-Dealul Mic / Csíkszentimre-Kishegy, Harghita County. 
General view of S.1-2/2021 (after Buzea 2021) 

Fig. 6 Sântimbru-Dealul Mic / Csíkszentimre-Kishegy, jud. Harghita. 
Vedere generală a S.1-2/2021 (după Buzea 2021).

Fig. 5 Sântimbru-Dealul Mic / Csíkszentimre-Kishegy, Harghita County. 
General view of S.1-2/2021 (after Buzea 2021) 

Fig. 5 Sântimbru-Dealul Mic / Csíkszentimre-Kishegy, jud. Harghita. 
Vedere generală a S.1-2/2021 (după Buzea 2021).
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Fig. 7 Sântimbru-Dealul Mic / Csíkszentimre-Kishegy, Harghita County. 
General aerial view of S.1-2/2021 (after Buzea 2021) 

Fig. 7 Sântimbru-Dealul Mic / Csíkszentimre-Kishegy, jud. Harghita. 
Vedere generală aeriană a S.1-2/2021 – complexe (după Buzea 2021).
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Fig. 9 Sântimbru-Dealul Mic / Csíkszentimre-Kishegy, Harghita County. 
S.1/2021 - stages of the Cx 18 excavation (after Buzea 2021) 

Fig. 9 Sântimbru-Dealul Mic / Csíkszentimre-Kishegy, jud. Harghita. 
S.1/2021 – etape ale decopertării Cx 18 (după Buzea 2021).

Fig. 8 Sântimbru-Dealul Mic / Csíkszentimre-Kishegy, Harghita County. 
S.1/2021 - location, plan and profile of Cx 18 (after Buzea 2021)

Fig. 8 Sântimbru-Dealul Mic / Csíkszentimre-Kishegy, jud. Harghita. 
S.1/2021 – amplasarea, planul și profilul Cx 18 (după Buzea 2021).
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Fig. 11 Sântimbru-Dealul Mic / Csíkszentimre-Kishegy, Harghita County. 
S.1/2021 - stages of the Cx 18 excavation (after Buzea 2021) 

Fig. 11 Sântimbru-Dealul Mic / Csíkszentimre-Kishegy, jud. Harghita. 
S.1/2021 – etape ale decopertării Cx 18 (după Buzea 2021).

Fig. 10 Sântimbru-Dealul Mic / Csíkszentimre-Kishegy, Harghita County. 
S.1/2021 - stages of the Cx 18 excavation (after Buzea 2021) 

Fig. 10 Sântimbru-Dealul Mic / Csíkszentimre-Kishegy, jud. Harghita. 
S.1/2021 – etape ale decopertării Cx 18 (după Buzea 2021).
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Fig. 12 Sântimbru-Dealul Mic / Csíkszentimre-Kishegy, Harghita County. S.1/2021 - stages 
of the Cx 18 excavation (after Buzea 2021) 

Fig. 12 Sântimbru-Dealul Mic / Csíkszentimre-Kishegy, jud. Harghita. S.1/2021 – etape ale 
decopertării Cx 18 (după Buzea 2021).
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Fig. 13 Sântimbru-Dealul Mic / Csíkszentimre-Kishegy, Harghita County. 
1-2 Fragments of ceramic pots discovered in Cx 18. 3 Fragments of clay (hearth) 

discovered in Cx 18 (after Buzea 2021) 
Fig. 13 Sântimbru-Dealul Mic / Csíkszentimre-Kishegy, jud. Harghita. 

Material ceramic din Cx 18: 1-2 fragmente de vase. 
3 Fragmente de crustă de vatră (după Buzea 2021).
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Fig. 14 Sântimbru-Dealul Mic / Csíkszentimre-Kishegy, Harghita County. 
Bone arrowhead - general views 

Fig. 14 Sântimbru-Dealul Mic / Csíkszentimre-Kishegy, jud. Harghita. 
Vârf de săgeată de os – vederi generale.
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Fig. 15 Sântimbru-Dealul Mic / Csíkszentimre-Kishegy, Harghita County. 
Bone arrowhead - conventions of description.

Fig. 15 Sântimbru-Dealul Mic / Csíkszentimre-Kishegy, jud. Harghita. 
Vârf de săgeată de os – convențiile descrierii (fața superioară). Pentru abrevieri vezi în text.
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Fig. 16 Sântimbru-Dealul Mic / Csíkszentimre-Kishegy, Harghita County. 
Bone arrowhead, proximal part and proximal end - microscopic views.

Fig. 16 Sântimbru-Dealul Mic / Csíkszentimre-Kishegy, jud. Harghita. Vârf de săgeată 
de os, partea proximală și extremitatea proximală – vederi microscopice.
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Fig. 17 Sântimbru-Dealul Mic / Csíkszentimre-Kishegy, Harghita County. 
Bone arrowhead, mesio-distal part - microscopic views.

Fig. 17 Sântimbru-Dealul Mic / Csíkszentimre-Kishegy, jud. Harghita. Vârf de săgeată de os, 
partea mezio-distală – vederi microscopice.
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Fig. 18 Sântimbru-Dealul Mic / Csíkszentimre-Kishegy, Harghita County. Bone arrowhead, 
distal part and distal end - microscopic views 

Fig. 18 Sântimbru-Dealul Mic / Csíkszentimre-Kishegy, jud. Harghita. 
Vârf de săgeată de os, partea distală și extremitatea distală – vederi microscopice.
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Fig. 19 Typology of arrowheads discovered in the  
Noua-Sabatinovka-Coslogeni cultural complex (after Dietrich 2013, 186, fig. 3).

Fig. 19 Tipologia vârfurilor de săgeți din cadrul complexului  
Noua-Sabatinovka-Coslogeni (după Dietrich 2013, 186, fig. 3).
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