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Daniela Hofmann

This monumental volume wants to understand 
the role of La Hoguette pottery, a kind of ceramic 
ware that is found on some Linearbandkeramik 
(LBK) sites, mainly in the western parts of this 
culture’s distribution, and which has been vari-
ously interpreted as the production of local for-
agers adapting or reacting to a Neolithic way of 
life, or as a special-purpose LBK pottery. There 
are other similar traditions (e.g. Limburg pot-
tery, Begleitkeramik), but these are sensibly ex-
cluded to keep the workload manageable. This is 
a complex topic, and the book develops several 
lines to address it: a critical evaluation of exist-
ing scholarship; a classification of La Hoguette 
pottery according to its finds context, shapes, 
tempers and decorations; an overview over the 
strengths, weaknesses and applications of pXRF 
for archaeological ceramics; and most innovative-
ly the application of pXRF analysis to assemblag-
es from selected case study sites in order to assess 
what paste characterisation and provenance data 
can contribute to the debate. The overall frame-
work, which is appropriately chosen, are learning 
networks between pottery producers, understood 
as communities of practice. As such, temper, dec-
oration, shapes, paste and provenance are used 
to problematise the relationship between both La 
Hoguette and LBK, and between La Hoguette and 
early Mediterranean pottery traditions, which are 
sometimes seen as inspirations for La Hoguette.

From this brief characterisation, it should be 
clear that this is a highly ambitious study, and to this 
reviewer at least not all strands have been equally 
successful. The idea is novel and timely, and in fair-
ness the state of research leaves a lot to be desired. 
This means that there are few, or sometimes only 
regionally restricted or site-based studies which 

tackle important background aspects like dating, 
context, chaîne opératoire and so on. To overcome 
these gaps, the author needed to make some tough 
decisions, and this of course makes it easy for re-
viewers like this one to pick holes. I would there-
fore like to stress that I have huge respect for the 
amount of work that has gone into the realisation 
of this thesis. In particular the archaeometric aspect 
is an excellent addition to the discussion, and will 
hopefully find many followers.

The volume begins with some rather brief in-
troductory chapters sketching out the main prob-
lems surrounding La Hoguette and establishing 
the research question of the study. This is to ascer-
tain whether La Hoguette is a culture, subculture 
or phenomenon (see below). Chapter 4 then sets 
out what we know about LBK and La Hoguette, 
such as their distribution, dating frameworks and 
finds contexts of the pottery (for both mainly LBK 
settlements, but e.g. also caves and open sites). 
Chapter 5 takes a closer look at the vessels them-
selves, their shapes and decorations, and what is 
known about making them. This extensive chap-
ter is rightly critical of an all-too-tight association 
of La Hoguette pottery and bone temper. It also 
contains a useful overview of kinds of learning, 
which might have been better off in the theory 
chapter, and outlines the (soberingly small) ma-
terial basis of well-dated and studied sites. For 
example, the investigation of spatial patterns in 
tempering can rely only on 49 well-dated sites, 
split into 24 regions (p. 132) and largely confirms 
and further contextualises earlier work by Kirsch-
neck (2021). This chapter is logically structured 
and well presented.

The second half of the book brings in the ar-
chaeometric angle. This includes a history of the 
method’s use in archaeology, and how applica-
tion has been continuously refined. In her own 
work, Schauer displays all necessary caution, 
with multiple measurements per sherd, consist-
ent calibration, solid statistical treatment and a 
transparent and logical policy of dealing with 
any errors or equipment problems. I am not an 
expert on this method, far from it, but the so-
called Munich procedure which Schauer estab-
lishes (p. 290) seems worth taking up by others. 
Subsequent chapters then present the chosen case 
studies of Friedberg-Bruchenbrücken, the Oberes 
Gäu and Haiflingen, discussing clay sources and 
paste recipes in an organised manner. In each of 
them, La Hoguette pottery shows a different pat-
tern of overlap with and distinctiveness from the 
local LBK wares, as well as different temporal 
trajectories in preferred recipes. An overall pat-
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tern of progressive melding together of the two 
technological traditions is drawn out. Through-
out, it seemed to this reader that there was more 
willingness to discuss the similarities of LBK and 
La Hoguette traditions rather than the structured 
differences between them. In the end, the model 
of a subculture is established as the most convinc-
ing for all case studies, although the patterns dif-
fer; the “subculture” thus sometimes seems a little 
broad and general. The volume then ends with 
a chapter contextualising pottery with lithics, 
subsistence and genetic studies, and an outlook 
chapter with some good ideas for further study, 
for example concerning more chaîne opératoire 
work and the use of lipid analysis.

Overall, this is an extensive piece of work that 
makes a genuine contribution to the field through 
the careful application of a hitherto unused meth-
od, and the interpretation of the results. The 
question set is clearly answered: for Schauer, La 
Hoguette is a subculture, that is to say LBK-using 
people, perhaps specialists, produce this ceramic 
ware for a specific, largely unresolved purpose.

Nevertheless, I also have some criticisms. First 
of all, I feel uneasy about how some of the sec-
ondary literature is used and cited, as opinions 
and concepts are often misattributed. For exam-
ple, my own work (Hofmann, 2016a) is occasion-
ally cited as embracing certain opinions, but the 
relevant sections summarise somebody else’s; my 
own model is actually barely treated. Beyond hurt 
pride, this is about crediting the right person for 
their ideas. Thus, Lüning’s (2005) terminology of 
how LBK houses are sited (see p. 51), and which 
involves the terms of father/grandfather princi-
ple or walking step/alternating step (Wander-
schritt/Wechselschritt) is respectively credited 
to me (Hofmann, 2016b) and Link (2012), rather 
than to its original creator. This kind of slippage 
is most serious where conclusions are attributed 
to scholars who do not at all support them. For 
instance, Bánffy and Oross (2010) are quoted (on 
p. 24) as supporting a starting date of c. 5700 BC 
for the LBK in the Carpathian Basin. They do no 
such thing. Rather, they state that other scholars 
have proposed such an early date, before criti-
quing these opinions and themselves reconstruct-
ing a date between 5600 and 5500 BC. Similar-
ly, Jakucs et al. (2016) do not, as Schauer (p. 29) 
claims, suggest a date of 5500 BC for the arrival 
of the LBK in central Europe, but rather argue for 
the middle of the 54th century.

This brings me to my second point, how the is-
sue of chronological uncertainty is treated. As the 
paragraph above has shown, there is considerable 

debate surrounding this, and longer and shorter 
chronologies are advanced by different scholars 
(although the very old dates are no longer gen-
erally used). A pragmatic choice needed to be 
made for this study – so far, so good. However, 
the conflicting positions and their methodologi-
cal basis (e.g. Bayesian modelling or not) needed 
to be properly explained, and the choice justified 
more fully. This is because Schauer’s study aims 
to characterise La Hoguette over its duration, as 
a historical phenomenon, and her interpretations 
and conclusions therefore are very strongly de-
termined by the dating framework adopted. For 
example, she uses her chosen framework as an 
argument to discount links between La Hoguette 
and the Mediterranean (p.  233-242). An alterna-
tive chronological model would give a different 
answer. Even more troubling is the assertion in 
this section that contacts between the coast and 
central Europe could not have been established 
in the available time, because innovations only 
move about 1km a year on average. This relies 
on Ammerman and Cavalli-Sforza (1971; 1984), 
who were using modern-day patterns of genetic 
variation to reconstruct an average speed of Ne-
olithic demographic advance over the European 
continent. This average speed of demic diffusion 
is not necessarily appropriate for understanding 
a specific innovation travelling along potentially 
previously established networks in large river 
valleys, all the more so since it is now clear that 
the Neolithic as a whole rather advanced in stops 
and starts, sometimes jumping ahead rapidly and 
sometimes standing still for generations. Here, 
greater care could have been taken to remind 
the reader of how shaky the chronological back-
ground actually is, and to also consider alterna-
tive possibilities of how (and how fast) innova-
tions spread.

A third point is a tendency towards overinter-
pretation encountered at several points in the vol-
ume, although it is sometimes more explicitly rec-
ognised. For example, bearing in mind the limited 
basis of well-dated sites with information on tem-
per (see above) some of the reconstructed links 
seem a little optimistic. Yet this is more directly 
acknowledged, and the results still show diver-
sity and experimentation, even if the grounds for 
suggesting direct links between individual sites 
may be thin. Clearly, with a bigger set of data this 
kind of approach could bear fruit. More examples 
of overly detailed interpretation of patterns based 
on limited data could be cited, also in the main 
case studies of Friedberg and south-western Ger-
many, but these can generally be excused with the 
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author’s evident enthusiasm for thinking through 
her material to the full. Generally, the data are 
presented in such a way that the reader can easily 
make up their own minds. Other strands are less 
fully explicated. For instance, why the relatively 
invisible technological trait of temper combina-
tions (rather than e.g. decoration) should reflect 
land use rights (p. 174-187) did not become clear 
to me. The discussion of the diversity in shaping 
and decoration (from p.  174) was occasionally 
hard to follow, and the author’s decision for one 
or the other model seemed a little rushed. I am 
also not convinced that the Bug-Dniester culture 
should be considered as a possible origin for La 
Hoguette pottery (e.g. p. 224-228), when the latter 
is so entirely absent in the LBK regions closest to 
the Bug-Dniester culture, and indeed shows a de-
cidedly westerly distribution.

My last major criticism concerns the theoret-
ical background. At only nine pages, the theory 
chapter (chapter 3) was short and hard to fol-
low fully, as it uses the time-honoured strategy 
of many German-language publications to com-
press a lot of the argumentative logic into foot-
notes (which often take up most of the page), 
where it never needs to be fully spelled out, and 
the author’s opinion can be hidden behind a sur-
feit of unexplained references. It was often not 
really clear what Schauer actually thinks about a 
particular point. The main idea, however, was to 
distinguish whether La Hoguette was a culture, 
subculture or phenomenon by creating a kind of 
tick-list approach. A culture (model A) here seems 
to mean a spatially and chronologically bounded, 
consistent set of several behaviours – for example, 
La Hoguette pottery would be part of a culture if 
it were consistently associated with a particular 
settlement pattern, subsistence strategy and lith-
ic industry. While this is a classic definition, it is 
also in a sense set up to fail, and it is unfortunate 
that the LBK itself is treated as just such a culture 
from the start, so that it sometimes rather unhelp-
fully comes to function as a static backdrop. In 
contrast, La Hoguette would be a phenomenon 
(model B) if it were associated with an ideology 
or religion that allowed its followers to differ-
entiate themselves from others, while creating 
links of followers across several cultures. Finally, 
a subculture (model C) implies no ideology and 
no inter-cultural connections, but would simply 
be associated with a subgroup in society, such as 
a clan or lineage (but, so it seems throughout the 
text, not an ethnic group). Ideally, there should be 
some other associated variations in other aspects 
of life as well to define these subcultures.

My reactions are twofold here. First, both 
models B and C seem to imply willed differen-
tiation from others; they only differ in the reason 
(religious / ideological or social), which is hard 
to address with the data as they are. Second-
ly, all these models are applied rather statically. 
Over the centuries of coexistence of LBK and La 
Hoguette pottery producers, the nature of inter-
action (and hence what model is applicable) could 
also have changed – yet theoretical strands which 
could help address this, amongst others hybrid-
isation or creolisation (e.g. Liebmann, 2015; Silli-
man, 2015), are not considered. This is a shame, 
as it leaves the discussion as a whole somewhat 
blocky. With this theoretical model it is difficult 
to do full justice to the diverging patterns of inter-
action observed in the different case studies, for 
example, but it is also difficult to conceive of both 
LBK and La Hoguette traditions as dynamic and 
active – and this in spite of the use of a communi-
ties of practice approach, which should make this 
kind of exploration easier. What subgroups ex-
isted in society, or the social role of pottery, may 
well have been different at the start of the com-
mon history of La Hoguette and LBK than at the 
end, and different regions likely had different tra-
jectories. An awareness of this shines through the 
text at various points, but the tick-box theoretical 
models that require an either / or decision are, to 
my mind, not well suited to deal with this com-
plexity. Instead, everything appears shoehorned 
into a box.

It is hard to summarise a work that is so ex-
tensive and multifaceted. Its main contribution 
for me is that it got me to rethink some of my 
own interpretations, and to either change them or 
argue them anew. The patterns Schauer reveals 
are highly interesting and provide solid ground-
work which, I at least hope, will be expanded by 
others. I could probably be made to agree with 
the idea that La Hoguette could be characterised 
as a kind of subculture, although I would put a 
very different spin on what this means in terms 
of the social groups involved, the role of this pot-
tery, or any ideologies. I was often frustrated by 
the imprecisions and shortcuts in dealing with 
important dimensions such as dating, models of 
interaction and integration, and indeed in dealing 
with the existing literature. But having said that, 
La Hoguette pottery is an extremely tough top-
ic, given the many controversies and holes in our 
understanding, and by showing the potential of a 
technological approach aided by pXRF Schauer’s 
thesis makes a genuine and lasting contribution. 
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