Core Point Chisels

A common but overlooked tool type from the late Middle Neolithic,
the Late Neolithic and the Early Bronze Age in Southern Scandinavia
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Abstract

The hitherto largely unnoticed tool type, core point chisels, is presented
in the paper. The tools are reminiscent of core axes, but are pointed at
one end and flat at the other. Based on the presence of small crush marks
on each end and along the edges of the long-sides, it is suggested that
the rools were used for preparation of rock. Several possible objects for
which the core point chisels may have been used are suggested, while the
chisels’ use for preparation and reoccurring pecking of quern stones is
emphasised. The tool type is dated to the late Middle Neolithic B, Late
Neolithic and Early Bronze Age based on find contexts.

Introduction

Although various stone tools with crush marks
are frequently found on sites from almost every
phase of Scandinavian prehistory, crushing
tools comprise an under-investigated category
of finds. This is likely because of their often
somewhat casual appearance: some are coarse
stones that were not or only slightly modified
before use; others consist of various types of
broken or worn-out tools subsequently used
for crushing, hence leaving the impression
that crushing tools were mostly so-called
ad-hoc tools, i.e. quickly made, or simply
grabbed from the ground at the moment
they were needed and discarded shortly after
use (Eriksen 2010). Some types of artefacts
with crush marks however seem to have been

specialised tools made after a standardised
scheme. The latter applies to a tool type,
which has been found at the site Vinge in the
Northern part of Zeeland, Denmark (Fig. 1).
In recent years, approximately 80 hectares of
land have been archaeologically investigated
in Vinge generating a large archaeological
material from a period spanning from the
Early Neolithic to the Viking Age. Among
this is a small flint assemblage consisting of
broken tools, preforms and flint debris found
in a sunken floor of a monumental two-
aisled house dated to the second half of the
Late Neolithic. The finds included two core
tools made of Danien flint, both broken in
the thickest end and with characteristic crush
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Fig. 1. The location of Vinge marked with a red spot.

marks in the pointed end and along the
edges of the long-sides (Johannsen 2017, 6
f.). After the tools were identified, it became
clear that several similar tools, which had
been categorised as pointed core axes from
the Mesolithic, had already been found in
the area. Today a total of 13 examples of the
core tool have been found in Vinge within a
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radius of approximately half a kilometre (Fig.
2, a-m). Except for the two objects from the
sunken floor, all of these are stray finds. In
the present paper, the tools are analysed and
discussed. The aim of the paper is twofold:
to draw attention to the tool type and its
function, and to bring attention to the risk of
habitually relate core tools to the Mesolithic.



Fig. 2a—m. Drawing of the core point chisels found in Vinge. A and b are the ones that were found in
the sunken floor of a large Late Neolithic house (Johannsen 2017). C to m are core point chisels found
in a proximate radius of 500 metres from the house. Drawings: Rikke Lorentzen.
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Description

The core tools from Vinge vary between six
and 16 centimetres in length. They are oblong,
and the unbroken examples are slender and
pointed in one end, while the other end is
thick and flattened. The tools are three- or
four-sided: several, but not all, pieces are four-
sided in the flat, platform end and three-sided
in the pointed end. Seven of the core tools
from Vinge are made of Danien flint (Fig. 2
a-g), while six are made of Senon flint (Fig. 2
h-m). Seven of the 13 tools are broken, and
the platform end is missing (Fig. 2 a, b, h, i, j,
| and m). Durability is a well-known quality
of Danien flint (e.g. Hogberg and Olausson
2007, 108 ff.), which may explain why tools
made of Danien flint seem to have been less
vulnerable to breakage. Numerous small
crush marks are found on both ends. The
pointed end is often rounded by small crush
marks (Fig. 2 a-f; j-m; Fig. 3), and the crush
marks in some cases continue on the edges of
the long-sides. In the cases where the platform

Fig. 3. Close-up of the worn pointed end of a
core point chisel (Fig. 2f) Photo: Cille Krause.
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end is preserved, several crush marks show
that this end was heavily struck. The tools
somewhat resemble flint punches dated to the
Maglemose Culture (Becker 1952, 136 ff;
Serensen 1985, 26) but differ from these by
the crush marks found in the platform end.

Use

Considering the shape of the tools and the
crush marks, it is evident that they were
struck with something in the platform end to
work something with the pointed end. The
tools” use thereby resembles the function of a
chisel, which according to the Oxford English
Dictionary, can be defined as a tool “used
for cutting wood, metal, or stone, and worked
either by pressure, or by the blows of a mallet or
hammer”. Chisels are also described as most
commonly having a straight cutting edge,
which is transverse to the axis. It is thereby
reasonable to name the tools from Vinge core
point chisels to underline their pointed shape
and separate them from the well-known
Neolithic polished flint chisels (Ebbesen
1981; Stenak forthcoming). That the majority
of the core point chisels from Vinge are
broken indicates that they at least sometimes
were used for heavy work tasks. This and the
use-wear show that the core point chisels were
used with a material that was just as hard,
or close to as hard, as the chisels. They were
thus likely used for the preparation of stone.
Below it will be argued that the core point
chisels belong to the Late Middle Neolithic
B, the Late Neolithic and the Early Bronze
Age. Except for the initial preparation of flint
nodules, it is doubtful that the core point
chisels were used in this period’s delicate flint
working technique. It is thereby likely that
they were used for the preparation of some of
the periods’ artefacts, which were made out of
other rock types.

As the core point chisels have been
shaped to the described distinct form, they



are different to ordinary, simple crushing
stones: the chisels” shape was made to be able
to make precise blows to something. A find
from the Late Neolithic settlement Ostbirk
in eastern Jutland (Borup 2019) may be the
key to understanding what this was. In a
sunken floor house, no less than 19 core point
chisels with various degrees of use-wear were
found along with a number of other artefacts.
These included flint waste, two roughouts for
pressure-flaked arrowheads and a flint dagger
of Lomborg’s Type IB, the latter dating the
house to the Late Neolithic period I (2350-
1950 BC). Five hand-sized stones with
smooth cup mark-like depressions, suggested
to have been used when drilling shaft holes,
were also found in the sunken floor. Most
interesting for the present discussion were the
finds of a partly polished shaft hole axe and
a, by pecking shaped, round, flat stone, likely
the hand stone of a quern. As stated above,
the core point chisels seem too coarse to have
been used for the preparation of bifacial flint
tools, such as the ones in the find. More likely,
the stones with the smooth depressions and
the core point chisels must be seen as a tool kit
for the production of the partly finished shaft
hole axe in the find, which is also suggested
in the presentation (Borup 2019, 104 f.). It
is however also likely that the round hand
stone was pecked with the core point chisels.
The finds from the sunken floor in @stbirk
thereby support the idea that the tools were
used for preparation of various artefacts made
out of rock types, which were slightly softer
than flint. Although the shaft hole axes, like
the one from the sunken floor in Ostbirk,
probably shall be counted in thousands, they
are yet another poorly described and poorly
understood artefact type of the Late Neolithic
and Early Bronze Age (see however Heimann
2005; Bendixen 1976). Evidently, there must
be an even more neglected material culture
connected to their production, which the

find from Ostbirk sheds a rare light upon.

However, the hand stone in the find indicated
that the core point chisels are also related to
another neglected Late Neolithic artefact
type, namely the quern stone.

Late Neolithic quern stones

Recent years' systematic soil sampling of
Late Neolithic houses, macrofossil analyses,
“C-dating, and increased awareness of ard
marks have shown that a wide variety of
cereals was cultivated in the Late Neolithic
settlements and that crop rotation, cultivation
of former house plots, and likely also increased
manuring, improved and maintained field
fertility (Andreasen 2009; Borup 2019;
Kanstrup ez al. 2014; Mebjerg e al. 2007;
Simonsen 2017, 379 ff.). The development of
the bifacial flint sickle in the earliest part of
the period and the large amount of sickle finds
from the Late Neolithic, and Early Bronze
Age support increased importance of cereal
cultivation compared to the preceding period
(Johannsen 2022; Johannsen forthcoming).
These agricultural improvements led to
increased production of grain. Although grain
can be consumed without grinding, finds of
quern stones indicate that making flour was
part of the food preparation throughout
the Neolithic. Quern stones are most often
stray finds, and their uniformity over several
thousands of years makes typological dating
of them impossible. Querns, or fragments of
querns, have however been found in several
contexts dated to the Middle Neolithic B, the
Late Neolithic and the Early Bronze Age in
Denmark and Scania (see Table 1 & Fig. 4).
Although the finds show that the quern stone
was a common part of the in late Middle
Neolithic, Late Neolithic and Early Bronze
Age households, the querns are, like crushing
stones, rarely discussed, and for the most
part only briefly mentioned, for instance, in
find lists in papers and excavation reports.
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Table 1: List of quern stones found in context dated to the Middle Neolithic B, the Late Neolithic and
the Early Bronze Age. The main part of the finds have been collected through a survey of all settlements
with two-aisled houses from Denmark dated to the mentioned periods. A minor part of the querns
stones derive from graves, while only a single find derives from a settlement in Scania. Finds belonging
to the last two categories have been less systematically collected.

Site_name Sb. no. Date Reference

Dommerby Hede 130102-72 MNB (Sparrevohn ez al. 2019, cat. no. 234)
Troldbjerg 160109-59 MNB (Sparrevohn ez al. 2019, cat. no. 369)
Vorbasse 190604-295 MNB (Hvass 1977)

Jegstrup 130102-76 Late MNB | (Simonsen 2001)

Pisselhgj 120814-177 MNB/LNI | (Gyldenlove 2017)

Strandet Hovedgérd 130118-91 MNB/LNI | (Simonsen 2006)

Tandrupgaard 120814-297 MNB/LNI | (Sparrevohn et al. 2019, cat. no. 226)
Tofteparken 120814-403 MNB/LNI | (Sparrevohn ez al. 2019, cat. no. 232)
Kongehej I 190307-208 MNB/LN | (Sparrevohn ez al. 2019, cat. no. 458)
Limensgard 060205-198 MNB/LN | (Nielsen ez al. 2022)

Mide Slam 190503-304 MNB/LN | (Sparrevohn ez al. 2019, cat. no. 476)
Solbjerg 120311-104 MNB/LN | (Jensen 1973; Johansen 1986)
Tindbzk Hestehave 131203-80 MNB/LN | (Sparrevohn ez al. 2019, cat. no. 319)
Bejsebakken 120506-82 LNI (Sarauw 2007)

Birknzs 160515-141 LNI (Borup 2019, 112)
Diverhgj/Digrshej 140206-18 LNI (Asingh 1987)

Kronhjorten 120502-147, 222, 223 | LNI (Posselt 2016)

Kolsen Garde 130816-147 LNI (Sparrevohn ez al. 2019, cat. no. 293)
Kolsenvej 130816-130 LNI (Sparrevohn ez al. 2019, cat. no. 292)
Myrhej 120212-105 LNI (Jensen 1973)

Mollegard 130906-129 LNI (Sparrevohn ez al. 2019, cat. no. 298)
Sendermose 200203-195 LNI (Sparrevohn ez al. 2019, cat. no. 486)
Tromgade 131108-65 LNI (Simonsen 2017)

Tuesbol I-11 190301-228/242 LNI (Sparrevohn ez al. 2019, cat. no. 449)
Tvilum 160114-74 LNI (Sarauw 2007)

Tabel Renseanleg 110612-417 LNI (Sarauw 2007)

Mannehgjgérd I 190307-192 LNI/LNII | (Sparrevohn ez al. 2019, cat. no. 455)
Novling Plantage 180320-51 LNI/EBA | (Sarauw 2007; Sparrevohn ez 2/ 2019, cat. no. 434 )
Sydlejren 020216-207 LNI/LNII | (Schlein Andersen 2019)

Hemmed Plantation 140110-161 LNI/EBAI | (Boas 1993)

Bremdal Skole 180706-90 LNII (Sparrevohn ez al. 2019, cat. no. 440)
Brunde 220204-161 LNII (Sparrevohn ez al. 2019, cat. no. 499)
Fosie IV LNII (Bjorhem & Sifvestad 1989)
Gilmosevej 180318-57 LNII (Pedersen 2006)

Kongehgj 111 190307-212 LNII (Sparrevohn ez al. 2019, cat. no. 459)
Nygardstoft 190401-45 LNII (Sparrevohn ez al. 2019, cat. no. 464)
Dstbirk 160515-183 LNII (Borup 2019)

Arnbjerg Nord 130801-231 LN (Serensen 2019)

Egelund 2 220204-195 LN (Sparrevohn ez al. 2019, cat. no. 500)
Enkehgj 170802-303 LN (Meobjerg et al. 2007)

Gyvellunden 120814-437 LN (Larsen 2021)

Ingersminde 110104-98 LN (Sparrevohn ez al. 2019, cat. no. 183)
Mariasminde_III 190308-177 LN (Sparrevohn ez al. 2019, cat. no. 463)
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Site_name Sb. no. Date Reference

Stenildvadvej Nord 120814-415 LN (Gyldenlove 2018)

Thorsmark Sender Fald 100101-143 LN (Sparrevohn ez al. 2019, cat. no. 174)
Vorgod 180113-221 LN (Sparrevohn ez al. 2019, cat. no. 426)
Egehgj 140110-194 LNII/EBAI | (Boas 1983)

Stamplund 220202-127 LNII/EBA | (Sparrevohn et al. 2019, cat. no. 498)
Hestehaven 160207-36 LN/EBAI | (Jensen et al 2020; Sparrevohn ez al. 2019, cat. no. 376)
Tange Norrehede 130606-56 LN/EBAI | (Sparrevohn ez al. 2019, cat. no. 274)
Brd. Gram 200208-18 LN/EBA (Sparrevohn ez al. 2019, cat. no. 488)
Clemens 160305-117 LN/EBA (Sparrevohn ez al. 2019, cat. no. 380)
Johannesminde 220110-83 LN/EBA (Sparrevohn ez al. 2019, cat. no. 494)
Norregird VIII/Ngrre_Holsted | 190304-105 LN/EBA (Grundvad & Poulsen 2014)
Povlstrupgird 120509129 LN/EBA | (Hertz 1987, 261)

Skjelborg 170811-65 LN/EBA (Sparrevohn ez al. 2019, cat. no. 420)
Vintenvej 32-34 160306-145 LN/EBA (Sparrevohn ez al. 2019, cat. no. 383)
Vibjerg 010511-37 C LN/EBA (Ebbesen 2007, 35)

Vrold 160208-145 EBAI (Sparrevohn ez al. 2019, cat. no. 378)

&t

Fig. 4. The rare find of a complete Late Neolithic quern. The quern was found in a pit close to a Late
Neolithic house in Norre Holsted in the southern part of Jutland and is dated to the early part of
the Late Neolithic by both finds and a “C-analysis (Grundvad & Poulsen 2013). Photo: Thomas R.
Knudsen/Museet Senderskov.
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Some observations can however be drawn
from studies of Early Neolithic quern stones.
Liversage briefly described and discussed
quern stones from the Early Neolithic site
Lindebjerg on Zealand. These querns were
either made from split field stones, which
were roughly shaped with a few blows, or
from boulders making the initial shaping
more comprehensive. Liversage also describes
two cases where the surfaces used for grinding
were carefully roughened by pecking. He
concludes that the querns did not get their
hollow shape only by abrasion from use, but
were deliberately shaped and were given an
initial pecking of the grind surface with a
pointed stone. According to Liversage, the
smooth work surface, which is found on most
quern stones, is a result of querns not usually
being discarded before being worn smooth
(Liversage 1980, 144).

In another study of Neolithic quern stones,
Cecilia Lidstrom Holmberg also points out
that the contact between the hand stone and
the quern over time makes the surfaces smooth
and unsuitable for grinding. To maintain an
effective outcome of the work, the surface of
both hand stone and quern must continually
be roughened by pecking (Lidstrém Holmberg
2004, 215). How often the quern stones
needed pecking, of course, depended on how
much they were used and which stone types
they were made of and may thereby have varied
considerably. Lidstrom Holmberg refers to an
ethnographic study where quern stones were
roughened with a hammerstone approximately
once a year (Lidstrom Holmberg 2004, 215 f.
with further references). In Land of Legends,
Centre for Historical-Archaeological Research
and Communication in Lejre, Denmark, school
children and others can get acquainted with
various tasks of prehistoric food preparation,
including the grinding of cereals with quern
stones. In the spring of 2022, the quern stones
in Lejre, which are used on/off in the five-
month opening season, needed pecking after
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approximately three years of use (Natascha
Ingemann Stevhase, Lejre Land of Legends,
pers. comm. 2022). It is questionable whether
school children’s on/off use of quern stones
can be compared to the use of quern stones
in the Late Neolithic, where grinding cereals
likely was a daily task throughout the year. The
case nevertheless shows that pecking is and was
necessary for the maintenance of the querns.
The point of describing the preparation and
maintenance of the quern stones is to suggest
that some of the core point chisels may have
been used for the initial shaping of the quern
stones and the reoccurring pecking of the grind
surface. The coarseness of the core point chisels
found in Vinge differs somewhat from the
slender core point chisels from the described
find from Ostbirk, and that several of the Vinge
core point chisels are broken, as mentioned, also
indicate a heavy use, which hardly matches the
preparation of the surface of a battle axe, while
the shaping and maintenance of quern stones
seems like a more likely use. Quern stones
have been found in Vinge, although not in a
secure Late Neolithic context. But stray finds
of 21 bifacial sickles underline the importance
of cereal cultivation in the area in the Late
Neolithic and/or the Early Bronze Age, while
carbonised grains found in six houses from the
second half of the Late Neolithic' clearly show
that a variety of different cereal species was
cultivated, and made up an essential part of
the subsistence on the settlement (Johannsen
2017). Of course, the core point chisels may
have been used for other heavy work tasks.
Late Neolithic stonemasonry also included
the preparation of slabs for gallery graves. The
crush marks along the edges of the long-sides
of the core point chisel may indicate that they
sometimes were used as wedges, possibly when

1 Since the excavation and publication of the
large Late Neolithic house in Vinge, additional
five Late Neolithic houses have been excavated
in its close vicinity. Carbonised grains of wheat
and barley have been found in the houses.



splitting rocks. But pecking of quern stones
and hand stones for querns may have been
the primary work task in which the core point
chisels were involved since this must have been
a reoccurring work task on the Late Neolithic
settlements, were subsistence to a wide degree
was based on cereals. However, it must be
pointed out, that direct evidence of the use of
the core point are still lacking, which merits
further investigations. One way of approaching
the problem would be experiments with
replicas of the core point chisels in re-pecking
of quern stones and subsequent comparing
the crush marks of the replica chisels with the
crush marks of the prehistoric tools. Another
method could be residue analyses.

Previous mentions
and interpretations

The core point chisels have been described
and discussed a few times before. The earliest
example is from 1896 by Sophus Miiller,
who, along with a drawing of what clearly
represents a core point chisel, describes the
existence of several finds of roughly shaped,
two- or three-side flint pieces with use-wear
in one or both ends. The tools are described
as 7 to 18 centimetres long and two to four
centimetres wide, and Miiller suggests that
they (and other flint tools with similar crush
marks) were used for the preparation of stone
(Miiller 1896, 410 f.). 80 years passed before
the tool type was brought up again; this time
in a short paper by amateur archaeologist
Frederik Klestrup (1975). Here, Klestrup
presents sketches and descriptions of six core
point chisels, all of which are stray finds from
Hejls Parish in the southern part of Jutland.
The tools are described as small, cone-shaped
core tools with a pointed end, and a platform
end, a three- or four-sided cross-section and
a length between five and six centimetres. All
presented examples are described as having

the same characteristic use marks on both
ends. Klestrup avoids going into details about
their use but claims that the crush marks in
both ends are so regular that the tool must
have been used for precision work: The
pointed end was put against the object being
processed, while the platform end was struck
with a club or the like. According to Klestrup,
the tools are likely Late Neolithic since they
are found on sites with Late Neolithic tool
types (Klestrup 1975, 28).

Anders Jager and Jesper Lauersen mention
the finds of what must be several core point
chisels on the Rojle Mose settlement in the
northwestern part of the Danish island
Funen. It is however unclear how many since
the tool type is described along with various
other types of stones with crush marks. No
less than 85 of these were found at the site; the
vast majority in an occupation layer dated to
the Early Bronze Age by the find of type VI-
dagger (Jager and Laursen 1983, 114 f.). The
tools are described as hammerstones and either
round or oblong, of which the latter form is
the most common. The oblong hammerstones
are described as two- or three-sided and pitted
on one or both ends (ibid., 105 ff.). A drawing
of one of the oblong hammerstones depicts a
heavily used core point chisel (ibid., Fig. 13g).
According to the authors, the crush marks
on the oblong hammerstones are generally
small; on some examples even smooth, and
it is often centred around an unworked area.
The smoothening from small crush marks
is described as continuing on the edges of
the long-sides on some examples. The Rojle
Mose site is found close to what in the Late
Neolithic/Early Bronze Age was a shallow
fiord and the authors interpret the tools as
used for working stone, including grooved
net sinkers, which were also found on the site
(Jeeger & Lauersen 1983, 111 & 115).

Finally, Peter Vang Petersen has briefly
described the tool type in his handbook of
flint from the Danish Prehistory. The tool is
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named “slender crushing stone” (the author’s
translation). Petersen states that the tool type
is found on sites close to the coast, where net
sinkers are also found and suggests that the
tools were used for making the grooves in
these (Vang Petersen 2008, 142). Petersen’s
interpretation is thereby likely based on the
Rojle Mose finds.

Date

With little or no description, the tool type also
occurs in presentations of lithic finds from
several other sites. This includes a grave from
the Late Middle Neolithic B at Tissg (Gebauer
Thomsen 2002), the Myrhgj site from the
early Late Neolithic (Jensen1973, Fig. 15:0),
the early Late Neolithic occupation layer
found under the Diverhgj mound (Asingh
1987, Fig. 20), the Fosie IV settlement from
the second half of the Late Neolithic (Bjorhem
and Sifvestad 1989, PL. XVIIIi), the Hellegard
site from the Late Neolithic (Simonsen 2017,
Fig. 4.55) and a house from the Early Bronze
Age at the site Hemmed Plantation (Boas
1993, Fig. 13).

The core point chisels are thus found
in closed context from the late Middle
Neolithic B (c. 2600 B.C., Tissp), the Late
Neolithic (2350-1700 B.C., Hellegard), the
Late Neolithic T (2350-1950 B.C., Myrhaj,
Diverhgj and Ostbirk), the Late Neolithic
II 1950-1700 B.C., Vinge, Fosie IV), and
the Early Bronze Age (1700-1100 B.C,
Rojlemose and Hemmed Plantation). The
core point chisels thereby have a dating frame
spanning from the Late Middle Neolithic B
and into the Early Bronze Age.

Since quern stones were used in other parts
of the Neolithic and later periods too, it would
not be surprising if the dating frame was even
wider. However, the need for a specialised tool
for pecking of quern stones from the end of
the Middle Neolithic B and not earlier could
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be explain by an overall intensification of
cereal cultivation during the period. Where
cereals seem only to play a minor role in
the Pitted Ware and early Single Grave
Culture (Klassen 2005; Andreasen 2020),
the increased permanence of the settlements
reflected by the emergence of sturdy houses in
most parts of Southern Scandinavia (Nielsen
2019, 24-36), the change in agricultural
methods reflected by the variety cultivated
cereals (Andreasen 2009) and the thousands
of finds of crescent shaped flint sickles
(Johannsen forthcoming) show that agriculture
was intensified during the Late Neolithic.
Where quern stones of the previous Neolithic
periods may occasionally have been re-pecked
with whatever stone at hand, the daily use
of quern stones from the end of the Middle
Neolithic B and onwards may have prompted
the development of a specialised tool as the
core point chisel. However, a similar tool type
must obviously have been used in production
of the thousands of battle-axes of the Single
Grave culture (and the Battle Axe Culture in
Sweden), since the find from @stbirk indicate
that core point chisels were used in the
production of the Late Neolithic shaft hole
axes. The rarity of core point chisels dated to
the Middle Neolithic B may be explained by
the general scarceness of identified settlements

from this period (Nielsen 2019, 20-24).

Conclusions and implications

Summing up, the core point chisel is a
distinct  tool-type somewhat resembling
Mesolithic core axes but are distinguished
from these by the platform and pointed end,
and the characteristic small crush marks on
the platform, along the edges of the long-sides
and in the pointed end. It has been found in
context from the end of the Middle Neolithic
B and into the Early Bronze Age. Based on the
use-wear and the coarseness of the examples



from Vinge, it is suggested here that the tools
were used in the preparation and reoccurring
pecking of the grind surfaces of quern stones.
The core point chisels may however also have
been used for preparation of a variety of other
stone artefacts. Their use in the making of
Late Neolithic shaft hole axes is demonstrated
by the key find from Ostbirk. Other possible
purposes may have been the making of
grooves in stones, as suggested for the Rojle
Mose site. They may also have been involved
in the preparation of the stone slabs for the
Late Neolithic gallery graves and even the
Bronze Age’s stone cists and rock art.

The purpose of the present paper is to
draw attention to the tool type and its role in
somewhat neglected archaeological subjects,
such as subsistence and food preparation
in the end of the Neolithic and Early
Bronze. Another point is to warn against
too optimistic typological dating of core
tools, which are typically thought to belong
to the Mesolithic period in Scandinavia. An
example is the often-discussed large core tools
from the Maglemose and Kongemose Culture
(Karsten and Knarrstrom 2003, 94). These
are also for the main part made of Danien
flint and have the same characteristic use-wear
along the edges of the long-side and in the
pointed end (Serensen 2017, 48 f.; Karsten
and Knarrstrom 2003, 94 ff.). Most of them
beyond doubt belong to the early Mesolithic.
However, a find from Diverhgj (Asingh 1987,
Fig. 20m) shows that the Late Neolithic core
point chisels sometimes had a comparable size
and shape, and the tools’ similarities make it
questionable to date core tools found without
context on typology alone. An example is the
hoard find of four so-called flint picks from
Tisse in west Zealand, Denmark. These have
been dated to the Mesolithic (Toft 2009, Fig.
92.1; Fischer 2003, 48 f.), but considering
the nearby Late Neolithic settlement and
cemetery (Bican 2010) and the lack of other
certain Mesolithic finds in the area, the flint

picks from Tisso might as well be of Late
Neolithic date.
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