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loer Stage and further classification are described in detail by Frauke Metzger-Krahé.21 The 
Oldesloer Stage has been questioned later on22 and rejected on the ground that according to 
typological considerations it is a mixture of artefacts of both Late and Terminal Mesolithic and 
even Neolithic character. 

The obvious uncertainty concerning the chronological position of the sites with Mesolithic 
character in the collection of the Institute of Archaeological Sciences makes it necessary to 
refer to them henceforward only as Mesolithic. Only a detailed analysis of the occurring  
microliths would make it possible to determine the chronological affiliation of the assemblages 
more precisely. 

The Mesolithic sites around Naherfurth and Wakendorf have been collected since decades by 
amateur collectors and most probably in a somewhat selective manner, so the assemblage to 
be reviewed does likely not represent all substantive characteristics of the Mesolithic.

All finds from the Naherfurth NF SW site are marked uniformly with the identifier “NF SW”. 
Here the abbreviation NF stands for Naherfurth and SW, meaning southwest (“Südwest” in 
German) refers to the southwestern part of the ford over the Alster River. The entire assem-

21	 Metzger-Krahé 1977, 124–125.
22	 Hartz 1985 cited in Hartz 2009, 401.

Fig. 9. Offcut from the 1:25,000 topographic map “G.S.G.S 4414 Sheet 2226 Edition 4 Wakendorf” of 1954, 
which was georeferenced. Geographical values agree with the Universal Transverse Mercator (UTM) 
Grid Zone 32 N). In the figure, the close environment of Naherfurth can be seen. At the same time, 
the nature of the marshy plain with the spider-web-like drainage canal system is well perceptible/
recognizable.
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blage contains several hundreds of 
lithic artefacts, that has not been 
evaluated in more detail. The over-
whelming majority of the lithics are 
debitage products, mostly blades of 
varied length and microblades. Ex-
cept for the microliths, the number 
of tools is relatively low. In the fol-
lowing, some of the most charac-
teristic lithic artefacts will be de-
scribed.

There are relatively few cores in the 
assemblage but fortunately, they 
give a satisfactory indication to the 
applied debitage technique. Grégor 
Marchand gave a very illustrative 
comparison between the Early and 
Late Mesolithic technology.23 In con-
trast to the Early Mesolithic, during 
the Late Mesolithic, the objective of 
the debitage was to produce regular 
blades (blades thin in cross-section, 
wide blades with parallel or sub-par-
allel edges and a straight profile). 
The flaking surface forms an acute or 
orthogonal angle with the two sides 
of the core. The striking surface is 
relatively narrow. The flaking advances from the front and the volume is reduced by parallel 
planes without turning around the core. After flaking, the convexities will be reduced, getting a 
flat general morphology. Blades were removed by pressure flaking technique or indirect percus-
sion. Both techniques enable a precise application of force and thus better flaking control. The 
preparation of the striking zone is not indispensable; it sometimes happens by micro-facetting. 

In the assemblage of the Naherfurth SW site, there are no such characteristic blade cores present. There 
is a single unipolar blade core, having a prepared, micro-facetted striking platform (Fig. 10.4). The 
rough preparation may indicate the application of the direct percussion with a soft or hard hammer 
technique during flaking. The dimensions are 65.1×34.4×19.4 mm. The majority of the cores may have 
been originally blade cores but in the recent state, they are unipolar flake cores with a single striking 
surface and a single flaking surface. The edge of the striking surface of a flake core had been strength-
ened and the overhangs, created by the removals of debitage products, removed by small removals 
(dorsal reduction) (Fig. 10.2). The dimensions are 63.3×49.7×30.2 mm. Due to the abundance in available 
raw material, the cores are unlikely exhausted. In most cases the cortex of the flint nodule has not 
been removed, it is visible (e.g. Fig. 10.1–2.4). One small-sized core, which has two opposite, orthogonal 
striking platforms is also presented here (Fig. 10.5). The dimensions are 41.7×40.5×37.8 mm.
In the assemblage, there are only two microblade cores. The specimen in Fig. 10.1 shows the above-men-
tioned volumetric concept for producing microblades in details. The core has an unprepared strik-

23	 Marchand 2014.

Fig. 10. Selected cores from the Naherfurth NF SW site.
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ing platform and a narrow flaking 
surface. This microblade core corre-
sponds slightly to the type listed by 
Gustav Schwantes under the number 
“No 3 Kernsteine mit Handgriff” (core 
with handle).24 The dimensions are 
52.0×32.4×19.8 mm. The other specimen 
(Fig. 10.3), a characteristic microblade 
core has a rectangular overview and 
three adjacent flaking surfaces. The 
striking platform is unprepared but 
there are traces of either dorsal reduc-
tion or abrasion. The applied flaking 
technique was either pressure tech-
nique or indirect percussion. Some 
hinge-fractures as knapping accidents 
can also be observed. The dimensions 
are 40.1×23.7×19.7 mm.

Almost all blades are relatively 
regular, having sub-parallel edges 
and a sub-triangular or sub-trap-
ezoid cross-section. They usually  
have a thin cross-section and a 
straight profile. Plunging blades are 
not present at all and offset blades 
are rather incidental. The length 
varies between 63.8 and 79.6 mm. 
The width varies between 12.8 and 
21.9 and the thickness varies be-
tween 4.2 and 5.7 mm. On all stud-
ied blades in the assemblage, a so-
called lip, a slight projection of the 

ridge formed by the butt and the lower face can be observed. This morphology is characteristic 
for the use of direct percussion by a soft hammer.25 The butt is almost always flat and has a 
linear or punctiform shape. 

There are three relatively small-sized burins. One specimen is an angular burin on break made on a 
flake. The right lateral edge is retouched in its entire length with semi-abrupt retouch (Fig. 11.1). The 
dimensions are 42.3×25.0×9.7 mm. The next burin was most likely made on the distal end of a blade 
with a broken proximal end (Fig. 11.2). From a typological point of view, it is a hardly classifiable bor-
der-line case. It has some similarities to the so-called “burin de Bassaler” or “burin de Raysse” 26 or “burin 
du Gratadis”.27 Both lateral edges show traces of use. The dimensions are 38.3×22.8×6.6 mm. The angular 
burin on break (Fig. 11.3) was possibly made on the distal end of a blade with a broken proximal end. 
The tip is broken. The dimensions are 44.6×18.4×6.6 mm. According to Gustav Schwantes,28 in the Bad 
Oldesloe stage, the burins are rare but those are excellent specimens. The dihedral burins mentioned 
by him are not present in the collection. 

24	 Schwantes 1928, 222, 225, Abb. 36, 1.
25	 Inizan et al. 1999, 144.
26	 Demars − Laurent 1992, 72; Touzé 2011, 9, Fig. 7. 16, Fig. 11.
27	 Onoratini 1975, 271, Fig. 1.
28	 Schwantes 1928, 222.

Fig. 11. Selected tools from the Naherfurth NF SW site. 1–3 – 
burins, 4 – borer, 5 – retouched blade, 6 – double side-scraper.
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The following tool was classified as a borer made on a long narrow blade (Fig. 11.4). The creation of the 
tip happened by abrupt retouching from both sides. The lateral edges show use-retouch, indicating the 
use for scraping or cutting of some hard material. The butt is flat and has a linear shape. The dimen-
sions are 80.1×19.3×5.2 mm.
The left lateral edge of the blade is retouched with semi-abrupt retouch in its entire length (Fig. 11.5). 
The dimensions are 73.5×21.9×5.3 mm.
There is one specific tool that should be likely classified as an end-scraper, although in its recent form 
it is rather a double side-scraper (Fig.11.6). It was made on an offset flake. The distal end, the assumed 
end-scraper working edge was removed by a single lateral removal. The flake has an asymmetric 
cross-section. The high left lateral edge is abruptly retouched; the partially retouched left lateral edge 
is not so high. The tool has a facetted butt. The dimensions are 60.5×40.0×15.6 mm. 

In Fig. 12, all represented blades show 
the evidence of use. On the edges, 
sometimes also gloss is present. These 
traces of use occur frequently on the 
proximal end close to the base. It might 
imply that the blades were not hafted 
but used by bare hand. The blade in Fig. 
12.1 has a small unretouched notch on 
the right lateral edge. Both edges have 
use-retouch caused probably by some 
scraping activity. The dimensions are 
70.2×19.3×5.1 mm. 
The blade in Fig. 12.8 has a longish re-
touched notch on the left lateral edge. 
Both edges and the oblique distal end 
have use-retouch. The dimensions are 
60.5×18.4×3.7 mm.  

In the assemblage, there are nine 
end-scrapers. Two of each specimen  
were made on a blade or an elongat-
ed flake, the remaining four pieces 
were made on a flake. 

The first end-scraper made on a blade 
has a sub-trapezoid cross-section (Fig. 
13.1). The blank is a little twisted and 
offset. The steep working edge was sev-
eral times renewed, so it lost its likely 
curved original shape. The use-retouch 
indicate working activity on hard ma-
terial. There are traces (small flake re-
movals) of dorsal reduction; the butt is 
punctiform and the bulb was eliminat-
ed by a small flake removal. The dimen-
sions are 47.2×20.8×8.1 mm. 
The next end-scraper had an offset elongated flake with an irregular cross-section as blank (Fig. 13.2). 
The working edge is very abrupt through the renewals. The left lateral edge is denticulated; the right 
edge is retouched with abrupt retouch. The butt was punctiform and the bulb was partly eliminated by 
a removal. The dimensions are 42.2×25.4×6.9 mm.
The following end-scraper was made on a long blade with sub-parallel edges and a straight profile (Fig. 
13.3). The almost straight steep working edge was several times renewed. Both lateral edges were inten-
sively used, likely for cutting of some soft material, such as plants or leather. On the right lateral edge, 
there is a gloss present. The butt is flat and has a linear shape. The dimensions are 81.4×28.8×6.3 mm. 

Fig. 12. Selected blades with traces of intensive use from the 
Naherfurth NF SW site.
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There is an end-scraper which was made on a twisted, offset elongated flake with an irregular cross-sec-
tion and a slightly curved profile (Fig. 13.4). The working edge is steep and renewed. On the upper face, 
several hinge-fractures can be observed. The bulb was eliminated by small flake removals, so the butt 
cannot be seen. The dimensions are 36.2×20.7×8.5 mm. 
The next end-scraper was made on a core rejuvenation flake (Fig. 13.5). The left side of the flake was the 
ridge of the core. The short asymmetric working edge is high and abruptly retouched. The butt is the 
natural surface of the flint nodule. The dimensions are 37.2×19.7×11.4 mm.
The following end-scraper was made on an offset chunky flake (Fig. 13.6). The working edge is abrupt 
and renewed. It shows not only traces of scraping but also traces of some sort of ”chopping” activity. 
The left lateral edge is retouched. On the right part of the upper face, there are remainders of the orig-
inal cortex of the raw material nodule. The large butt of trapezoidal shape is flat. The dimensions are 
41.4×43.5×12.5 mm. 
There is one circular end-scraper in the assemblage (Fig. 13.7). The proximal end is somewhat higher; 
the retouching is semi-abrupt to abrupt. The working edge was only partly renewed. The bulb was 
eliminated by a removal. The dimensions are 34.4×31.4×9.7 mm.
The last end-scraper made on a flake has an asymmetric shape (Fig. 13.8). The curved distal end was 
abruptly retouched and several times renewed. The nicely curved left lateral was semi-abruptly re-
touched and shows no traces of renewal. The butt was likely flat and linear; the bulb was eliminated. 
The dimensions are 33.3×34.4×11.1 mm. 

Gustav Schwantes in his type-
list mentioned the presence of 
end-scrapers made on a blade with 
straight, slightly concave or with 
a convex working edge. There are 
semi-circular end-scrapers as well.29 
His terms “runde Span- und Schei-
ben-schaber” are hard to interpret. 

With 99 artefacts, the microliths are 
undoubtedly the richest and most 
various part of the assemblage. All 
microliths were made by the so-
called microburin blow technique. It 
is a special procedure for cutting up 
lithic blades or bladelets to gain frag-
ments that can be used in the man-
ufacture of microlithic tools.30 In the 
assemblage, there are both proximal 
and distal microburins. The type list 
of the microliths of the Bad Oldesloe 
stage, given by Schwantes31 is some-
what superficial to use it by describ-
ing some characteristic microliths of 
the assemblage. At the classification 
process, however, some much more 

29	 Schwantes 1928, 222.
30	 Inizan et al. 1999, 82–84.
31	 Schwantes 1928, 224.

Fig. 13. Selected end-scrapers from the Naherfurth NF SW site.
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detailed and accurate typological 
lists were applied.32

The collection of microliths does not 
contain typical isosceles triangles, 
triangles that have two sides of equal 
length, characteristic for the Early 
Mesolithic. If otherwise not noted, 
as a general rule the microliths are 
oriented with their base below. 

From a morphological point of 
view, the first microlith has a seg-
ment-like form (Fig. 14.1). However, 
only the curved middle part of the 
left edge is backed, the proximal 
and distal ends, the tips are unre-
touched. There are some scalene 
triangles in the assemblage, the 
two legs are backed or abruptly 
retouched, the hypotenuse is unre-
touched (Fig. 14.2–4). The collection 
from this site contains some simple 
backed points also (Fig. 14.5–6). 

The next microlith can be classi-
fied as a sensu lato PE-point (Fig. 
14.7).33 According to the definition, 
as regards the shape, it has two 
very oblique truncations and a very 
short, not retouched natural edge between them. As Stefan Kozłowski noted, these points have 
not been distinguished within the majority of the proposed typological systems. The PE-points 
cover rather densely the Lowland territories from Great Britain to the Vistula in Poland and the 
northern Alpine foreland. Based on a detailed chronological analysis a three-stage evolution 
of the PE-point was suggested, which deriving from the Late Palaeolithic of north-western Eu-
rope, spread east in the Holocene but lasted longer in the west than in the east.

The following piece is an elongated deltoid-like point (Fig. 14.8). On the right side, the two 
adjoining edges are elaborated. The longer edge, the oblique distal end of the geometric mi-
crolith is backed, the shorter edge is retouched abruptly. Based on the studied typological sys-
tems, this atypical type of point seems to be uncommon. Gustav Schwantes mentioned that in 
the Bad Oldesloe stage rhombuses were rare. Unfortunately, there are no illustrations of any 
rhombuses, so it is unclear what they look like. The presence of rhombus shaped-points is ev-
idenced among others in the Mesolithic Kongemose culture.34 This type of point has generally 
two opposed edges backed or abruptly retouched.

32	 Bohmers – Wouters 1956; Rozoy 1967; Barrière et al. 1969; Barrière et al. 1972; Kozłowski 1976; 
Kozłowski 1980; Marchand 1999.

33	 Kozłowski 1980; Kozłowski 2009, 164.
34	 Rimkus 2019, 74, Fig. 2.

Fig. 14. Selected microliths from the Naherfurth NF SW site.
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On the following pieces, the edge 
close to the proximal end is oblique-
ly truncated on their right side (Fig. 
14.9–10).

The next piece is a so-called “Zon-
hoven” point, named after the Ah-
rensburgian archaeological site in 
Belgium (Fig. 14.11). The „Zonhoven 
Spitze” was defined by Gustav 
Schwantes35 as a short thin blade, 
which is truncated by a retouch 
at its upper end in a way that the 
point is situated in the prolongation 
of the lateral blade edge. Pierre M. 
Vermeersch36 excluded the irregular 
trapezes with two truncations and 
limited the term “Zonhoven point” 
to points that have the point pre-
pared at the proximal end of the 
blank. This represented a tighten-
ing of the rather broad definition of 
Schwantes, which did not define the 
place of the point on the blank. The 
restricted definition of Vermeersch 
corresponds well to the definition 
of Mesolithic K-points (“Komornica 
type points”) given by Kozłowski.37

Again, some interesting retouched pieces are highlighted in the last two figure:

•	 A rhombus-like microlith with a distal microburin. The right edges are backed (Fig. 15.1).

•	 An obliquely truncated microblade (Fig. 15.2).

•	 A microlith, which has a highly irregular quadrilateral shape (Fig. 15.3). This specimen 
is reversely represented, the wider proximal end is above. The proximal and distal 
ends are backed. Although the left edge shows use traces, the tool should be consid-
ered likely as connected to hunting activity. It might have been used as an insert of a 
composite tool, such as a fishing harpune.

•	 A point, which does not fit into any typological system (Fig. 15.4). It was made on a 
regular microblade with a triangular cross-section. This specimen is reversedly rep-
resented, the proximal end is above. The oblique proximal end is backed, the narrow 
distal end is only slightly retouched. On both lateral edges, there are small retouched 
notches, which should have been associated with the hafting of the arrowhead. 

35	 Schwantes 1928.
36	 Vermeersch 2015, 51.
37	 Kozłowski 1976, 8; Kozłowski 2009, 159.

Fig. 15. Selected microliths from the Naherfurth NF SW site.
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•	 Three double truncations 
(Fig. 15.5–7). The first mi-
crolith was made on a reg-
ular blade (or bladelet) with 
a trapezoid cross-section 
(Fig. 15.5). The distal and 
proximal edges are backed 
or retouched abruptly. The 
two elaborated edges are 
not parallel to each other. 
The base is not perpendic-
ular to the lateral edges, 
on the left side it is slightly 
shifted high. In the typolog-
ical system of the Epipalae-
olithic of Barrière and col-
leagues, this rhomboid-like 
type of trapeze occurs as 
a unique type “Trapèze à 
bases décalées”.38 The mi-
crolith corresponds well to 
the BH type in the class of 
asymmetric trapezes at Ste-
fan Kozłowski.39 The second 
microlith has an irregular 
quadrilateral shape (Fig. 
15.6). The corresponding 
opposite edges are not par-
allel to each other. Both the proximal and the distal edge is backed obliquely. The base 
and the distal edge of the small-sized third trapeze made on a microblade are backed 
(Fig. 15.7). The base is perpendicular to the lateral edges. At Barrière and colleagues, 
this type is short rectangular trapeze (“Trapèze rectangle court”).40

•	 Four approximately symmetric double truncations, chisel or transverse arrowheads of 
different morphology (“Querschneider” or “Pfeilschneiden” in German) (Fig. 15.8–11). 
These must have been designed to produce a large wound on the prey and thus a great 
loss of blood. In the middle of the base of the exemplar in Fig. 15.11, there is a single 
small flake removal making the arrowhead a “fluted” character. The possible purpose 
of this removal was to facilitate the hafting of the arrowhead.

•	 Long symmetric double truncations, long narrow trapezes made on regular mi-
croblades with approximately straight parallel side edges (Fig. 16.1–3).

•	 Long, slightly asymmetric double truncations. The side edges are not parallel to each 
other, somewhat irregular partly because of the visible use traces. All of these long tra-

38	 Barrière et al. 1969, 362, Fig. 6. 363, Nos 181–183.
39	 Kozłowski 2009, 157.
40	 Barrière et al. 1969, 362, Fig. 6.

Fig. 16. Selected tools from the Naherfurth NF SW site. 1–7 – 
microliths (double truncations), 8 – microlithic notched tool.
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pezes might have been inserts for composite tools, such as fishing harpunes (Fig. 16.4–5).
•	 A symmetric double truncation with straight parallel edges (Fig. 16.6). It belongs most 

probably to the class of transverse arrowheads, too.

•	 A transverse microlith (Fig. 16.7). Both lateral edges are backed, the unretouched edges 
are not parallel to each other. In the middle of the longer unretouched edge, there is a 
notch-like indentation. On the lower face, it is visible that the left side of the indenta-
tion is retouched. At the same time, on the right side, there are small use-wear marks, 
indicating some sort of damage. The function or purpose of the tool in the present 
form is highly questionable. However, it should be noted that a significant part of the 
transverse arrowheads has similar damage traces on the longer unretouched edge, 
which might have been caused by impact.

•	 A microlithic notched artefact (Fig. 16.8–9). Its distal end is intentionally broken in a 
slightly curved manner. It is either a relatively long proximal microburin with a some-
what large retouched notch on its left lateral edge or it might have been an intention-
ally manufactured microlithic notched tool. Notched tools could have been applied in 
connection with hunting activity (e.g. smoothing the arrow shafts).

The Neolithic sites of Sülfeld (“Kreis Segeberg”)

The sites or rather small lithic concentrations in the surrounding of the Borstel, which is a 
district of the settlement Sülfeld, and of Sülfeld itself, are linked to the Norderbeste River. The 
source of the Norderbeste is not specified, as the river arises from the outflowing waters of the 

Fig. 17. Offcut from the 1:25,000 topographic map “G.S.G.S 4414 Sheet 2127 Edition 4 Leezen” of 1955, 
which was georeferenced. Geographical values agree with the Universal Transverse Mercator (UTM) 
Grid Zone 32 N). In the figure, the close environment of Borstel (Sülfeld) can be seen. 
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Lunder Moors and the Nienwohlder Moors south of Itzstedt, between Nahe and Nienwohld. 
The river is about 14.6 kilometres long and joined with the Süderbeste River south from Bad 
Oldesloe flows into the Trave River in Bad Oldesloe. The most problematic lithic materials 
in the collection are those from the above-mentioned area. These small assemblages have no 
Palaeolithic and/or Mesolithic characteristics. Due to the lack of ceramics and culture-specif-
ic lithic artefacts, it is certainly impossible to decide whether the assemblage belongs to the 
Neolithic or, rather likely, to the Bronze Age. The sites (No 77, SF-C and No 79 SF-E), however, 
which will be reviewed with a great probability belongs to the Early Neolithic period, which 
is associated to the Funnelbeaker culture in North Germany. The Funnel(-neck-)beaker culture 
(“Trichter(-rand-)becherkultur” in German) c. 4,300 BC–c. 2,800 BC) developed as a technolog-
ical merger of local Neolithic and Mesolithic techno-complexes between the lower Elbe and 
middle Vistula rivers, introducing farming and husbandry as a major source of food to the 
pottery-using hunter-gatherers north of this line. In the north, especially in the area of what 
is today Denmark and North Germany, it was preceded by the Late Mesolithic/Proto-Neolithic 
Ertebølle-Ellerbek groups.41

Although the geomorphological 
and topographical situation (Fig. 
17), the presence of large sandy 
hills between Borstel and Sülfeld at 
the right (the southern) bank of the 
Norderbeste River would not con-
tradict the existence of Mesolith-
ic, in the collection, there are only 
lithic finds with Neolithic and/or 
Bronze age affiliation present.

All lithic concentrations are poor in 
lithic finds and those are mostly un-
retouched flakes. Below some arte-
facts from the two possible Neolith-
ic concentrations will be described. 

The artefacts are marked uniformly 
with the identifier “SF A” to “SF E”.  
Here SF is an abbreviation that 
stands for Sülfeld, the letters A to 
E refer to the lithic concentrations.

All artefacts are rather large-sized, 
and except for the tool in Fig. 20, all 
others make a spontaneous, rough-
and-ready impression. From a tech-
nological point of view, during the 
flaking, the „direct percussion with a 
hard hammer” technique was used.

41	 Hartz – Lübke 2006.

Fig. 18. Selected tools from Sülfeld. 1–3, 5 – SF E concentra-
tion, 4 – SF C concentration. 1 – retouched and denticulated 
elongated flake, 2–5 – end-scrapers.
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In the small assemblage of the Sülfeld 
SF-C concentration, there are only two 
artefacts, which deserve attention. The 
first is an end-scraper made on an off-
set flake with an asymmetric cross-sec-
tion (Fig. 18.4). The tool has a nicely 
curved working edge shifted to the left 
side of the distal end. It was retouched 
with a semi-abrupt retouch and was re-
newed. The adjoining distal end of the 
right lateral edge is also retouched. On 
the right lateral edge, there is a small 
retouched notch close to the base. The 
left lateral edge is not retouched but 
shows traces of use. The butt is flat and 
has a trapezoidal shape. The dimen-
sions are 67.6×40.8×14.0 mm. The sec-
ond is a strongly offset, twisted narrow 
unretouched blade with an asymmet-
ric cross-section (Fig. 19.3). The distal 
end seems to be broken. There are no 
traces of use at all. The dimensions are 
77.8×23.5×7.6 mm.
In the small assemblage of the Sülfeld 
SF-E concentration, there are seven 
end-scrapers made on a flake. The first 
tool has a high, curved working edge, 
which was several times renewed (Fig. 
18.2). The left lateral edge is retouched. 
On the right lateral edge, there is a small 
retouched inverse notch. The proximal 
end was removed by a single removal 
from the upper face. The base is also re-
touched and near the base, on the low-
er face, there are also small removals. 
The dimensions are 55.5×28.2×13.0 mm. 
The second end-scraper has a high, 
narrow, abruptly retouched working edge (Fig. 18.3). The left lateral edge is the original core side sur-
face. There are no traces of use at all, and its butt is punctiform. The dimensions are 46.7×36.9×9.2 mm. 
The third specimen was made on a chunky flake with an asymmetric cross-section (Fig. 18.5). The high 
abruptly retouched working edge is shifted to the right. It was renewed but it has a curved shape. The 
right lateral edge is partly retouched. On the upper face, there is the negative of a flake removal that 
ends in a step-fracture (hinge-fracture). The butt is flat and has a Z-shaped form. The dimensions are 
54.6×38.9×18.7 mm.
The lateral edges of the tool made on a large chunky slightly offset flake were alternately elaborated 
(the left edge directly, from the lower face to the upper face, the right edge inversely), partly retouched, 
partly denticulated (Fig. 18.1). The left lateral edges show most traces of use. The trapezoidal butt is 
flat. The dimensions are 63.3×39.3×12.4 mm. A sub-circular end-scraper was made on a chunky first 
flake (decortication flake) (Fig. 19.1). It has a natural surface on the upper face and the butt. The retouch 
is semi-abrupt to abrupt. All the working edge around, there are use-retouch likely through scraping 
some hard material. The dimensions are 44.6×45.4×13.1 mm. The next end-scraper was made on a 
chunky offset flake of sub-circular form (Fig. 19.2). Only the left part of the distal end and the left lateral 
edge is retouched by abrupt retouch. The working edge was several times renewed and shows the evi-
dence of intensive use. On the right edge, there are remains of the natural surface of the raw material 
nodule. The butt is flat and punctiform. The dimensions are 34.4×36.5×12.7 mm. The following piece 
is an end-scraper made on a chunky decortication flake (Fig. 19.5). In contrast to the curved working  
edge, the natural surface on the upper face is patinated. The dimensions are 52.7×52.1×13.5 mm. The next 

Fig. 19. Selected artefacts from Sülfeld. 1–2, 4–6 – SF E con-
centration, 3 – SF C concentration. 1–2, 5–6 – end-scrapers, 
3 – unretouched blade, 4 – notched tool made of a relatively 
thin laminar splinter from a polished tool, likely an axehead.
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tool was also made on a chunky decor-
tication flake (Fig. 19.6). The right part is 
intentionally struck off before the flake 
as blank for the tool was removed. The 
natural surface was on the left part re-
moved through creating an end-scrap-
er-like working edge. A relatively thin 
laminar removal from a polished tool, 
likely an axehead, was found, too (Fig. 
19.4). On the surface, there are non-hi-
erarchical striations, the traces of the 
initial grinding, re-grinding and final 
polishing activity on stone.42 However, 
interestingly enough, from this use-re-
touch, a tool was formed by creating 
a small notch on the right lateral edge 
(the orientation is arbitrary). This edge 
also shows the traces of cutting and/or 
scraping activity on hard material. The 
dimensions are 52.2×38.6×5.0 mm. 
The last piece is a large combination 
tool of a borer and an end-scraper made 
on a tabular raw material chunk (Fig. 
20). The lateral edges are retouched in 
their entire length with abrupt alter-
nate retouch. On the proximal end, an 
end-scraper was created with abrupt 
retouch. The almost straight working 
edge was renewed. The lower face is the 
unpatinated original flat surface of the 
raw material. In the middle of the upper 
face, there is the remain of the patinated 
pitted surface of the raw material. The 
dimensions are 62.9×31.6×10.9 mm. 

Conclusion

At the end of this review, some summarizing statements should be made. Concerning the Pal-
aeolithic and Neolithic and/or Bronze Age sites, there is unfortunately a very little to say. In 
the first case, at the Stellmoor AB 78 site, there the above-mentioned possibly intermingling 
should be taken into consideration. In the latter case, and it concerns the 39 sites with ques-
tionable affiliation, the lack of culture-specific artefacts and ceramic makes a proper evaluation 
nearly impossible. As regards to the Mesolithic sites, the most promising results might come 
from the thorough analysis of this material in the future. Besides the reviewed Naherfurth 
NF SW site, there are other sites very rich in lithic material. Among them, first and foremost 
Naherfurth NF SO (“Südost”=Southeast) and NF N (“Nord”=North), the sites in the surround-
ings of Wakendorf (WD II X and WD II LA3), the site of Nienwohld NW 5 and Bargfeld-Stegen 
BFS 10 and BFS 20 should be mentioned (Fig. 9). These sites have lithic assemblages varied 
in their composition, first of all in geometric and non-geometric microliths. And finally, the 
sites around Bebensee are worth to mention, some of which were localized by Peter Nierling.  

42	 Madsen 1984; Sørensen et al. 2020, 6.

Fig. 20. Large-sized combination tool of a borer and an end- 
scraper made on a tabular raw material chunk from the SF E  
concentration.
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The processing and evaluation of the Mesolithic assemblages is a very interesting and a really 
challenging task at the same time. After doing this work, we would have a little clearer im-
pression of the scientific value of such surface collections and its contribution to the prehis-
tory of the region.
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Tab. 1. The 92 archaeological sites or lithic concentrations with lithic assemblages.

Site 
No Name Site Id LA-No LAT LON Epoch Microliths Topographic Map

1
Ahrensburg-Stell-
moor

AB 78 78 53,647 10,209 P 2327 Ahrensburg

2 Alveslohe AL 53,782 9,898 P/M? 2225 Quickborn

3 Alveslohe AL X 53,780 9,913 P/M? 2225 Quickborn

4 Alveslohe AL Z 53,767 9,908 P/M? 2225 Quickborn

5 Bad Oldesloe BO 158 158 53,817 10,362 Undef. 2128 Bad Oldesloe

6 Bad Oldesloe BO 159 159 53,814 10,366 M + 2128 Bad Oldesloe

7 Bad Oldesloe BO 169 169 53,813 10,365 M + 2128 Bad Oldesloe

8 Bad Oldesloe BO 172 X 172 53,796 10,352 M 2228 Eichede

9 Bad Oldesloe
BO 172 
XX

172 53,797 10,353 M 2228 Eichede

10 Bad Oldesloe BO 176 176 53,797 10,369 M + 2228 Eichede

11 Bad Oldesloe BO 180 180 53,822 10,378 M+N + 2128 Bad Oldesloe

12 Bad Oldesloe BO X 53,812 10,369 Undef. 2128 Bad Oldesloe

13 Bargfeld-Stegen BFS 10 10 53,775 10,148 M/N? 2226 Wakendorf

14 Bargfeld-Stegen BFS 4 4 M +

15 Bargfeld-Stegen BFS 10X 53,774 10,149 M 2226 Wakendorf

16 Bargfeld-Stegen BFS 20 20 53,773 10,146 M 2226 Wakendorf

17 Bargfeld-Stegen BFS 20X 53,772 10,148 M + 2226 Wakendorf

18 Bargfeld-Stegen BFS X 53,771 10,135 M/N? 2226 Wakendorf

19 Bebensee BS 21 53,881 10,324 M + 2127 Leezen

20 Bebensee BS A 53,887 10,312 M/N? 2127 Leezen

21 Bebensee BS B 53,884 10,319 M/N? 2127 Leezen

22 Bebensee BS X 53,871 10,322 M+N + 2127 Leezen

23 Bebensee BS XX 53,872 10,325 M/N? 2127 Leezen

https://doi.org/10.7146/dja.v9i0.114837
https://doi.org/10.22599/book1.l
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Site 
No Name Site Id LA-No LAT LON Epoch Microliths Topographic Map

24 Bebensee BS Y 53,876 10,326 M+N 2127 Leezen

25 Bebensee BS YY 53,875 10,325 M+N 2127 Leezen

26 Bebensee BS Z 53,879 10,326 M+N 2127 Leezen

27 Bilsen BI A 53,765 9,893 Undef. 2225 Quickborn

28 Bilsen BI B 53,754 9,889 Undef. 2225 Quickborn

29 Bilsen BI X 53,775 9,889 Undef. 2225 Quickborn

30 Bilsen BI XX 53,775 9,891 Undef. 2225 Quickborn

31 Bilsen BI Y 53,768 9,898 Undef. 2225 Quickborn

32 Bilsen BI Z 53,773 9,887 Undef. 2225 Quickborn

33 Borstel (Sülfeld) BT 53,823 10,201 N/B? 2127 Leezen

34 Borstel (Sülfeld) BT X 53,821 10,204 N/B? 2127 Leezen

35 Borstel (Sülfeld) BT Y 53,816 10,209 N/B? 2127 Leezen

36 Borstel (Sülfeld) BT Z 53,816 10,196 N/B? 2127 Leezen

37
Borstel-Hohen-
raden

BHR 15 15 53,704 9,850 M + 2225 Quickborn

38
Borstel-Hohen-
raden

BHR 16 16 53,701 9,848 M 2225 Quickborn

39
Borstel-Hohen-
raden

BHR X 53,709 9,852 M/N? + 2225 Quickborn

40
Borstel-Hohen-
raden

BHR XX 53,710 9,856 Undef. 2225 Quickborn

41 Dreggers DR 3 53,879 10,327 M+N 2127 Leezen

42 Dreggers DR X 53,879 10,327 M+N 2127 Leezen

43 Dreggers DR Y 53,879 10,329 M+N 2127 Leezen

44 Ellerau EA 53,766 9,919 Undef. 2225 Quickborn

45 Ellerau EA X 53,760 9,901 Undef. 2225 Quickborn

46 Leezen LE 53,877 10,247 Undef. 2127 Leezen

47 Leezen LE X 53,884 10,254 Undef. 2127 Leezen

48 Leezen LE XX 53,886 10,255 Undef. 2127 Leezen

49 Leezen LE Y 53,881 10,248 Undef. 2127 Leezen

50 Naherfurth NF N 53,774 10,122 M +++ 2226 Wakendorf

51 Naherfurth NF SO 53,771 10,127 M + 2226 Wakendorf

52 Naherfurth NF SW 53,772 10,120 M +++ 2226 Wakendorf

53 Nienwohld NW 5 5 53,777 10,151 M + 2226 Wakendorf

54 Poppenbüttel PB-1 53,677 10,077 Undef. 2326 Fuhlsbüttel

55 Poppenbüttel PB-2 53,676 10,079 Undef. 2326 Fuhlsbüttel

56 Poppenbüttel PB-4 53,663 10,091 Undef. 2326 Fuhlsbüttel

57 Poppenbüttel PB-5 53,661 10,09 Undef. 2326 Fuhlsbüttel

58 Poppenbüttel PB-6 53,665 10,095 Undef. 2326 Fuhlsbüttel
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Site 
No Name Site Id LA-No LAT LON Epoch Microliths Topographic Map

59 Poppenbüttel PB-7 53,668 10,095 Undef. 2326 Fuhlsbüttel

60 Poppenbüttel PB-8 53,668 10,093 Undef. 2326 Fuhlsbüttel

61 Poppenbüttel PB-9 53,676 10,082 Undef. 2326 Fuhlsbüttel

62 Pronstorf PT 1 53,960 10,461 Undef. 2028 Pronstorf

63 Pronstorf PT 2 53,965 10,456 Undef. 2028 Pronstorf

64 Quickborn QB-A 53,719 9,882 Undef. 2225 Quickborn

65 Quickborn QB-X 53,735 9,927 Undef. 2225 Quickborn

66 Quickborn QB-Y 53,753 9,896 Undef. 2225 Quickborn

67 Quickborn QB-Z 53,752 9,903 Undef. 2225 Quickborn

68 Quickborn QB-ZZ 53,751 9,908 Undef. 2225 Quickborn

69 Schlamersdorf SD 6 6 53,834 10,330 M/N? 2127 Leezen

70 Schlamersdorf SD 7 7 53,838 10,323 M 2127 Leezen

71 Schlamersdorf SD 7X 53,838 10,326 M + 2127 Leezen

72 Schlamersdorf SD 9 9 53,836 10,326 M 2127 Leezen

73 Schlamersdorf
SD X, 
SD *

53,835 10,328 M/N? 2127 Leezen

74 Strenglin ST 53,978 10,450 Undef. 2028 Pronstorf

75 Sülfeld SF A 53,812 10,214 N/B? 2127 Leezen

76 Sülfeld SF B 53,812 10,217 N/B? 2127 Leezen

77 Sülfeld SF C 53,812 10,219 N/B? 2127 Leezen

78 Sülfeld SF D 53,810 10,223 N/B? 2127 Leezen

79 Sülfeld SF E 53,809 10,221 N/B? 2127 Leezen

80 Tralau TR 71 71 53,844 10,315 Undef. 2127 Leezen

81 Tralau TR 72 72 53,848 10,315 Undef. 2127 Leezen

82 Wakendorf II
WD II X 
(Wak II)

2 53,773 10,092 M + 2226 Wakendorf

83 Wakendorf II
WD II 
XX

2 53,775 10,092 M + 2226 Wakendorf

84 Wakendorf II WD II W 2 53,775 10,096 M + 2226 Wakendorf

85 Wakendorf II
WD II 
LA3

3 53,776 10,101 M +++ 2226 Wakendorf

86 Wakendorf II
WD II 
LA3X

3 53,778 10,104 M 2226 Wakendorf

87 Wellingsbüttel WB-1 53,648 10,084 Undef. 2326 Fuhlsbüttel

88 Wellingsbüttel WB-2 53,646 10,083 Undef. 2326 Fuhlsbüttel

89 Wellingsbüttel WB-3 53,645 10,081 Undef. 2326 Fuhlsbüttel

90 Wellingsbüttel WB-4 53,645 10,079 Undef. 2326 Fuhlsbüttel

91 Wellingsbüttel WB-5 53,644 10,074 Undef. 2326 Fuhlsbüttel

92 Wellingsbüttel WB-6 53,639 10,061 Undef. 2326 Fuhlsbüttel




