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Centre for Textile Research, are examined with respect to a number of variables. These
variables include the experience of the technicians, the details of the reconstructed spindles
and technical aspects of preparation and spinning methods. The variables and their
implications are insufficiently addressed in the technical reports of the experiments, and
further consideration and elucidation would enhance the interpretation of experimental
results.

Archaeological experimentation of this type would also benefit from the incorporation of
ethnographic observation to provide contextual information and comparative behavioural
data. The assumptions inherent in modern approaches to fibre technology and their
influence on archaeological experimentation are considered, with a view toward encouraging
a more self-conscious approach to the analysis of fibre experiments.

Introduction: spinning experiments

There are
innumerable
assumptions made by
modern practitioners
when approaching the
re-enactment of a
historical craft, many of
which may be
unconscious and
therefore
unconsidered.
Craftspeople work
according to the way
they were taught and
many contemporary
handspinning teachers
have taken up the craft
independently of any
tradition.

A series of archaeological experiments were conducted in
2005 and 2006 as part of the Tools and Textiles - Texts and
Contexts (TTTC) project through the Danish National Research
Foundation’s Centre for Textile Research (CTR) in Copenhagen.
This work is highly significant to the study of textile technology
because there are very few institutions with a focus on
historical textile research. The focus of the current paper is on
the wool-spinning portions of these experiments. This analysis
aims to highlight variables and technical details that require
further discussion and clarification, with the purpose of
encouraging development of the experimental method.

The focus of this paper is deliberately precise, concentrating
exclusively on one set of a series of specific experiments.
There are several reasons for this focus. In the literature of
textile studies, very little attention is paid to spinning, as
compared to weaving. Spinning is perceived as a generic step
in textile production and few scholars are qualified to examine
the subtleties and variables inherent in this stage, which is
itself a complex process with definitive impact on the finished

product. As a result, spinning and its various components are often glossed over, in the
interest of moving on to the ostensibly more complex technology of weaving (Landi, 1998: 11;
Boersma et al., 2007: 13).

The experiments discussed here give importance to spinning, emphasising the role of whorl
weight, which significantly adds to the body of knowledge applicable to archaeological finds.
In recognition of the importance and prominence of the CTR program and the potential for
continuation of informative textile studies in archaeology, it is necessary to be as thorough as



possible in the approach to understanding spinning and its role in textile production. Thus
the specificity of this article draws attention to the relevance of seemingly minor or negligible
details in the conducting of spinning experiments, with the goal of elucidating variables and
important considerations for the interpretation of data produced by such experiments.

Another reason for analysis of these experiments in particular is the conclusive status that
published data acquires. Production rates for ancient cloth and parameters for spindle whorl
weight deduced from the experiments continue to be cited as factual (Martensson et al.,
2009: 393; Meyers, 2013: 257; Andersson et al., 2008). Without an examination of the
interpretation of that data, the numbers may not reliably be used as a foundation for
archaeological studies.

Technical reports for part 1 and part 2.2 Whorl or bead? of the TTTC project explain
experiments involving spinning with replicas of ancient spindle whorls. The main questions
for part 1 were: how do individual spinners affect the spun yarn and can whorls weighing less
than 10 g function as spindle whorls? (Martensson et al., 2006a: 4)The question addressed in
part 2.2 was how a 4 g whorl functions as a spindle whorl for spinning weaving yarn, to be
woven on a warp-weighted loom (Mdrtensson et al., 2006b: 4). The studies have effectively
shown that a whorl as light as 8 g, or even 4 g, can be used to spin yarn suitable for weaving
on a warp-weighted loom, which is a significant point regarding archaeological finds.
However, other results are less conclusive, given the limitations of the sampling and the
breadth of variables that are left unaddressed.

For example, one of the main conclusions is that the tool is more of a factor than the person
using it, in determining what type of yarn is spun (Martensson et al., 2006a: 14; Andersson et
al., 2008; Martensson et al., 2009: 165). Detailed analysis of the experiments will demonstrate
that this assertion may not be the obvious interpretation of the data, once all the variables
and assumptions are taken into account.

Additionally, in the TTTC reports emphasis is placed on ease of use and the time required for
tasks. Such factors cannot be measured as numerical data, but must incorporate a range of
considerations, affected by the individual and cultural influences involved in the entire
process of spinning, both in the experimental setting and in living textile-producing cultures.
The interpretation of the experiments would be more complete with information collected
from observation of handspinning cultures. Such information could also help inform the
structure of future experiments.

Living traditions as an aid to modern interpretation

In assessing numerous aspects of the spinning experiments, it is helpful to refer to living
textile traditions and the trends of tool usage that are demonstrated by indigenous spinners.
Such people have handspinning embedded in their lives as an everyday technique and while



this cannot show us exactly how things were done in a specific historical culture,
ethnographic observation can demonstrate how the technical skills fit into daily life and
society (Wild, 1970; Lemonnier, 1993; Hudson, 2008a). This is extremely useful in interpreting
patterns of tool use and production methods, in addition to the role of ‘efficiency’ in textile
production.

There are innumerable assumptions made by modern practitioners when approaching the
re-enactment of a historical craft, many of which may be unconscious and therefore
unconsidered. Craftspeople work according to the way they were taught and many
contemporary handspinning teachers have taken up the craft independently of any tradition.
They teach in a manner influenced by current ideas about yarn and desired results, which
differ from ancient production needs; therefore, the technique is bound to be different. For
this reason, it makes sense to take cues from textile-producing cultures that continue to
practice pre-industrial methods, rather than assuming a universality to a method that is
taught in modern post-industrial societies as a non-essential craft (Franquemont, 2009). The
methods of current textile-producing cultures will reflect similar priorities as ancient cultures,
in that the handspinning will be directed by the goal of a specific type of yarn, usually for
weaving (Hilden, 2010), and the work of spinning will also be integrated into the daily routine
and general lifestyle of the spinners (Hudson, 2008a; Franquemont, 2009: 7).

It is also important to bear in mind that the skills and use patterns of production
handspinners will differ greatly from those of sporadic spinners or those who have recently
acquired the skills (Tiedemann and Jakes, 2006). These points are relevant to each of the
stages of experimentation and interpretation in any spinning experiment.

To emphasise the benefit of ethnographic observation, several online videos of traditional
handspinners have been included among the references for this paper, cited where they are
relevant to the discussion. Living handspinning communities, both traditional and modern,
offer a wealth of knowledge that can be a beneficial resource for academic craft studies
(Ciszuk, 2007).

Spinning experience within the study sample: the relevance of textile
background

Given the divergence of handspinning skills across and within cultures, an inquiry into the
background of the experimental spinners is necessary. The TTTC experiments are carried out
by two “experienced textile technicians,” who are introduced by name, country and
profession, but without further information regarding their spinning experience (Martensson
et al., 2006a: 3). Two individuals is an extremely small study sample and while following the
CTR policy of using “at least two” craftspeople to conduct an experiment (Martensson et al.,



2006a: 3; Martensson et al., 2009: 379), it does not seem sufficient to test differences between
individuals as opposed to tools.

There is reference to the importance of selecting people with different textile backgrounds
(Martensson et al., 2006a), but since there is no detailed explanation of the respective textile
backgrounds, the suitability of the study group is not demonstrated. One technician is from
Denmark and one from Sweden, but the report does not explain where and from whom the
women learned to spin, which is highly relevant to their style, tool familiarity and assumptions
about correct methods (Minar, 2000: 94). For example, if either of them learned to spin from
a contemporary professional teacher, from the Internet, or in another international situation,
the method of spinning may be very generalised (Franquemont, 2009). This will differ from
the methods of a Danish or Swedish grandmother passing on a continuous tradition from her
own family. People tend to spin according to the way they were taught (Minar, 2000: 94), so
this factor is very important when considering the textile background of an experimental
technician.

The level of experience of the spinners is also not defined. If they are accustomed to using a
spindle and have spun in this manner for many years, this will affect the ease with which they
take up the reconstructed Bronze Age spindles. Conversely, if they habitually spin with a
wheel, or have learned spindle spinning within the last few years, it will be more challenging
to be productive using the experimental tools (Tiedemann and Jakes, 2006: 303). For this
reason, the technicians’ familiarity with the specific tool being tested has an influence on how
results may be interpreted and should be stated as part of the introduction. A later
publication refers to the technicians’ years of experience (Andersson Strand, 2012). Perhaps
this information will be included in the forthcoming book on the CTR studies (Andersson
Strand and Nosch, forthcoming).

The TTTC Part 1 report mentions “one initial test” of the spindle, to allow the spinners to get
comfortable using it (Martensson et al., 2006a: 7). The duration of this test period is not
mentioned, but it is the first time the spinners have worked with the experimental spindles.
As an experiment to test whether the 8 g or 4 g spindle works, this is not a problem. However,
as a basis for calculating production rates and efficiency of the tools of various weights, it is
problematic to use craftspeople who are unaccustomed to the specific tools and are given
only a short period of practice before the experiment.

In a given textile-producing culture, the techniques of spinning are introduced at a very young
age and those who spin yarn for production weaving will have spent much of their lives using
the tools on a daily basis (Meisch et al., 2003; Callafiaupa Alvarez, 2007; Hudson, 2008b;
Franquemont, 2009: 9). There can be no comparison between the production level of people
who are raised in a living textile tradition, spinning from childhood, with those who have
learned spinning as an adult in a manner that is not essential to their livelihood (Tiedemann



and Jakes, 2006). To imply that the amount of yarn spun in a given period of time by the
experimental technicians can be interpreted as production rates of ancient cultures
(Andersson et al., 2008: 173; Andersson Strand, 2012: 34) overlooks these factors.

The report would potentially be enhanced by a comparison with the normal production rate
of the experimental spinners working with their own accustomed tools. No indication of how
their skills with these spindles compare to their skills with other types of spindles is given,
which would provide a sense of perspective, within the study group.

Fibre preparation

Before the wool can be spun, it must be sorted, cleaned and prepared to some extent. There
is a wide spectrum of fibre preparation processes, from doing almost nothing, to carefully
aligning all of the fibres by hand or using combs (Meisch et al., 2003; Hudson, 2008b; Hilden,
2010: 126). The method of fibre preparation can have a significant influence on the spinning
of the yarn (Amos, 2001: 63; Bakriges, 2010: 67; Andersson Strand, 2012: 31), so itis an
important factor in textile production. The traditions of a given textile culture will include
specific methods of fibre preparation, but unless indicative tools survive, it is hard to deduce
the methods of ancient cultures (Wild, 1970: 24).

The preparation of the fibre affects the ease and manner of drafting and also influences the
type of yarn produced. In English, a distinction is made between woolen and worsted, in
terms of fibre preparation, drafting method and spun yarn (Ross, 1986: 17; Franquemont,
2009: 66). A woolen preparation, with fibres oriented in different directions, is more suited to
a 'long-draw’ drafting method with the twist entering into the fibres as the hand pulls back
(Bakriges, 2010; Franquemont, 2009: 66). Woolen preparation and drafting traps more air in
the yarn, creating a lofty, springy yarn with increased elasticity and the capacity to blend or
mesh, visually and physically, with neighbouring yarns in the finished weaving (Ross, 1986).
Worsted preparation aligns the fibres parallel to one another and is drafted in a manner that
controls the twist, with hands held close together. This controlled method produces a more
dense yarn with a smooth surface, which provides strength and gives definition to the
finished weaving pattern, with less elasticity (Baines, 1977: 32; Ross, 1986: 18; Franquemont,
2009: 68). While these terms are English, the qualities of fibre preparation and spinning
technique represented by them are encountered in textile traditions all over the world, so
understanding this distinction is relevant to any study of hand spinning history (Hudson,
2008b; Meisch et al., 2003: 84).

The method of fibre preparation for the TTTC experiment is chosen and justified and this
would seem to eliminate the role of fibre preparation as a variable. However, if the historical
method is unknown (Martensson et al., 2006a: 5), it would be more informative to test
multiple methods through the spinning stage to determine the influence of this variable. The



influence of the given method of fibre preparation is not measured, neglecting the
importance of fibre preparation as a variable affecting all other stages of spinning.

It is also important to note how many assumptions and choices are coming into play in the
chosen preparation method. For example, when the fibres are sorted, they are slightly
opened by hand and laid out, avoiding placing the locks “upside-down” on top of one another
(Martensson et al., 2006a: 4). The reason for this and its importance to subsequent
preparation is not explained and it is evident that even at this stage certain choices are being
made based on culturally acquired technological beliefs. In this respect, the fibre preparation
process needs to be more self-conscious and more thoroughly explained, documented and
demonstrated. The myriad steps preceding the actual spinning of the fibre have both cultural
and technological relevance to the process and to the finished product. While there is
discussion of the method of preparation, the terminology is unclear, and comparisons to
known methods are not made. The effect of fibre preparation on the spinning process is
emphasised (Martensson et al., 2006b: 5), but this aspect of the experiment is not addressed
thoroughly, showing demonstrable results.

In traditional textile producing cultures, various methods of preparation are used, sometimes
differing between yarn spun for warp versus weft, while the skill of the spinner is inherent in
the approach to fibre preparation. This is especially evident in traditions using very little
preparation and spinning more directly from the fleece (Callafiaupa Alvarez, 2007; Hilden,
2010). The comments in TTTC reports emphasise the influence of fibre preparation, but in a
way that separates it from spinning skill, whereas ethnographic observation shows the
integrated quality of fibre preparation and spinning (Meisch et al., 2003; Hudson, 2008a).

Spindle specifications

The TTTC experiment was designed to explore a certain weight and type of whorl, modelled
on excavated whorls from Nichoria (Martensson et al., 2006a: 6). The experimental whorls
were carefully made and selected, in accordance with the CTR guideline that tools must be
“precise copies of archaeological artefacts” (Martensson et al., 2006a: 3). However, there is
more to a spindle than just a whorl, and the shaft must be equally carefully considered.

The size, shape and length of the spindle shaft are significant factors that can indicate the
manner in which the spindle is used. Unfortunately shafts are rarely preserved, being most
often made of organic materials (Barber, 1991: 51). It is therefore understandable that the
shaft of the experimental spindles had to be improvised. Certain clues may be provided, such
as the interior profile of the whorl. For example, if the interior of the whorl is narrower at one
end, it is clear that the whorl would be fitted to the shaft in such a way that gravity and
friction keep it in place (Barber, 1991: 52; Gleba, 2008: 108). Regional historical depictions and
ethnographic observation can also be considered. While one cannot know the Bronze Age
spindle style, deductions can be made from this kind of surrounding information. The only



reference given for the chosen shaft design is a previous experiment in a publication referring
to the Late Iron Age, with no further information (Martensson et al., 2006a: 6).

There are photos of the whorls and of the spindles with a scale, and in the case of the4 g
whorl, a drawing shows the interior profile to be straight and not tapered (Martensson et al.,
2006b: 4).Based on the photos, the shafts for the 18 g and 8 g spindles appear to be 24 cm
and 14 cm respectively. The 4 g whorl is used with a 14 cm shaft. (Martensson et al., 2006a: 7;
Martensson et al., 2006b: 4). There is no explanation given for the choice of length and
variation in length based on whorl size. The length of the spindle will affect its ease of use, so
it is an important variable. For instance, if the lighter whorl had the same length shaft as the
heavier whorl, the spinners may have noticed a difference in handling the spindle.

It is important to consider that even with a given whorl shape and weight, there are quite a
few different ways to design and use a spindle (See Figure 1) (Barber, 1991: 43, 62). The
experimental whorls are placed low on the shafts, about 4 cm from the bottom, and the
shafts taper toward the top, where there is a hook carved into the wood. The use of a hook is
a significant choice that should be documented and discussed. Low-whorl spindles do not
require a hook to attach the yarn: the spinner can make a half-hitch at the top of the shaft to
allow the spindle to hang while spinning. This is a typical practice in Peru and Bolivia, and can
be observed elsewhere (Franquemont, 2009; galatbazaar, 2012). The assumption that the
whorl is low on the shaft is consistent with regional spinning technique historically (Barber,
1991: 53, 64), but the use of a hook cannot be assumed.

Spinning technique

While the experiment aimed to allow the spinners to influence the outcome individually, the
specific restrictions chosen, i.e. to spin seated with a suspended spinning technique
(Martensson et al., 2006a: 7), seem to limit the type of individual choices that naturally occur.
Indigenous spinners tend to be productive precisely because their work accompanies them
throughout the day, so spinning can be accomplished regardless of location (Callafiaupa
Alvarez, 2007: 50; ProjectoSaberFazer, 2011). This mobility leads to a certain flexibility of style,
with the spinner using the spindle supported if seated, suspended if standing and possibly
making use of a distaff to hold the fibre (Meisch et al., 2003; Hudson, 2010).

Historical and contemporary documentation from Europe shows spindles held in the hand
and turned in a manner that is semi-suspended and occasionally supported, often with a
distaff holding the fibre (oficinadofio, 2009; BosnianReality, 2012; La em tempo real, 2012;
DiAlessandri, 2013). Therefore, to use exclusively a seated, suspended spinning style for the
TTTC experiments, with no mention of a distaff, does not address the potential scope of
ancient spinning technique (Andersson Strand, 2012: 32)(See Figure 2 - 4)



Another factor affecting the way spinners create yarn is the intended purpose of the yarn.
Requirements such as thickness, density and amount of twist necessary for a desired finished
product, inform the spinning techniques of handspinners, from ancient times to the present
(Wild, 1970: 37; Franquemont, 2009: 65). When spinning for weaving, the warp yarns must be
particularly strong, to withstand the tension of the loom, whereas weft yarns can be more
lofty or loosely spun (Meisch et al., 2003: 89; Callaflaupa Alvarez, 2007: 50; Hilden, 2010).

The TTTC Part 1 report states that “we did not decide in advance how exactly to spin our
thread.” (Martensson et al., 2006a: 7) It is unclear whether this refers to technique, or to
parameters of the spun yarn. With regard to the latter, the statement is problematic because
it appears that both spinners know at the outset that they are spinning singles for weaving on
a warp-weighted loom. This is confirmed by the next paragraph’s reference to the yarn being
strong enough for a warp. So the type of yarn being spun is decided at the outset, based
presumably on the spinners’ own standards for weaving yarn. If the allowance for individual
variability is meant to refer to technique, it would be helpful at this stage for each spinner to
make private notes about her intentions, so the goals and decisions could be examined
objectively.

The two spinners had the same type of yarn as a goal and the same fibre prep, and were
restricted in their posture and spindle-using technique, so the variable left to them is drafting.

Drafting

Drafting is the manner of attenuating the fibre while spinning with the spindle. It is the aspect
of the spinning process that incorporates the skill and expertise of the spinner to influence
the yarn, as it is being spun. Drafting method and fibre preparation are closely related, and
this is the stage at which spinners make choices and modifications based on the intended use
of the yarn (Bakriges, 2010).

However, the TTTC experiment does not refer to drafting per se, or elucidate the relationship
between the spinners’ methods and the fibre preparation. There is mention of how the fibre
is held in the hand (Martensson et al., 2006a: 7) and of needing to “work a lot with the hands”
(Martensson et al., 2006b: 6; Andersson et al., 2008: 173) to manage the fibre on the lighter
spindle, but these are not technically informative. The spinners’ own notes would be
beneficial, with some attention to internationally used spinning terminology, such as worsted
and woolen, mentioned above, and further graphic documentation of the techniques used.
Given that this is the main variable between the two spinners, it could be more fully
documented. This would be useful in demonstrating the difference or similarity of the
spinning techniques between individuals.

Counting



Rather than making notes on drafting technique, the spinners noted the number of “twists”
given to the spindle during a certain length of yarn (Martensson et al., 2006a: 7). In a living
textile producing culture, spinners are not likely to count an action, but rather to rely on the
feel of the yarn, developing an intuition for the right amount of twist (Franquemont, 2009: 83-
84). Counting treadling was introduced as a wheel spinning guideline by Mabel Ross (1986).
Modern spinners who have been trained in this manner may give importance to counting as a
way of measuring the twist added to the yarn, but for people who grow up with spinning as a
daily activity, the process is much more intuitive. With spindles, the force given to the twist is
highly variable. Depending on the thickness of the spindle shaft and the spinner's method of
putting the spindle in motion (Franquemont, 2009), one “twist” may have a lot more energy
than another, so it is not a reliable measure of work.

If such a count is deemed important to the experiment, it would be more natural and
imitative of traditional textile production to allow the spinners to develop their own rhythm
and have an observer collect the numerical data, while remembering that there is variability
between the “twists,” in terms of force and effectiveness. While this variability is
acknowledged in the TTTC report, the rationale for counting the twists given to the spindle is
not explained. It is unclear how that information adds to the interpretation of the yarn and
spinning process.

Full spindle?

The point at which a spindle is ‘full’ is another unexamined variable in the spinning
experiment. This may be the most important factor, due to its implications regarding the
production rate data. The spindle was considered full when “the weight of the threads
affected the rotation of the spindle negatively.” (Martensson et al., 2006a: 7) This highlights an
additional skill involved in spinning yarn: winding the spun yarn onto the spindle shaft. The
spun yarn stored on the spindle is called the cop and building a firm and stable cop with a
skilful winding technique, enables a spinner to spin more yarn before the weight of the yarn
interferes with the rotation of the spindle (Franquemont, 2009: 86,87). It is also a practical
consideration for the portability of the spinning task, because a stable cop will not become
loose and fall off the spindle. For these reasons, a production spinner would develop this skill
along with the other steps of making yarn. In the interest of time management, she would fill
each spindle as full as possible before stopping the work to wind off the yarn (Franquemont,
2009: 87).

During the CTR experiment, the average weight of yarn on a full spindle and the percentage
of the weight of the empty spindle was as shown in Table 1.

Avg.yarn weight  Avg. yarn weight Percentage of Percentage of

Spindle weight ) .
AB LM spindle wt. AB spindle wt. LM



8g 248 278 30% 33%
18¢g 43g 51g 24% 28%
4g 20g 248 50% 60%

TABLE 1. AVERAGE YARN WEIGHT FOR FULL SPINDLES FOR EACH SPINNER, WITH PERCENTAGE OF EMPTY SPINDLE
WEIGHT. (MARTENSSON ET AL., 2006A: 10; MARTENSSON ET AL., 2006B: 6)

The percentages are surprisingly low, when compared to general observed and documented
tendencies (Kania, 2009). Spinners tend to fill a spindle with yarn that is several times the
weight of the empty spindle (See Figure 5). This practice is clearly seen in imagery and
documentation of traditional spinning around the world (See Figure 6) (Meisch et al., 2003: 76;
Callafiaupa Alvarez, 2007: 49; Brooks, 2011). It is also demonstrated by modern spinners
without a long tradition behind them.

In an experiment conducted by Katrin Kania (2009; forthcoming), fourteen spinners,
described as ‘experienced hobby spinners,’ used three different whorl weights for an hour at
a time. Given that these spinners stopped after one hour, without considering the spindles
full, the weight of yarn on each spindle at the end of the session is revealing (See Table 2)

Percentage of empty spindle

Spindle weight Average yarn weight on spindle weight
5g 888 176%
15g 10.3g 68%
52 g 1M1.4g 21%

TABLE 2. AVERAGE YARN WEIGHTS AND PERCENTAGE OF SPINDLE WEIGHT FOR YARN SPUN IN KANIA'S EXPERIMENT.
(KANIA, 2009)

While the spinners in Kania’'s experiment were not familiar with or completely comfortable
spinning with the given spindles, especially the heaviest one (Kania, 2009), they did not seem
to be limited by the amount of yarn stored on the spindle, but by production speed. For the
spindles of comparable weight to the TTTC experiment, the spinners in Kania's experiment
wound on two to three times the amount of yarn within the hour, without reaching the ‘full
spindle’ point. For this experiment, spinners were using different fibres in addition to
different spindles, so there was a variety of issues regarding workability, with none of the
spinners using an accustomed spindle weight and fibre the whole time (Kania, 2009). In this
sense, the spinners of Kania's experiment did not have any particular advantage over those of
the TTTC experiment.



The discrepancy between spindles designated as ‘full’ in the TTTC experiment and those
observed elsewhere calls into question not only the production rates deduced from this
experiment, but also the assertion that the tool rather than the spinner influences the
outcome of the yarn (Martensson et al., 2006a: 14; Andersson et al., 2008). Since both the
production rates and the predominant role of the tool continue to be cited (Andersson et al.,
2009: 165; Andersson Strand, 2012: 33; Meyers, 2013: 257), it is important to note the lack of
certainty inherent in the limitations of these experiments.

Conclusion: beyond whorl weight

In summary, while archaeological experiments exploring ancient textile tools are extremely
important to the understanding of textile production in ancient societies (Andersson Strand et
al., 2010: 163), caution must be exercised in drawing conclusions from such experiments. Full
acknowledgement of the limitations, variables and choices involved in the structure of the
experiment is essential to proper interpretation of any data produced.

Given the absence of an established body of academic research focused on spinning, there
are inherent difficulties in setting up effective experimentation. Observation of living
handspinning communities, with textile tools in productive contexts, could be incorporated as
an aid to archaeological experimentation. Certain points of practice are known only to
practitioners and those who live in textile producing communities will bring a different
perspective than craftspeople unconnected to a certain tradition. The presence of living
handspinning communities should not be ignored. Input from craft practitioners could widen
study samples, better enabling comparisons of people, tools and technique. Reference to
documented practices of living textile-producing cultures would add a valuable perspective
on experimental processes and results.

The main variables in these experiments must be thoroughly noted and documented, in
order to give a clear presentation of the circumstances of data collection. In the case of
spinning experiments, such variables include the experience of the spinners, the details of
fibre preparation and spinning technique, the specifications of the tools and the manner of
assessing evaluative factors, both numerical and subjective.

It is necessary to remember that the experiment participants’ background and experience
with the tools and techniques used in a study, influence interpretation of the results. Relevant
details must therefore be carefully considered and included in the documentation. A self-
conscious analysis of experimental conditions and decision-making would greatly enhance
the data and enable more productive interpretation, not only in the studies discussed here,
but in future textile-related archaeological experiments.
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FIG 1. WHORLS USED IN THE MIDDLE OF A LONG SHAFT, FROM PERU, DEMONSTRATING ANOTHER OPTION FOR
WHORL PLACEMENT. COLLECTION OF JAYNE REED.
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FIG 2. AN IMAGE FROM A 12TH CENTURY ILLUMINATED MANUSCRIPT FROM ENGLAND SHOWING IN-HAND
SPINNING WITH DISTAFF. WIKIMEDIA.
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FIG 4. PORTUGUESE TRADITIONAL HANDSPINNER. PHOTO BY ALICE BERNARDO, 2012, FOR PROJECT SABER FAZER
(HTTP://SABERFAZER.ORG/)
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FIG 5. SPINDLE HOLDING 600% OF ITS EMPTY WEIGHT IN SPUN YARN. PHOTO BY ABBY FRANQUEMONT, 2009.
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FIG 6. SPINDLES WHICH ARE NOT YET FULL IN PERU, LEFT, AND CHILE, RIGHT. PHOTOS BY W. SZYMANOWICZ, 2012,
AND M. ROGOVIN, 1967.
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