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The pioneering work of Leroi-Gourhan introduced archaeologists to the concept of the chaîne opératoire[1],

whereby, like his supervisor Mauss[2], Leroi-Gourhan proposed direct links between bodily actions and aspects

of cultural identity. The chaîne opératoire offers a powerful conceptual tool with which to reconstruct and

describe the technological practices undertaken by craftspeople, linking material objects to the cultural context

in which crafts are learnt. Although initially applied to lithics, the concept today is well known in ceramic studies,

as well as, other material crafts, in order to identify aspects of tradition and identity through ideas linked to

technological style[3,4] and communities of practice[5].

Utilizing this approach, Denis et al.[6] use the chaîne opératoire to look at both lithics and ceramics together

from a diachronic viewpoint, to examine technical systems present over the transition between Linearband-

keramic (LBK) and post LBK Blicquy/Villeneuve-Saint German (BQY/VSG) timeframes. This much needed

comparative and diachronic perspective, focuses on material from the sites of Vaux-et-Borset and Verlaine in

Belgium, and has enabled the authors to consider the impact of changing social dynamics on these two crafts

simultaneously.

The authors examine the ceramic and lithic assemblages from amacroscopic andmorphological perspective

in order to identify techniques of production. The data gathered testifies to the dominance of one production

technique for each craft within the LBK. There is particularly striking homogeneity noted for the lithics that

suggests the transmission of a single tradition over the Hesbaye area, whilst the ceramics display greater

regional diversity. The picture alters somewhat for the BQY/VSG material where it seems there is an increase

in the diversity of production techniques, with both the introduction of new techniques, as well as a degree

of hybridization of earlier techniques to form new BQY/VSG chaînes opératoires that have LBK roots. The
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BQY/VSG diversity noted for the lithics is especially interesting, with the introduction of techniques that attest

to increased expertise which the authors attest to the migration of an external group.

The results of this work have allowed Denis et al. to discuss multiple influences on the technical systems

they identify. Rather than trying to fit the data within a single model, the authors demonstrate the need for

nuance, considering the social changes associated with Neolithic migration and interactions, as multifaced

and dynamic. As such, they are able to show not only the influence of contact with other groups, but that the

apparent migration of external groups does not simply lead to the replacement of the crafting heritage already

established at the sites they have examined.

In concluding the authors acknowledge, that as scholars push the existing state of knowledge (in this respect

analysis of raw materials would make an especially important contribution), the picture presented in the paper

may alter. Future work will hopefully fill in current gaps, particularly in terms of how far the trends identified

extend, and the extent to which the lithic and ceramic pictures diversify on a broader geographical scale. It

is certain that based on such results, future work should adopt the comparative approach presented by the

authors, who have demonstrated its explanatory potential for understanding the technical and cultural groups

we all study.
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Dear Solène, Louise, Laurence and Pierre,

thank you for the submission of your pre print which offers a very interseting case study of cross craft

examination. Whilst the case studies discussed offer significant insights into the topic of spheres of shared

techniques and identity, I agree with the reviewers that the text needs additions and edits to help clarify and

strengthen your arguments and some of the terms used before it can be recommended.

Please consider the reviewers comments and submit an revised version of the pre-print.

Best

Clare Burke

Reviewed by Bogdana Milić, 24 December 2022

Overview&general opinion

This preprint by S. Denis et al. is a valuable and significant contribition to the ongoing debate about the

relation between the LBK and post-LBK entities, which, by looking at two different find categories, uses the

evidence from the Early Neolithic in Belgium to investigate in detail the nature of cultural transition in the

central-western Europe, and thus address a bigger picture and a number of issues that relate to socio-economic

systems. The manuscript introduces many, and often underlooked important aspects, which can shape our

understanding of the intercultural interactions, connections and exchange, and focuses on data deriving from

technological analyses of lithics and ceramics aiming to interpret the transmission of technical know-how,

levels of production skills and shared knowledge. This is a particularly sucessful example of how two different

subjects (lithics and ceramics) can be brought together despite different methodological approaches employed,

and follow the same line of research about a particular topic. Although the method is not entirely novel, it

definitely deomonstrates a ”revival” of the synergy between detailed studies on technique and the strong

knowledge of theoretical background and wide regional material culture by the specialists in the subject.

The following text gives the comments on strenghts and weaknesses of the manuscript, of which strenghts

are undoubtedly preveiling. In addition, the PDF with reviewer’s remarks on the clarity and language issues is

provided to avoid listing of particular, rather minor points.

Preprint’s strengths

The title and the abstract perfectly explain the content of the study, by being straightforward in bringing in

the topic.

The introduction section is concisely presenting the theoretical framework and proposing a research question

that will be explored through a number of details regarding the production techniques and technical traditions

and systems. It clearly outlines the current issues in understanding the Neolithic transition in the area of

interest, by introducing first the general paradigms and turning then the focus on the regional character. The

authors provide a good overview on the literature, adequately citing both the classic and the most recent

references.

The materials and method & results sections represent a bulk of data regarding not only the evidence from two

case studies, but also general observations made by most welcome first-hand analyses of a suitable number

of artefacts (especially in terms of lithics, with the relation between technology and raw materials), which

are further supported with a number of figures and plates.The supplementary material also contributes to

transparency of analyses and recording system details.

The discussion is the strongest part of the manuscript. It summarizes important aspects and key topics which

were given in the introduction, such as technical traditions or learning networks to investigate the nature of

cultural mechanisms on a bigger scale. This is done in a very sucessful way through nicely separated topics

concerning the overal significant levels of comprehending the social background. The contextualisation of the

main evidence from Beligum is provided by introducing previously published conclusions from different parts

of central-western Europe, building up the stage to explain primary objectives of the paper, given earlier in the

text. There are few arguments that push forward certain agenda regarding transition and local/exogenous

origin of production techniques and technical tradition and behaviours, which could have been represented in
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a more careful or delicate way. However, this attempt should not be evaluated with a negative note, taken that

the authors posses a great knowledge of the broader region, which is clearly visible from cited bibliography

and their own studies of other assemblages in a larger area, in and around the case studies.

The conclusion appropriately brings back the first aim of the study, concerning the evaluation of current

models for the Neolithic transition in this particular part of Europe, and sumarizes the results of the study by

implying the significance of looking at detailed technological features of lithics and ceramics. It presents some

open questions for further research and proposes careuflly a few potential motives behind social dynamics to

support the current argumentation.

I believe that this paper can be a strong reference for the future studies of interregional interactions and

exchange which goes beyond traditional approaches, and opens up debates on different levels of production,

from an individual, domestic to a general, broader and regional ones.

Preprint’s weaknesses

There are several issues in the presentation of data, which occasionally brought difficulties in understanding

the primary evidence, mainly coming from a detailed description of features coming through technological

study. This is particularly affecting the clarity of the section Materials and Method:

-I presume that for the reader who is not particularly familiar with the region and chronology, despite the

given map, would be crucial to recognise from the start that the two sites are not occupied at the same time,

which will therefore bring the data in a certain way. The same is valid for the representation of details on

lithics and ceramics, which, in my opinion, eventually ended up being presented in a slightly imballanced way.

This imballance is overcome in the discussion, however I would suggest a little reworking of the materials and

method section in relation to results. In the representation of data one can often get lost in the bulks of text

especially due to switching from one to another site. This can be possible resolved by either proposing a single

line of data presenting (first one site, then the other, also for different questions and material categories), or

by making sub-sections so the reader can easily follow the record.

-I don’t necessarily see that the lack of latest pottery results from the Vaux-et-Borset made any harm for the

study, however it would be much clearer for the reader if this was mentioned at the end of the introduction

together with a line that the two sites provide different evidence in terms of chronology (see lines 134-137, a

note on this issue can be introduced here for instance). On the other hand, sections on ceramics are shorter

and are slightly easier to follow when it comes to presentation of the material, while both results on lithics and

ceramics (section 3) were followed without any difficulties. In particular, lines 311-316 were slightly confusing,

as the given figure and table only concerned the record from Verlaine, leaving the reader without sufficient

understanding of the second assemblage, for which a reference is provided instead. Even if the material has

been published, it would be good to see that explicitely written, with a brief demonstration of the main results

on the material from that cite.

Comments on figures and tables

This manuscript gives a good number of figures and tables, which support the text in most parts on an

adequate way. Figure 5 related to lithics, and figures 6 and 7 concerning pottery are greatly designed to simply

explain and visually present the technical traditions/ways of doing, which are given in the text by rich and

sometimes long explanations and descriptions.

Further remarks on several unclear points are given in the PDF. They concern the moving of figure one

below the paragraph which is currently ahead in the submitted version and mark typos in the text and issues

with the clarity of basic statistics in the tables.

Comments on the bibliography

As previously said, a rich set of references, among which there is a coordinated citation between the older

and more recent bibliography, represents a strong point of the manuscript. Moreover, the authors provide

useful references for the reader who wishes to explore theoretical concepts apart from the references that

relate to the particular geo-chronological framewor of the study.

Download the review
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Reviewed by anonymous reviewer 1, 27 January 2023

Title: The title clearly reflects the content of the article.

Abstract: The abstract is concise and presents the main findings of the study. I suggest the Authors to write

in the Abstract what BQY/VSG stands for, as they did for LBK.

Introduction: The introduction in my opinion should be improved by connecting the single case study to

broader research questions pertaining the LBK- post-LBK debate. I would also improve the theoretical basis of

your argument. This in my opinion is the weakest part of the introduction and of all the paper, the difficulties

in connecting the single case study and its (very good) results to the wider picture.

line 81: Personally, I find Coudart’s use of the terms ”civilisation” and ”European identity” quite controversial

and I would not use it in a paper.

89: I am wondering if ”change of paradigm” is the best expression to describe this phenomenon.

92: Transition means all and nothing, I would suggest to explicitly define here in the introduction what

transition is, so you can connect in a meaningful way what are these social mechanisms you are referring to

(102).

105: why is your case study relevant within the framework of the general problem you are addressing? I

find the passage between the macro scale (LBK- post-LBK in Europe) and the micro scale (Middle Belgium) not

addressed properly. Why the material evidence is unrivalled (104)? You mention a ”debate” (108), what is this

debate about? Only chrono-cultural connections? How this debate is connected to the general one concerning

the LBK? From line 114 you are only referring to the region object of your case study, but it would be interesting

to understand how the problems you address at regional level are connected to the research question of

neighbouring regions and the entire phenomenon. Of course I am not suggesting to write extensively on

this, but as it is your introduction looks detached from the bigger LBK issue that you are mentioning at the

beginning.

118 to 130: I suggest to be more explicit in explaining what these scenarios are about. What does the

authors you quote mean with ”reconstruction of regional identities”? Is this e.g. a social or cultural identity?

Which type of identity are they referring to? Group identity? How is the Mediterranean influx recognisable in

the material culture?

131-132. I would suggest to write down more explicitly what endogenous and exogenous mean. I mean in

terms of actual explicit formal models of cultural/societal change.

139-: This sentence reminds too much the structure of a project. I would suggest to rephrase it.

I would pay attention to consistency: 6th or sixth millennium? Use one way of writing it throughout the

manuscript.

Materials and methods: 211-213: I would explain better the connection between these two crafts here.

Why can lithic and pottery be addressed together? Which is the benefit of this cross-craft study based on

chaines-operatoires? You do this in the discussion (539-ff) but I strongly suggest to succintly explain it also in

the methods section.

238-239 : again, I think that identity should be better defined here, which type(s) of identity are you talking

about? I suggest to refer to this by starting e.g. from the work of one of the Authors you quote, for pottery V.

Roux.

244-246: how would you extend the conclusions of your study to other parts of Europe? In which way are

you going to do this?

321: in my opinion far better results on ceramics could have been reached by combining manufacturing to

petrographic analyses. I am of course not suggesting to undertake such study, rather to take into consideration

that the data from ceramics are not that indicative if you take into account only the manufacturing process

that you observe on the pots’ surface.

Discussion: 566-567: explain what these mechanism are, it is not enough to name them.

587-588: permanence of techniques equal to continuity of population...what does ”continuity of population”

actually means? These general definitions are not enough to explain such complex phenomena as the ones
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you are addressing in your paper. Change in techniques is for you equal to change in demography? Is it really

a 1:1 equation?

Conclusions: 698-701: I find the use of labels like ”continuity of the peopling” , ”migration”, ”syncretism”

somehow problematic as these models are very generic and here they are even given for granted, without any

reference to formal and explicit models. Taking for example ”migration”, in the last 15 years there have been

so many publication targeting this topic, that referring only to literature published 20 years ago and not on the

recent studies focusing on this period is not acceptable. Given the effort that the Authors put into the analysis

of the material record, and their good and sound results, I suggest them to bring to the same level of scientific

quality the discussion of their data against the existing state of the art .
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